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INTRODUCTION


This study is divided into two sections. The first section begins with an introduction to the focus area of the study, the New Haven community. It then gives a brief overview of the history of immigration to America, focusing on Mexican immigration, followed by research on wage growth and changes over time of human capital for immigrants to America. It then explains several theories that connect immigration to America with human capital and local experience. These theories include neoclassical economic theory, the Roy model, the segmented labor market theory and the immigrant human-capital theory.


The second section examines data obtained from the New Haven Community, then discusses how this information either supports or does not support the theories examined in the first section.

SECTION 1 - History and Theory of Migration to the United States

I. U.S. Immigration Background


The Latino community in Greenwood, South Carolina is part of a new large wave of immigrants, what economist George J. Borjas refers to as the second Great Migration. According to Borjas, the first Great Migration occurred between 1881 and 1924, when 25.8 million people immigrated to the United States, arriving primarily from Eastern, Central and Southern Europe. This immigration wave ended abruptly in the mid-1920s as a result of the passage of restrictive immigration laws that stressed granting visas to Northern Europeans, who, until the 1880s, made up the bulk of migrants to the U.S.A.  The change was dramatic. While in the decade between 1900 and 1910 nearly 9 million immigrants entered America, in the 1930s there were only around half a million.  After the 1930s immigration slowly and steadily increased again; a trend that has continued to the present day. In absolute numerical terms, the flow of both legal and illegal immigrants into the United States by the mid 1990s was roughly the same magnitude as in the first decade of the 20th century. However, in relative terms the earlier immigration was more dramatic; while nearly 15% of the U.S. population was foreign born in 1910 only around 8% were foreign born in 1990. (Borjas 1994)


Not only has the immigration into the United States grown in the last 60 years, but the composition of immigrants has also changed, partially due to a 1965 law that changed the national-origins quota systems for granting visas into a system that gives priority to family ties. In the 1930s 66% of legal immigrants were European, 20% Canadian, 10% Hispanic and 3% Asian. In the 1980s only 10% of legal immigrants were European and 2% Canadian with 47% Hispanic and 37% Asian. Legal Mexican immigration grew from 4% in the 1930s to 23% in the 1980s, or a staggering increase from 22,400 people in the 1930s to 1,655,800 people in the 1980s. This increase is even more dramatic considering that by some estimates, for every legal Mexican immigrant there is an illegal Mexican immigrant. (Borjas 1994)


The history of Mexican immigration to America, like all immigration flows, must be seen in the context of changes in the social and economic conditions of both countries. The first wave of large scale Mexican migration to the U.S. began with the almost 40 year dictatorship in Mexico of Porfirio Díaz, from 1872 to 1911. Díaz received the backing for his government from a coalition of elite Mexican interests, including the hacendados (owners of large farms). With the backing of the Mexican government, the hacendados were able to destroy the traditional Mexican system of communal land ownership, to the benefit of the hacendados and the detriment of peasants. By the time of the 1911 revolution, 97% of rural families were landless and a small number of families owned almost the entirety of Mexican land. The hacendados devoted a much large part of their lands to cash crops and a much smaller part to staple food items, thus increasing the price of staple foods. Poor rural Mexicans turned to sharecropping and working as day laborers to survive, although a shift to more capital-intensive farming methods decreased the demand for farm labor, pushing down rural wages. Thus loss of lands, falling agricultural wages, rising food prices, a shift to capital –intensive production methods pushed people into migration. At the same time, there were not nearly enough industrial job opportunities in Mexican cities to meet the demand for work coming from this rural setting. (Massey, et al. 1987)


During this same period, there was a rapid economic expansion occurring in the Southwest United States. Americans were moving west, building railroads, mining and creating large cash crop farms. These activities required a large amount of labor. The creation of the railroad system connecting the major cities of Mexico to the major cities of the U.S. allowed Mexicans displaced by social conditions to come to America and work. By 1910, 18,000 Mexicans a year immigrated to the United States. During the 1910s, Mexican immigration increased due to U.S. laws restricting Asian immigration, labor shortages caused by the World War, and the social upheavals resulting from the decade long Mexican revolution. By 1919, 29,000 Mexicans immigrated to the U.S. every year. This increased to 50,000 a year during to the 1920s, largely due to the new laws restricting Eastern and Southern European immigration. (Massey, et al. 1987)


The Great Depression of the 1930s in the United States, destroyed the demand for Mexican laborers. U.S. citizens were given preferential treatment in job hiring and government relief programs specifically denied benefits to Mexicans. Throughout the decade, around 500,000 Mexicans were forcefully repatriated. Meanwhile, during the 1930s in Mexico, the land redistribution required by the 1917 Constitution was finally carried out during the Lazaro Cárdenas presidency. Mexican lands were given to peasants in parcels known as ejidos. While farmed by families, ejidos were officially controlled by local villages and could not be sold to outsiders. While the land redistribution had huge effects on the Mexican society and economy, it was never completed. By the 1940s, the Mexican government used manipulation of credit markets, irrigation projects and control of agricultural technology to encourage large firms to exploit the richest and most productive agricultural areas of the countries by large firms. Thus rural Mexico was divided between large agricultural firms, poor landed peasants, and landless peasants. (Massey, et al. 1987)


Conditions had changed dramatically in the 1940s in the United States with the beginning of the Second World War. Again America needed labor. The American and Mexican governments agreed in 1942 on the Bracero Accord, adopting an arrangement for bringing in temporary Mexican labor to work the fields of American farms. Between 1942 and its termination in 1964, some 4,500,000 Mexicans worked as Braceros. The Barcero accord was designed to create a supply of temporary workers. Still, former Braceros have been able to use the 1965 change in U.S. immigration laws to legally move themselves and their families to the United States. For reasons discussed below, throughout the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s there has been an ever increasing flow of Mexicans into the United States. 

Increasingly, Latino immigrants are coming to the Southeast, an area that has traditionally had few Latinos. According to the 2000 census, Latinos now make up 4.7% of the population of North Carolina, 5.3% of Georgians, and 2.4% of South Carolinians. (U.S. Census, 2000) This is a compared to data showing the population for Latinos in 1990 as 1.2% of North Carolinians, 1.7% of Georgians and just 0.9% of South Carolinians. (U.S. Census, 1990) In the U.S. as a whole, the population of Latinos grew from 9.0% to 12.5%, causing the percentage of Latinos in the U.S. to increase by 39% between 1990 and 2000. In comparison, the percentage of Latinos in North Carolina increased by 392%, the percentage of Latinos in Georgia increased by 312% and the percentage of Latinos in South Carolina increased by 267%. Thus the population of Latinos has been growing at a much faster rate than the Latino population of the country as a whole. 

II. Research on Wage Growth for Immigrants


It was during the late 1970s that American economists first began to rigorous studies of wage growth for immigrants. Barry Chiswick's pioneering work (Chiswick, 1978) used information from the 1970 census. This study was a cross-sectional analysis that compared the current earnings of newly arrived immigrants to the current earnings of immigrants who migrated in the past. Figure 1 shows the general results of the study. The study showed that immigrants (as a group) tend to earn less than the native born (as a group) when the immigrants first come to America. The immigrants increase their wages at a faster rate than the native born, thus closing the wage gap. After around 15 years the immigrants actually surpass the native born, and earn a greater wages for the rest of their life. It is logical that at first the immigrant wage curve would be steeper, during the period that the immigrant is learning English and learning about how to function in America, skills the native born presumably already have. What makes less sense is the conclusion that immigrant end up doing better than the native born. Why should being an immigrant help wages? Some argued that this happened because of a selection bias; only the most motivated and hard working of people had the wherewithal to pick up and leave their own country to start a life in a new land. 
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                  A Cross Section Profile of Age and Earnings for Immigrants and Native Men


It turns out that this explanation is not correct. Immigrants do not eventually start making more wages than the native born. With new research, George J. Borjas figured out the flaw in the study. Borjas (1985) pointed out that when Chiswick looked at data for immigrants who immigrated in 1950 to those immigrated in the year 1970, he was actually comparing apples and oranges. This is because, due to the shift in immigrant composition stated above, immigrants bring less human capital with them in more recent years than in previous years. Borjas controls for this problem by tracking over time waves of immigrants divided by period of arrival, what he calls cohort groups. The results support his critique of Chiswick, showing a wage / age profile that looks more like lines P, Q and R in Figure 2 than the story described by Chiswick (shown by line C).
 Line P represents the wages at various ages for immigrants who came to America in 1950. These immigrants were likely to be highly educated and coming from countries in Europe where their culture was in many was similar to the American culture. Thus this group actually earned more money than the average American of the same age when they arrived, and continued to increase their wage at roughly the same rate as the native born. Line G represents the wages at various ages for both the native born and the 1970 wave of immigrants. This group of immigrants is a mix of the European immigrants mentioned before and less educated, less culturally similar immigrants from Latin America and Asia. When averaged out, the trend of the group is the same as that of the native born. Line R represents the wages at various ages for the 1990 wave of immigrants. These immigrants are primarily poor, uneducated and from Latin America and Asia. They start out making less than the native born and never catch up. 
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Cohort Effects and the Immigrant Age-Earning Profile

Chiswick wrongly did a cross sectional study instead of a more telling study of cohort groups. Previous immigrants from Europe had a level of educational attainment more similar to American peers of their same age than present day immigrants from Latin America and Asia, and came from more similar cultures. In addition, there is a weeding out process, in that those immigrants who are less successful are more likely to return home than those who are more successful. So an immigrant who came to the U.S. twenty years ago and has stayed is probably earning more than what the person who returned home would have made had he stayed. Chiswick wrongly uses the performance of immigrants from 1950 in 1990 to estimate what the performance of immigrants from 1990 will be in 2030. Both the changing immigrant composition and the weeding out effect cause wages of older immigrants to overstate the expected future wages of younger immigrants and so bias upward the wage-profile estimates using a cross section analysis. Thus misleading results occur when judging the future of recent arrivers based on the history of immigrants who have been in the U.S. for many years.

To sum up, with each new successive wave, immigrants make less and less money as compared to the native born. Although all waves do experience increased wages over time, more recent waves never close the wage gap they have with the native born, nor even the gap with the previous wave of immigrants. For example, immigrants arriving in the United States from 1965 to 1969 earned 16.6% less than the native born in 1970, while immigrants who arrived between 1985 and 1989 earned 31.7% less than the native born (Borjas 1994). 

III. Changing Level of Human Capital for Immigrants


According to LaLonde and Topel (1992), at least two thirds of the decrease in wages of immigrants compared to the native born is due to educational attainment. It is true that today's immigrant is less likely to be a high school dropout and more likely to be a college graduate than previous immigrants. However, today's native born American is far less likely than previous native born Americans to be a high school dropout and far more likely to be a college graduate than previous Americans (Borjas 1994). The gains of the native born well outpace the gains of the immigrants, leading to an increased wage gap between the two groups. This gap is only widened by the fact that returns to education in the United States are much higher than they were previously, with greater losses from not completing high school and greater gains from graduating college.

IV. Neoclassical Theory of Migration 


The neoclassical theory of international migration is straightforward. It can be explained at two levels: the macro level and the micro level. At the macro level, workers will travel from labor abundant, capital scare countries (where wages are low) to labor scare, capital abundant countries (where wages are high). At the same time, capital will migrate in the opposite direction. This capital flow includes human capital; thus highly skilled workers from the capital rich, labor poor countries will migrate to the labor rich, capital poor countries to gain a better return on their human capital. These events of migration will cause the wages to rise in the first country and fall in the second until there is no difference between the wage nor the labor-capital mix between the countries. At this time migration of labor and capital should stop. (Todaro, 1989)

At the micro level, individuals make a cost-benefit analysis to determine where they can maximize their net earnings over some time-horizon. Potential immigrants make a calculation of how much they will earn if they migrate to a certain place during a certain time period. They then subtract from this calculation what they could make over the same time period by staying put. Then they subtract further negatives, such as the monetary and psychological costs of migrating, and discount earnings by the probability of being deported (if the migration is not done legally). At the end, if the calculation is grater than 0, the person migrates. If it is less than 0, the person stays still. (Borjas, 1989)

V. Political Migrants

Not all immigrants leave their country and come to the new country for economic reasons, making the calculations that are part of the neoclassical theory of migration. There exist a substantial number of people who left their homes for political reasons. Some of these immigrants, called refugees, fled persecution that they faced in their home country. Other's left because they disagreed with political decisions in their country and felt that they were powerless to change the situation while living within that country. Either way, the situation of these immigrants is very different than that of a typical economic migrant. Through a cursory look at the situation of the two groups, it is difficult to tell which should have a better economic performance in the new country, if they both came to the same country. On the one hand, because the economic migrant consciously planned and organized move due to an expectation of improved welfare, one might think that he would perform better. After all, the political migrant is more likely to have fled in haste, unprepared for the change in his life and with little home or expectation of a bright future. (Ehrenberg and Smith, 2000)

On the other hand, there are factors pointing to the other possibility. The political migrant often has little hope of returning soon to his country of origin. Thus the political migrant has stronger incentives than the economic migrant to invest in human capital, such as learning the language of the host country. An economic migrant might instead want to preserve skills that will be useful to him if he returns to his homeland. If he leaves open the possibility of returning home, economic migrant might also want to perform paid work as much as possible now instead of investing in human capital. This is especially true if the economic migrant has the ability to send money to family and friends in the home country and if the currency of the host country is strong compared to the currency of the home country. In addition, it is quite likely that the political migrant underwent the experience of having to abandon property and financial assets in his home country when fleeing. This experience may make the political migrant see investment in human capital as safer than financial or physical investment. (Ehrenberg and Smith, 2000)

The above analysis would indicate that the answer to the question "Who performs better, the economic or political migrant?" is this: it depends on the time frame that you look at. In the short run, the economic migrant should earn more than the political in the early months and years after arrival in the host country. As time progresses, the income of the political migrant should gradually catch up with and then surpass that of the economic migrant.  In fact, a study by Borjas done in the mid-1980s gives evidence that this analysis is correct. This study tracked the economic performance of male Cuban immigrants to the United States who left Cuba shortly after the triumph of the revolution in 1959 (assumed to be political migrants) and male Puerto Rican and Mexican immigrants the United States who left their homelands during the same time period (assumed to be economic migrants). The study controlled for other factors such as age and education. It found that the Cubans appear to have lower earnings in the early years after arrival but in subsequent years they exhibit more rapid rates of earning growth and end up surpassing Mexicans and Puerto Ricans. (Borjas, 1984) This result is graphically shown in Figure 3.
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Earnings for Cuban American political migrants versus earnings of Puerto Rican 

and Mexican economic migrants


While it is possible to differentiate between political and migrant refugees based on reasons for migrating, it is important to note that deciding which is which can be a political decision in itself. In the United States, those migrating from enemy countries are more likely to be granted refugee status than those migrating from nations allied with the U.S. Throughout the 1980s, all Cubans who managed to arrive on American shores were granted refugee status, although many admit that they came to United States not because of persecution as typically understood but because of the lack of opportunity for economic advancement in Cuba. On the other hand, hundreds of thousands of people in Guatemala and El Salvador during the same time period faced death, torture and imprisonment because of their race or beliefs. Many of these people fled to the United States, though Mexico. Most were treated the same as economic migrants from Mexico. They had a more difficult time gaining refugee status, due to the fact that the governments in El Salvador and Guatemala were friendly, anti-communist regimes.

VI. The Roy Model


America's immigrants are less highly educated than before, relative to the native born population. Some of this shift can be attributed to the 1965 change in immigration law mentioned above. According to the theoretical model created by Andrew Roy (1951), a shift away from European immigration to Latin American immigration will lead to a self-selected group of poorer, less educated immigrants coming to the U.S.A. This is because European economies are more egalitarian than the U.S., and Latin American societies less so. In general, workers with little human capital, working at low-end jobs, are better off in Europe than the United States. They have more benefits, a shorter work week, and a more complete social safety net. Those at the high end of the scale, with a lot of human capital, are worse of economically than their American counterparts. They pay higher taxes and receive lower salaries. Thus it is the well off who have an incentive to immigrate to the United States in order to be even better off. In Latin America, the opposite is the case. Those who are poor and have little human capital in their economy have less opportunity in Latin America than in the United States to earn a living wage. In contrast, the very rich often pay no taxes and have little barriers to increasing their wealth, as testified by the fact that Mexico has far more billionaires than any other country in the developing world. (Doyle, 2001) In Roy's terms, Mexicans have greater returns to human capital than Europeans. According to this model, highly skilled Mexicans who migrate would be more likely to be internal migrants, and highly-skilled Europeans more likely to go the United States.

Borjas gives some empirical evidence in a 1990 study of the validity of the Roy theory. He shows that income inequality in the source country is negatively correlated with the earnings of immigrant men in the United States. (Borjas, 1990) This demonstrates the relationship between equality in the source country and the immigrant's human capital. In the pioneering study of migrant flows from Mexico Return to Atzlan, Massey and others show a substantially higher level of schooling for rural Mexicans that migrated to other parts of Mexico than for rural Mexicans who migrated to the U.S. from the 1930s to the mid 1980s, giving strong evidence for the Roy model. (Massey, et al. 1987) Such data cannot be so easily extrapolated to explain the level of schooling and migration decisions across countries. For example, Cuba is one of the most egalitarian countries in the world, while India has a huge gap between the rich and the poor. Yet the average Cuban immigrant to the U.S. has less schooling than the average American, and the average Indian immigrant to the U.S. has more schooling than the average American (Borjas 1994, p. 1686). Obviously, the differences between the two countries are huge, with major differences in American immigration policy towards the two and widely varying proximities to the U.S. I point out the differences to show that the Roy model must be examined in the context of other factors.

The data at the country level for Mexico, however, does conform with the Roy model. In 1990, according to census data, Mexican immigrants had an average schooling level of 7.61, the lowest of 43 countries tabulated. As a country with extreme wealth disparity, it would make sense that those with the least human capital would be those that migrate. It would also make sense that it is the same group of lower educated workers that American employers would be looking for in order to fill their low-end positions.

VII. Segmented Labor Market Theory

According to Michael Piore (1979), the change in immigrant composition was caused not primarily by a shift in law, nor the factors cited in the Roy model, but because of the fundamental characteristics of advanced industrialized countries, including the United States. His idea is know as the Segmented Labor Market Theory.  Piore sees the dominant force behind international immigration not as push factors in the sending country but as pull factors in the receiving countries. This is a marked contrast to traditional economic theory, where “push” and “pull” factors divided and separately measured, but instead it is the gap in wage that accounts for both the demand for and supply of immigrant labor. Piore sees wage structure in America (and the entire developed world) as a rigid hierarchy, where those wages at the bottom cannot equal or approach those of higher jobs with more prestige. Such an event would upset those higher in the hierarchy, forcing a raise in their wages, which forces up the wages in the whole structure. It is not just the wage, but also the relative wage that is important to members of the hierarchy.

For example, if there were a shortage of nurse's assistants, a hospital might wish to raise the wages of nurse's assistants. However, if the wages went up so much that they were the same as those of nurses, the nurses would feel cheated that they were earning the same as those below them, who did not have the same educational level and title. A raise for the nurses might force a pay raise for those above the nurses in the hierarchy,. Thus, even if the hospital could afford to increase the pay for nurse's assistants, it might not be able to deal with the total consequences of the original raise. So as a solution, it searches for immigrants from the developing world who don't care so much about the hierarchy and are willing to work for wages that are low by American standards. In this manner, more and more low end, menial jobs in America are given to immigrant labor. Migrants also fill the role of being what Piore calls the "variable labor force". Thus when there are jobs where the need for labor varies with changes in either demand or the season, migrants are used to fill these positions. It is precisely their ability to fill these positions that the native born will not that causes firms to recruit migrants.

Migrant workers, especially newly arrived migrant workers, see there role in America as little more than making money to send to their family. Therefore, their workplace priorities are different than that of native workers, including poor native workers. While native workers care about prestige, working conditions, hours, health benefits and locations, the migrants barely consider these things. For example, most Mexican men would not be caught dead sweeping in Mexico. In Latino culture, this is a women's job. However, the same man will usually sweep in the U.S. if he is given the chance to earn a good wage. In the context of being a migrant, this is not an affront to his manhood, as it would be in Mexico. He is in the U.S. to make as much money as he can, as quickly as he can, to either send home, or save and carry home.

Such people are known as target earners. For the migrant, work in the United States is a means to an end. Their heart is not where their bodies are. If you ask most young Latino men in New Haven where their home is, the common response is not "Greenwood", but rather "Veracruz" or "Chiapas" or "Oaxaca". All adult Latinos I have spoken with in New Haven say they do not plan to live in the U.S. permanently; they plan to move back to their country of origin.

Such a phenomenon should theoretically lead to a backwards-bending supply curve for migrant labor, although it is a backward-bending supply curve different than that usually envisioned by economic theory. Typically, the slope of the supply curve is created by the trade-off between work and leisure. In the case of the migrant, the slope of the supply curve is created by the trade-off between working in the United States and going home. The more a migrant earns, the quicker he will return to his family in his homeland. The quicker he returns home, the less time he should spend at the job. Thus in terms of total times spent on the job, the more a migrant is paid, the less labor he will supply. Notice that if one was to make a graph of such a backwards-bending supply curve, the x-axis would not be labeled "Number of hours of work in a week" but instead "Number of hours in total devoted to working in the United States before going home".

The target-earning phenomenon is not new. The most recent wave of Mexican immigrants, especially illegal immigrants, resembles much of the first Great Migration in their propensity for being target earners. For example, for every ten Italians that immigrated to the United States from 1908 to 1910, six Italians emigrated back to Italy. With many of today's Mexican immigrants who originally planned to stay for a short time, factors such as relationships and other attachments compel the person to remain in the U.S. The same such phenomenon occurred with immigrants from the first Great Migration at the turn of the 20th century. (Piore, 1979)

Empirical research on the North American system has shown evidence of the existence of a segmented labor market (Massey et al. 1987; Donato et al. 1992; Portes and Bach 1985) but has failed to establish that most migrants are directly recruited from their home countries by employers, or even that the demand (pull) factor dominates the supply (push) factor. Evidence has shown Piore is right in claiming the migrants fill a specific labor market niche that the native born do not. This evidence is the attenuated effects of past labor market experience, education, and skills on U.S. wage rates among Mexican immigrants working in the U.S.A, as compared with the effects for native-born workers. However, research does not show that migrant flows directly react to need in the host country to fill these niches. Instead, changes in factors such as wages, unemployment and farm-commodity prices in the source countries affect the flow of migrants from that country more than demand from host country employers for jobs traditionally filled by migrants. (Espinoza 1997)

If a segmented labor market does exist, not all immigrants are in the lower rung. Looking at the employer side, the U.S. demand for immigrants is that of two extremes. At one end, there is a demand for a large number of low-skilled workers to fill menial jobs. At the other end, there is a demand for extremely high-skilled workers to fuel economic growth, such as engineers and doctors, promoted by the policies of H2-B visa distribution and the growing number of foreign graduate students studying (and often remaining) in the United States. In fact, the top half of legal immigrants to the U.S. in terms of educational attainment have the same level of education as the top half of native born Americans in terms of educational attainment. (Betts and Lofstrom 2000). Thus it is among the bottom half of legal immigrants and the illegal immigrants that explains the wage gap due to different levels of educational obtainment between immigrants and the native born. 

There is also the possibility that some of the workers in the bottom segment of the market breakthrough to the mainstream U.S. labor market. The same studies that showed evidence for a segmented labor market existing also showed significant improvement in wages due to increased English language ability and U.S. experience. (Massey 1987; Donato et al. 1992; Portes and Bach 1985) This indicates the possibility that temporary, newly arrived migrants dominate the bottom of the labor market, but some who stick it out and gain new skills break out of what can be called the migrant “glass ceiling”.

Still, while this is a real phenomenon, it should not be exaggerated. The gains in wages shown in the previous studies are not large enough to close the gap with the native born. In addition, immigrants with a low level of education often spend many years in the United States without learning very much English. It is much more common for an immigrant with no high-school diploma to work for many years at low-paying, dead-end jobs in the U.S. than it is for a native-born American with no high school diploma. While the native-born with low education have a higher unemployment rate, immigrants with a low education level make substantially lower wages. The poverty rate of the low-educated immigrant is much higher than that of low-educated native, and the gap is growing. (Enchautegui 1998) There are people who break through the “migrant glass ceiling”, but most do not.

Because of the proximity of Mexico it provides the bulk of the unskilled labor and not the highly skilled labor. (Cornelius 1992; Fletcher and Taylor 1992) Increasingly Asian countries are providing the highly skilled immigrants to the United States. Interestingly, in some cases the immigrant is highly skilled but still fits into the Piore model. For example, beginning in the late 1980s the United States began an effort to attract foreign doctors with a J-1 visa, mostly from the developing world, in order to serve Medicaid patients (NPR, April 17, 2002). There was a lack of American doctors willing to serve inner city and rural Medicaid patients. Thus highly skilled immigrants were attracted to do a job that was considered too unattractive for native-born Americans with the same skills, due to the fact that these positions generally pay less, and those in rural areas are isolated from the amenities of the city. It is important to remember that while their approaches are opposite (one looking at push factors and the other pull factors), there is nothing contradictory between the models of Piore and Roy. Nor does either model directly contradict the neoclassical model.

VIII. Immigrant Human-Capital Investment Model


Another aspect of human capital for immigrants is the issue of source country skills transference, known as the Immigrant Human-Capital Investment model. (Dunleep and Regets 1999) This refers to the process of immigrants gaining the ability to use skills acquired in their home country in order to increase income in the new country. According to this concept, investment in human capital is more valuable for an immigrant than the native born, because the new ability will allow the immigrant to use his or her previous abilities. Take the example of a master carpenter from Guatemala who has never used power tools. Without this knowledge, he won't make it far in the American carpentry industry. However, once he learns this skill he transfers to the U.S. the carpentry skills he learned in Guatemala. Thus, his learning of power tools is worth more than the same learning by U.S. natives with no carpentry experience. English is perhaps the most important (but not only) skill which immigrants learn in order to allow them to transfer their human capital. Investment in human capital can be gained through formal schooling and also through less formal means such as apprenticeships, self-study and on –the-job training.


According to this theory, immigrants should start out with much lower wages than natives, but then, over time, close the gap due to a higher rate of income growth. Immigrants will gain more from adult schooling than natives, thus are more likely to obtain education as adults. The theory also implies differences among immigrant groups. Those with high initial skill-transferability will see higher initial wages but a lower wage growth rate than those with low initial skill-transferability, and will also be less likely to obtain more schooling. It is those immigrants whose low initial skill-transferability who, with investment in human capital, can improve their wages. The Human Capital-Investment model sees those immigrants from the developed world belonging primarily to the group of those with high initial skills-transferability, and those from the developing world as belonging primarily to the group of those with low initial skill-transferability. While those coming from the developed world with equal schooling and experience to those from the developed world will initially make less than their counterparts, this gap should disappear over time.


Duleep and Regets present empirical evidence to defend all of the above-mentioned claims that are part of the Human Capital-Investment model. (Duleep and Regets, 1999)  However, they are in contradiction to Borjas' theory of decline in immigrant quality (Borjas, 1985, 1987). According to Borjas, even after accounting for the changing educational level, newer immigrants from the developing world do not perform as well in the U.S. labor market as the previous wave of immigrants from the developed world. Dunleep and Regets claim that over time, the only characteristic that significantly affects immigrants' earnings is educational level.


This evidence is further backed up in a 1992 study by Nasser Daneshvary, Henry W. Herzog, Jr., Richard A. Hofler, and Alan M. Schlottmann (Daneshvary et al., 1992). This study examines labor market assimilation by measuring the information utilized by immigrants and the native born during job searches. This can also be seen as a measure of skills transferability, as seen by the Immigrant Human-Capital Investment model. In essence, it examines the extent to which groups are able to achieve their earning potentials, given education and skill levels. The findings show that immigrants start out with an information gap but reach parity with the native born in 12 years. However, different groups achieve assimilation at different rates. European immigrants close the information gap after 5 to 10 years, while Latinos take 15 to 20 years to close the gap. (Daneshvary et al., 1992) Thus this study is consistent with the segmented labor market theory, with Latino workers as the primary group that holds the bottom rung of jobs in the United States of America.

SECTION 2

I. Introduction to the Latino Community in New Haven


The New Haven community is located near the center of Greenwood, South Carolina. The City of Greenwood has an official population of around 21,000 people. It is the seat of Greenwood County, with a population of 64,000. (Capital Impact, 2002) The New Haven apartments consist of 202 nearly identical apartment units, with 2 small bedrooms, a living room, and a kitchen. At any point in time, between 20 and 40 of the units are abandoned. The apartments are located adjacent to the Carolina Pride pork packing plant, founded in 1920. Both the plant and apartments are located roughly a mile from the center of town.


The apartments are privately owned and substandard, with residents frequently complaining of maintenance, insect and vermin problems. The apartments are located in the middle of one of Greenwood's poorest sections. They have historically been known for their high crime rate and the blatant public abuse of alcohol and other drugs. Until the mid-1990's the neighborhood was almost exclusively African American. During the mid-1990s a private labor contractor named Employment Solutions leased a number of the apartments and negotiated work contracts for Latino immigrants with the pork packing plant. Quickly the New Haven was transformed into a bicultural neighborhood, and is now dominated by Latino people.  


According to the 2001 health survey (Martin, et al. 2001), 84% of New Haven households are composed of Latinos. All of the rest of the households are African-American, except for one White couple. Those that have lived in New Haven for many years will tell you that that the influx of Latinos into the neighborhood is a new phenomenon. The information from the DHEC survey supports this claim.
 87% of New Haven Latino survey respondents were born in Mexico, 9.5% in Central America and only 3.5% (or 5 out of 142 people) were born in the United States. A quarter of Latinos respondents moved to New Haven from another location in the United States, and three quarters moved directly from Latin America. When asked when he or she came to live in Greenwood, the average response was 28.5 months. However, the median was 19 and nearly 60% answered 24 months or less. Over 60% of Latino respondents are between the ages of 18 and 30, while only 19% of non-Latinos respondents are within this age group. (Martin, et al. 2001) Thus, adult Latinos in New Haven tend to be young, recently arrived, first generation migrants from Mexico with little experience in the United States.


Of Latinos respondents interviewed, 60% have 1 or more children, with almost all having between 1 and 3 children. However, only half of respondents reported that a child lived in their home. (Martin, et al. 2001) I have learned through talking to New Haven residents that many in the neighborhood have children living with relatives in Latin America, and it is not uncommon for children in the neighborhood to have one or more siblings in Mexico or Central America.

Of the Latinos interviewed 57% are employed at the packing plant, although many of them officially work for Employment Solutions, a labor contracting agency. (Martin, et al. 2001) Employment Solutions rents 40% of the apartment units. When asked about the arrangements Employment Solutions has for distributing apartments to its employees, a representative of Employment Solutions denies that money is deducted from paychecks in exchange for housing. Instead, he says, extra pay is added to the paychecks of those who wish not to receive their housing through Employment Solutions. (Personal Conversation April 13, 2002).

Few people at the packing plant have positive things to say about the work. Workers frequently complain about the cold temperature in the plant, the monotony of the work and the danger of injury faced by the work. Carolina Pride meatpackers routinely claim that they would leave their job if they could find another option. The average workweek for a New Haven Latino is 38.7 hours, and the average wage is roughly $237 per a week. However, those who work in the packing plant earn an average of $200 a week, while those who don't earn an average of close to $300 per a week.

In dozens of conversations I have had with New Haven Latinos, every one I have talked to claims to have moved to Greenwood in order to earn more money. No claims to be a political migrant. This is consistent with a recent statewide survey of low-income Latinos in South Carolina (in which I participated as a data collector). (Lopez-De Fede and Torres, 2001) Almost all respondents, when asked why they came to South Carolina, said they came to earn more money than they could in their home country (usually Mexico). In Greenwood, like in the rest of South Carolina, most low-income Latinos are economic migrants and not political migrants.
II. The New Haven Community Center


The New Haven Community Center began in August 1999 as an experimental project funded by the Greenwood Immigrant Health Issues Task Force. During 1998 the Task Force, funded by a Duke Endowment planning grants, conducted a health needs assessment of the neighborhood. That assessment identified:

(1) Specific health needs within the Greenwood and Saluda County Spanish-speaking populations

(2) Barriers particularly affecting Latinos and low-income residents in general

(3) Social concerns grounded in cultural differences confronting Spanish-speaking immigrants in the Greenwood area


At the conclusion of the Duke Endowment study the Task Force determined that a community-based project partnering English language instruction with health screening, education and referral would empower Spanish-speaking immigrants. The Task Force provided the seed money to accomplish this goal and targeted the New Haven apartments as an appropriate site from the project. The first director of the Center was Carl Maas. The second (and current) director is Amanda Martin and I (Michael Berg) am the current co-director. The center is located in New Haven Apartment 51F, an ordinary one of the 202 units located in the complex. For more details on the affairs of the New Haven Community Center, see Appendix A.

III. The Survey – Why and How


The data for this study comes from a census conducted with some of the funds from the 2001 Investing in Healthy Communities Grant of the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control. The New Haven Community Center applied for this grant in February 2001 and was awarded $4,950 in March 2001. The purpose of the census was "(1) to create a Community Needs and Assets map that can be updated and refreshed as new families arrive and the circumstances of established residents change, and (2) to provide the basis for developing programs that (a) target identified community health needs, (b) facilitate community collaboration and cooperation with existing health education programs that directly address those needs, and (c) grow programs within the community to better educate the residents on the identified health needs, and (c) grow programs within the community to better educate the residents on the identified health needs, utilizing those residents identified as having the leadership skills necessary to implement the community based education programs." (Bethel, 2002)


After receiving the grant we designed a survey to best fit the purposes described above. Center co-directors Amanda Martin and Michael Berg and Board President Elizabeth Bethel formulated the questions, which were reviewed by the community center Board of Directors. The finally version was completed by Bethel is July.


We divided the survey into 7 parts: Respondent, Household, Social, Transportation, Medical Care and Health, Employment and Skills and Talents. Given that the survey was part of the Healthy Communities grant for health promotion, about half the survey was taken up with the Medical Care and Health section. For a complete list of questions see Appendix B.

We recruited nine data collectors from the area that we knew and trusted and formed four data collecting groups of two people each. (The team consisting of Jose Salazar and Leon Quarles replaced Quarles with Emma Gaskin when Quarles left Greenwood to attend school at an out-of-town university). Five members of the team were bi-lingual in English and Spanish. Two were monolingual Spanish speakers and two were monolingual English speakers. All groups had a bilingual person, so that all groups could collect data from all willing apartments. Censuses were undertaken on Saturdays during a period of five weeks in July and August. All homes in which there was no one to answer the door the first time around received repeated visits from the data collectors, barring those that were obviously abandoned. After every session of data collection, we had a meeting of all data collectors and the directors to discuss successes and problems and examine the work.


The participation rate was much higher for Latinos than for African-Americans and Whites. 8 out of 35 African-American households refused to participate, one out of the two White households refused to participate, and 3 out of 145 Latino households refused to participate. 

IV. Means of the Survey


The means and frequencies gathered from the survey give insight into the community. Some of the information was already presented at the beginning introduction to the New Haven community and in the discussion on returns to schooling, but there is much more of interest. For a complete list of frequencies and means, see Appendix C


Of the respondents, 54% were male. While 61% were married, 39% were not. The average respondent has 1 1/2 children, and 14% of those with children are not married. Defining nuclear family as either a childless married couple or one or two parents and children, only 13% of New Haven Latinos lived in a nuclear family. The rest of the households lived with extended family, friends, or a combination of both. The average apartment contains 4.3 people, including on child under 18.


Mexico is the prime country of origin for Latino New Havians, with 87% of respondents born in that country, 9.5% born in Central America, and only 3.5% (5 people) born in the United States. More than three quarters of Latino residents of  New Haven moved to Greenwood directly from Latin America.

Spanish is the dominant language of New Haven Latinos. 87% speak only Spanish in the home, 11.5% speak both Spanish and English in the home, and only 1.5% (two households) speak primarily English.


Most New Haven Latino respondents (79% ) are Catholics. After Catholicism, the next most popular religion is Pentecostal and Evangelical Christianity, with 11% of respondents.


While the average New Haven Latino respondent has 1.54 children, the average apartment has only 1.06 children under 18 living there. This discrepancy can be partially accounted for by the fact that some people's children have grown up. However, due to the youth of the population, this does not account for the entire discrepancy. (Over half of all New Haven Latino respondents are between the ages of 18 and 30.) From personal conversations, I know that many children of New Haven residents live in Mexico or Central America with family members such as wives, mothers and aunts.


Although only 31% of New Haven Latinos have a valid South Carolina driver's license, 50% use a personal car for transportation. Other common means of transportation include asking a friend for a ride, paying for a ride and walking. There is no public transportation service in Greenwood.


Only 12% of respondents have health insurance. However, 32% of respondents have a household member with health insurance, and of families with children, 46% report that the children have health insurance. While only 8.5% of respondents go to a private physician when they get sick, nearly half the report going to the hospital emergency room when they get sick. The next popular option for medical care was the Free Clinic, with 30% of respondents reporting to have used it. The average respondent last went for a routine doctor check one to two years ago. The average household has no members who have ever visited a dentist.

V. Strengths and Shortcomings of the Data


There are features of the survey and the way the data was collected that strengthen its validity. First, the data collectors were members of the community in which the data was collected. They had an insider's understanding of the current situation of their interviewees as well as the cultural background. They were able to establish a trust that no outsider could. This is a crucial element to success for any survey, but is especially important in this case. Many New Haven Latinos fear the Immigration and Naturalization Services and local law enforcement and are thus wary of outsiders coming to their homes asking questions. In addition, most people in the neighborhood know what the Community Center is and know that we do not involve ourselves with activities that harm community members. I strongly believe that this level of trust and understanding increased the willingness of New Haven Latinos to participate in the survey and the also increased the accuracy of their responses. When people report their own behavior what they say is not always as accurate as information gained by objective observers. This is an inherent problem with surveys. Trust and understanding between respondents and data collectors can go a long way toward overcoming this problem.


Second, the survey is not a random sample of select homes. Instead, it is a complete survey of an entire neighborhood. Thus there are almost no problems with selection bias as far as which apartments were chosen, a problem from which many surveys suffer. The only problem with selection bias consists in omission of results of those who refused to participate, which is of little importance due to the high participation rate of Latinos. Because of the nature of the study, all information used in this paper that comes from econometric analysis uses the answers from the 142 Latino respondents and excludes the other responses.


Third, each survey team consisted of two competent, trained people. This is a superior system to having individuals conduct surveys on their own. Each member of the team was able to monitor the other and help the other with problems he or she was having.


Given these strengths of the collection process, there are three significant shortcomings in the way the survey was designed and the question selection. Probably the most serious shortcoming is that fact that some questions refer to the individual respondent and others refer to a broader group of people, such as the household. To give an example, the survey asks, "Does anyone in your household have a South Carolina driver's license?" and then asks "Which of these methods of transportation do you use?" with a list of methods afterwards. This mixing of asking about the respondent for one question and the household for another was not a problem for informational needs of the center nor those of DHEC. However, it is problematic if one plans to use econometric methods to establish a causal relation between two variables. The question of how much the presence of a driver's license in a person's household affects that person's decision on whether or not to drive a car is far less interesting that the question of how much personally having a driver's license affects a person's decision on whether or not to drive a car. 


Of all questions, the ones in which this situation is most problematic involves questions about work. The data collectors did not specifically collect data on the working situation of the respondent. If the respondent worked, the information was collected on the respondent, but if not, the information was collected on the person who supports the non-working respondent. The data collectors did not collect the information to distinguish between the two cases Thus, when using econometric analysis there is a disconnect between information collected on individuals (such as age, country of origin, schooling, etc.) and information on wage and number of hours worked. From my experience in the neighborhood, almost all Latino adults work. Given the high employment rate, I believe the problem of disconnect between wages, hours worked, and individual information is not as serious as it might seem at first. However, we do not know for sure the true magnitude of the problem.

The one area where there might be serious problems due to the disconnect between wages, numbers of hours worked, and individual information is with regard to the gender effect on wages. Although both men and women generally work in New Haven, I believe that men are more likely to work, due to the way gender roles are constructed in Latino culture and by the fact that I know stay at home mothers in the neighborhood but I don't know any stay at home fathers. By this logic, any gender effect found in the data should under report the true gender effect. 


The second problem with the survey is that instead of collecting exact numbers for age and wage we used a system of categories in which people fall. This is a more serious problem for age than for wage, due to the size of category distinction. Age was split into only four categories: 18 to 30, 31 to 40, 41 to 50, and over 50. Ideally we would have exact ages. I use dummy variables for each age range except 18 to 30 (the most prevalent response) in order to best incorporate the age information that we have into the econometric analyses.


I believe this problem is less serious for wage because wage is split into eight small intervals. There is a category for less than $100 a week (represented by 1), more than $400 a week (represented by 8), and all fifty-dollar intervals in between (represented by 2 through 7). Almost all respondents reported earnings between $100 and $400 a week, with considerable variation within this range. For the purposes of econometric analysis, I used the average of the two extremes of each interval. For example, the response number 2 (between $100 and $150) was changed to $125. The response number 3 (between $150 and $200) was changed to $175. Response 1 (less than $100) was changed to $75 and response 8 (more than $400) was changed to $425. Thus the situation has two main problems. The first is that we don't pick up wage variations smaller than $50. While this problem needs to be taken into account, I believe that it would be far more serious if the range of intervals were not already so small, and if the range of responses was not so broadly distributed among the intervals given. The second problem with this situation is the fact that the bottom wages ($100 or less) might be overestimated by $75 and the top of wages ($400 or more) might be underestimated by $425. This is not as serious a problem as it might have been, due to the small number of responses at the two extremes.


The third problem with the data is that it is missing a key question that is important for testing the immigration theories explained in Section one. This question is: "How long have you lived in the United States?" It would be helpful to have this information, but this shortcoming can be compensated by the use of two other variables that are included: "When did you come to live in Greenwood (in months)?" and "Where did you live before you moved to Greenwood?" All New Haven Latinos either lived in the United States or in Latin America before moving to Greenwood. So I made the question immediate previous residence into a dummy variable measuring whether a person came directly from Latin America or from the United States. In this way, with these two variables, we can still get a good idea of how time spent in the United States effects other variables.

VI. Testing the Theories in the New Haven Context


A. Is the Carolina Pride Pork Processing Plant a Monopsonist Firm?


Before analyzing theories of human capital and schooling in the New Haven context, I will address this issue: Is the Carolina Pride pork processing plant a monopsonist firm? Does it exercise monopsonistic power? Because the monopsony power of the plant will affect returns to human capital and schooling for New Haven Latinos, this is an important issue to address.


A monopsony is a firm that is the only buyer of labor in a particular market (Ehrenberg and Smith, 2000). This produces a situation where the firm confronts an upward sloping labor supply curve. There is no market wage that the firm is given which it must pay to its workers.  Therefore, in order to attract an additional worker to the firm, the monspsony must raise its wage. Except for the unlikely case that the firm is able to discriminate by paying different workers different wages to do the same jobs, this will lead to market inefficiency. This is because every time the firm raises the wage to attract an additional worker, it must also raise the wage for each previous worker. Unlike with a non-monopsonist firm, the Marginal Expense of Labor (MEP) is higher than the wage. Market efficiency demands that a firm pay the wage that equals the Marginal Revenue Product of Labor (MRPL). The firm, however, creates maximum benefit for itself by hiring up to the point where the Marginal Expense of Labor is the same as the Marginal Revenue Product of Labor. Hiring additional workers would be counterproductive from the point of the firm. This would mean that the firm would pay more in order to hire its last worker than the value of the labor it receives. For a monopsonist firm, wages and number of employees are both lower than they would be in an efficient market (see Figure 2). While there are probably no pure monopsonists, different firms exercise monopsony power to different degrees. 
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Figure 4

The Effects of Monopsony on the Labor Market

At first glance it seems as though the pork processing plant has characteristics of a monopsonist. It employs close to three fifths of all of the people in the neighborhood. Its employees live within easy walking distance of the plant, few have cars, and there are few other employment options within easy walking distance. Because of lack of language skills, many other Greenwood employment options are closed to most Latinos living in New Haven. For many in the neighborhood, the plant and Greenwood are synonymous; they are there because of the plant. The processing plant is the only option in Greenwood available to these people.


Carolina Pride probably exercises some monopsony power for the reasons cited above, but this power should not be exaggerated. The relationship between Carolina Pride and the Latinos of New Haven is quite different than that of a firm in a classical "company town", such as Pullman, Illinois in the late 19th century. Monopsony power is greater when the labor force is less mobile. Latino migrants in the United States are some of the most mobile workers on Earth. If someone had the wherewithal to make it from Loma Bonita, Veracruz to meat processing plant in Greenwood, South Carolina, that person probably would be willing to move to a carpet factory in Dalton, Georgia if he or she hears about a better offer. The packing plant might be the only game in town, but there is little attachment to the town.


Looking at the situation from the opposite point of view, does the firm really need to raise wages in order to attract an additional worker? If a worker leaves for any reason and there are no workers in town who are willing to fill the position at present wages, Carolina Pride does not panic and raise wages. There is a vast supply of people south of the Rio Grande willing to do the work at present wages or less, and Carolina Pride has access to the people it needs though its connection to Employment Solutions. For Carolina Pride, the wage rate should be decided not so much by its need to attract new workers, but its need to retain present workers. While there are literally hundreds of thousands of Latin Americans who would come to Greenwood to work at the plant for present wages, these same people will leave quickly if they find a better opportunity. Carolina Pride needs to figure out what degree of turnover it can live with and set its wage accordingly.


It is true that at equilibrium a monopsonist would not be expected to raise wages when a worker leaves. Instead, at equilibrium, a newly arrived immigrant would easily find a job at the plant at the wage offered. Under these circumstances the packing plant would be guaranteed employment for healthy people willing to do the work for the wages offered. However, this is not the case; there does not seem to be excess demand for labor at the wage offered. I know people who have been laid off from the plant and people whose hours are cut back. I know others who have applied for the job at the wage offered and were told that they were not hiring. Demand for workers changes with change in production, which is affected by changes in demands for the meats. Work at the plant is not guaranteed.


It is quite possible that Carolina Pride exercised more monopsony power before it began hiring Mexicans en masse in the mid 1990s. While they do not face the same language barrier, many African-Americans in the New Haven area face similar challenges to Latinos, such as low educational attainment, lack of transportation and racial discrimination. The biggest difference (in regard to the monopsony issue) is that African-Americans have much less mobility due to a greater attachment to their home and hometown. Greenwood does have several textile factories, but they are all located on the other side of town. It is quite likely that one the reasons Carolina Pride began seeking Latino workers was a desire to increase its workforce without raising its pay.

B. The Roy Model


Latinos in New Haven are clearly at the lower end of the spectrum in terms of human capital, measured in terms of years of schooling. The average Latino in New Haven has completed 6.57 years of schooling. (Martin, et al. 2001) This is half of the 1990 U.S. average of 13.2 years of schooling and a full year less than the 1990 average for Mexican immigrants to the U.S. in 1990. (Borjas, 1994) Of 142 people interviewed, only one graduated college and around 85% did not complete high school. More importantly, from the perspective of the Roy model, 6.57 years of schooling is less than the Mexican adult average of 7.2. (Cevallos, 1998) This makes sense by the Roy model, given that Mexico has a Gini Coefficient of 51.9 and the U.S. has a Gini Coefficient of 42.6. (World Bank, 2001) This statistic indicates that, although both countries have high inequality, Mexico has greater inequality than the U.S. Consistent with the Roy model, those with a lower level of schooling than the norm migrate north from a less prosperous and less egalitarian country to a more prosperous and more egalitarian country.

C. Segmented Labor Market Model

The jobs in the pork processing plant very much meet the conditions of a secondary labor market, as defined by Portes and Bach (1985), by working in an enterprise owned by whites but employing predominantly Latinos with a low level of education. As people at the bottom of the segmented labor market, most Latinos in New Haven should find a very difficult time advancing as compared with those in the primary labor market sector, i.e American citizens. They should experience lower returns to schooling and experience, the standard principal measures of human capital. The “consensus” opinion among labor economists states that Americans receive around 9% returns to schooling (a 9% increase in pay for every additional year of school completed) (Borjas, 2000) Thus, in accordance with the segmented labor market theory we would expect to find that Latinos in New Haven have returns to schooling significantly less that 9%. We would also expect past job experience, amount of time spent in the area, experience in America and age to have little effect on earnings.

The instrument used by econometricians to determine the consensus opinion of a 9% return to schooling is called the 'Mincer earnings function' or 'Mincer model', named for its makers, economist Jacob Mincer. (Borjas, 2000) It is the standard equation used to measure returns to human capital. The Mincer equation is expressed as:

log w = as +bt2 - ct   + other variables

where w is the worker's wage rate, s is the number of years of schooling, t gives the number of years of labor market experience, and t2 is a quadratic on experience that captures the concavity of a typical age-earnings profile. Both schooling and experience contribute to human capital accumulation. Age and labor market experience are not perfectly interchangeable, but are seen as similar enough that the one can be used as a proxy for the other. By using log of wage instead of wage, the equation measures in percentage terms the returns to schooling and other variables. The typical result, of a wage that increases with age at an ever-decreasing rate, is shown in Figure 4.
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The Mincer Earnings function

Unfortunately, the data available in this study is insufficient to create a standard Mincer model. While information is available on the age of respondents, the large intervals by which age is measured renders t and t2 useless. Age is instead represented with dummy variables. Still, use of the basic Mincer framework (log w on the left hand side and schooling and other variables on the right hand side) is of use in answering questions posed by the previously discussed theories. Other variables, such as time spent in Greenwood, help compensate for the defects caused by lack of precise data for either age or work experience.

The empirical evidence from New Haven shows that schooling does increase one's wage, but it is a small factor and the increase is small. Equation 1 of Table 1 shows a simple regression of schooling on the log of wage; a simplified Mincer model.
 The coefficient for schooling is clearly significant at the 5% level, but the estimated value is small, roughly .020. This means that for every additional year of schooling that someone in New Haven achieves, this person gains 2% in wages. This is significantly below the 9% that native-born Americans gain. In addition, the R-squared of .044 tells us that only a small fraction of changes in wage can be explained by level of schooling. In all equations where returns to schooling is measured (all equations in Tables 1 and 2), the coefficient estimate on schooling fluctuates between .014 and .020. Regardless of what other factors are taken into account, schooling has a minor positive effect on wages.

TABLE 1

Basic OLS Models of Log of Weekly Earnings in 2001 for New Haven Residents

Y=Log of Wage

	Variable
	1
	2 
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C


	5.29201*      (.058725)       
	1.91460*       (.484769)       
	1.92884*

(.480183)
	1.67983*       (.465532)       
	1.74763*       (.487491)       
	1.62370*       .465649       

	Years of Education
	.020333*       (.008181)  
	.014151*       (.007168)  
	.013937*       .007099 
	.013594*       (.006817)   
	.015490*       (.007125)   
	.013946*       .006809   

	Log of Hours Worked per a Week
	
	.944054*       (.133273)       
	.961602*       (.131176)       
	1.01932       (.126784)       
	.976550*       (.132930)       
	1.01451*       .127556       

	Age 31 to 40


	
	-.024900      (.053528)       
	-.018294      (.053415)       
	-.021486      (.051856)       
	-.027656      (.052966)       
	-.027124      .051392       

	Age 41 to 50


	
	-.085206      (.077233)       
	-.063760      (.076171)       
	-.075204      (.072985)       
	-.098009      (.076690)  
	-.093145      .073076       

	Age Over 51


	
	.011804       (.146404)       
	.005083   (.143667)
	-.040167      (.138100)       
	-.020708      (.145820)       
	-.093145      .073076       

	Moved to Greenwood from the United States
	
	
	.108737*      (.051484)       
	.094250**      (.049930)       
	
	

	Speaks Any English in the House
	
	
	
	.207325*       (.058605)       
	
	.228156*       .057692       

	Months Lived in Greenwood
	
	
	
	
	.001499**   (.000789)   
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	135
	124
	122
	121
	124
	123

	R Squared
	.044385    
	.345186    
	.380766    
	.440840    
	.364774    
	.422317    

	F-test p-value for the Significance of the Regression
	.014*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*

	F-test p- value for Validity of Age Dummies
	
	.157
	.327
	.120
	.133
	.048*


Note: Standard Error appears in parenthesis *Significant at 5% level

**Significant at 10% level
Equation 2 of Table 1 adds to the simple Mincer equation variables for age and log of hours worked, creating a model resembling the standard Mincer model. Not surprisingly, the more hours a person works the more wages they earn. More interesting are the results for age. While none of age the dummy variables for age are significant at the 10% level in any of the equations in Tables 1 or 2, all three variables together become significant at the 5% level in Equation 5, Table 1. This occurs when English speaking ability is added to the basic equation containing age, log of hours worked and schooling. I have shown this to be true through an F-Test that examines the validity of all three age dummies as a group. Once we add experience variables (discussed in the next section), the evidence for the validity of age as a factor becomes even stronger (Table 2, Equations 1 through 5). Looking at the values for the three age dummy variables in Tables 1 and 2, it looks as if there is an opposite pattern among Latinos in New Haven as the one general found in Mincer models. We see consistent negative results for the 31 to 40 age dummy, consistently larger negative results for the 41 to 50 age dummy, and extremely small, varied results for the 51 and older age dummy (with 18-30 being the baseline measurement). This would indicate that age actually decreases wages until a person turns 50. However, given that we lack precisely measured data on age and that none of the age dummies are significant at the 10% level, this seeming contradiction of the Mincer model can be considered only as speculation.

We can say that the results of the age dummies are consistent with the segmented labor market model. With this model, returns to age (a substitute for labor market experience) for migrants are not nearly as high as they are for the native born. Even with these imprecise measurements, if our subjects were native-born Americans we would still expect to find positive, significant values for all three age dummies, according to previous studies of age-earning profiles (Borjas, 2000). We find no evidence of this occurring and we even find weak evidence for its opposite occurring.


As Equations 3 in Table 1 shows, moving from another place in the United States to Greenwood (as opposed to directly from Latin America) has a clear positive effect of almost 11% on wage after accounting for age, years of education and hours worked (the equation similar to the standard Mincer model). This supports the claim that experience in the U.S. helps wage. While it does not support the theories of the segmented labor market, the increased wage for U.S. experience is consistent with previous studies on the subject. (Massey 1987; Donato et al. 1992; Portes and Bach 1985) After accounting for experiences, this increase in wage from moving from the United States jumps to almost 15%. (Equation 2, Table 2) Not surprisingly when the variable measuring whether or not English is spoken at all in the house, the strength of the wage increase for moving from the United States decreases. (Equation 3, Table 2) 


Speaking English in the house has a large positive benefit on wages. When regressed with age and hours worked, speaking either only English or some English in the home produces an impressive wage increase of almost 23% (Equation 6, Table 1). The large gain from learning English is consistent with other studies on the subject as well as common sense. (Massey 1987; Donato et al. 1992; Portes and Bach 1985) This gain decreases to 17% once experience variables and whether or not the person moved from the United States or Latin America are accounted for, and 16% once time spent in Greenwood is also accounted for (Equations 3 and 4, Table 2).

When added to a regression including age and hours worked, we see a tiny wage gain of 0.15% for each additional month spent living in Greenwood. This gain approaches significance at the 5% level only because the standard error is very small (Equation 5, Table 1). Once the country from which the respondent moved and experience variables are accounted for this gain is no longer significant. (Equations 4 and 5, Table 2). These low to negligible returns to time spent living in Greenwood are consistent with the segmented labor market theory.
D. Human Capital-Investment model


Following the Human Capital-Investment model, we would expect to see income increasing with increased time spent in Greenwood and in America, once skill and schooling is accounted for. Those that moved to Greenwood from another location in the United States should have greater wages than those moving directly from Latin America. These effects should be most visible after controlling for educational level; because the model is one of delayed skills transference, there must be a certain level of skills to begin with in order to gain any benefit from learning how to transfer skills to the American context. One would expect to see heavy wage gains for more time spent in Greenwood and America for those in the skilled crafts (such as carpentry and plumbing). Finally, we should see large positive gains in wage for English-speaking ability.

Table 2

OLS Models of Log of Weekly Earnings Including Experience Variables

Y=Log of wage

	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	C


	2.27567*       (.509858)       
	2.46618*       (.495246)       
	2.20009*       (.487490)       
	2.10790*       (.492263)       
	2.03110*       (.491950)       

	Years of Education
	.017103*       (.008062)
	.018771*       (.007839)   
	.018515*       (.007615)   
	.020028*       (.007699)   
	.016512*       (.007850)   

	Log of Hours Worked per a Week
	.847187*       (.143735)       
	.820467*       (.138555)       
	.881265*       (.135658)       
	.895629*       (.135864)       
	.885135*       (.136414)       

	Age 31 to 40


	-.042113      (.053764)       
	-.039586      (.052236)       
	-.031850      (.051699)       
	-.034176      (.051617)       
	-.059343      (.053432)       

	Age 41 to 50


	-.100489      (.076754)       
	-.070199      (.073836)       
	-.080244      (.071549)       
	-.088186      (.071684)       
	-.090607      (.071828)       

	Age Over 51


	.062567       (.147934)       
	.047455       (.141578)       
	.000949   (.138184)       
	-.022617      (.139227)       
	-.021274      (.138111)

	Construction Experience
	.094281       (.065009)       
	.101979       (.062184)       
	.096488       (.061319)       
	.086304       (.061751)       
	.091620       (.061510)       

	Carpentry Experience
	.099276       (.067502)       
	.103826       (.064569)       
	.121966**       (.063898)       
	.127911*       (.063940)       
	.127367*       (.063583)       

	Plumbing Experience
	.004805

(.082274)       
	-.102280      (.050484)       
	.016878       (.077946)       
	.014588       (.077792)       
	.004562   (.078410)       

	Childcare Experience
	-.088172**      (.052440) 
	-.102280*      (.050484)       
	-.087753**      (.049372)       
	-.095981**      (.049723)       
	-.103312**      (.053433)      

	Teaching Experience
	-.00718

(.083285)       
	-.028896      (.080004)       
	-.024678      (.077601)       
	-.018288      (.077603)       
	-.019745      (.077276)       

	Cooking Experience
	.010050       (.051105)       
	.013961       (.049020)       
	.016336       (.047465)       
	.016818       (.047358)       
	.027225       (.047289)       

	Car Repair Experience
	-.049289      (.059885)       
	-.064440      (.057611)       
	-.056287      (.056282)       
	-.060592      
(.056265)       
	-.047477      (.056529)       

	Roofing Experience
	.010609       (.066594)       
	.021508       (.063856)       
	.009559   (.062751)       
	.019381       (.063128)       
	.017897       (.062613)       

	Agricultural Experience
	-.151721*      (.053126)       
	-.152400*      (.051490)       
	-.134273*      (.050945)       
	-.128602*      (.051042)       
	-.123797*      (.051682)       

	Moved to Greenwood from the United States
	
	.148696*      (.049459)       
	.137289*      (.048789)       
	.126707*      (.049450)       
	.133448*       (.049329)       

	Speaks Any English in the House
	
	
	.170010*       (.057484)       
	.157119*       (.058326)       
	.170265*       (.059158)       

	Months Lived in Greenwood
	
	
	
	.000934   (.000768)   
	.000699   (.000773)   

	Gender Dummy
	
	
	
	
	.019780       (.050531)       

	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	124
	122
	121
	121
	120

	R Squared
	.433895    
	.492109    
	.531609    
	.538226    
	.544366    

	F test p-value for the Significance of the Regression
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*

	F-test p- value for Validity of Age Dummies
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*

	F-test p-value for Validity of Experience Dummies
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*


 Note: Standard Error appears in parenthesis *Significant at 5% level

**Significant at 10% level

Using dummy variables to measure whether or not a person has experience in a certain field, in Equation 1 of Table 2 we attempt to estimate returns to skill not accounted for by schooling. Unexpectedly, in this equation only agricultural and childcare have any significant effect on wages, and these effects are negative. There is no reason that childcare and agricultural experience themselves should decrease wages, although at first glance it seems possible that these variables, especially childcare, proxy for a person being female. Equation 5, Table 2, shows evidence against the hypothesis that agricultural and childcare experience creates negative wage effects because they are proxies for a person being female. In this equation a gender dummy is included which equals 0 when the subject is male and 1 when female. The results show no effect on wages from the respondent being female. More importantly, the inclusion of gender in the equation has almost no effect on the results for childcare and agricultural experience.
 The negative results for childcare and agricultural experience probably represent other phenomenon, such as the fact that those with agricultural experience might lack experience in the urban work setting and non-agricultural experience. Childcare might also be a proxy for lack of work experience.


The only other of the experience variables the equations of Table 2 to affect wage is carpentry. Although not shown in the first equation of Table 2, carpentry experience increases wage by 12% once English speaking ability and months lived in Greenwood are accounted for. (Equations 3 and 4, Table 2) 


Equation 4, Table 2 shows us that after accounting for skill and schooling, the effect of time lived in Greenwood on wages is insignificant. This is not consistent with the Human Capital-Investment model, but is consistent with the results of Table 1 in which skill was not accounted far. We will look again in more detail at the question of the effect of time lived in Greenwood when we examine what causes of people working or not working in the packing plant.


In agreement with the results of Table 1, we also see clearly from equations where skill is accounted for that English speaking ability creates a large, positive contribution to wages. (Equations 4 and 6, Table 1, and 3, 4 and 5 Table 2)


E. Returns to Skills Inside and Outside of the Pork Processing Plant

I will now delve into more detail on the question of how skills of New Haven Latinos affect their earnings. In order to protect degrees of freedom and increase the clarity of the skills variable, I combined what I believe are the most lucrative skills variables which the survey asks about (plumbing, construction, carpentry and car repair.) I created a variable called SKILDUM which is one when the person has experience in one or more of the before mentioned areas. I did this in order to examine these questions related to returns to human capital:

Do returns to skill come from returns for people working inside the packing plant, outside the packing plant, or both? Or do returns to skill occur because extra skills allow people to get work outside of the plant?

TABLE 3

OLS Models of the Effect on Log of Wage of Skill and Schooling Variables both in and out of the Packing Plant

Y = Log of Wage
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C


	5.15519*       (.070713)       
	1.83583*       (.466182)       
	2.74312*       (.394572)       
	2.75943*       (.392376)       
	2.68095*       (.405429)       
	2.59619*       (.401059)       

	Years of Education
	.020276*       (.007911)   
	.014655*       (.006697)   
	.008397   (.005474)   
	.009002   (.005455)   
	.013475       (.009120)   
	.013453       (.009146)   

	Log of Hours Worked per a Week
	
	.932440*       (.129562)       
	.764780*       (.106947)       
	.772287*       (.106425)       
	.772190*       (.107721)       
	.804650*       (.104960)       

	Moved to Greenwood from the United States
	.104711**       (.056495)       
	.093020**       (.048943)       
	-.000072  (.041368)       
	-.011383      (.041711)       
	-.004257  (.041772)       
	-.007233  (.041824)       

	Speaks Any English in the House
	.172908*       (.067948)       
	.215669*       (.057550)       
	.087787**       (.049354)       
	.080596       (.049286)       
	.093293**       (.050095)       
	.086255**       (.049930)       

	Age 31 to 40


	-.050136      (.059797)       
	-.003957  (.051362)       
	.017638       (.041618)       
	.027587       (.041881)       
	.016237       (.041763)       
	.009300   (.041523)       

	Age 41 to 50


	.006908   (.076586)       
	-.071488      (.071554)       
	-.125399*      (.058264)       
	-.122359*      (.057953)       
	-.127498*      (.058477)       
	-.131103*      (.058573)       

	Age Over 51


	.007087   (.161661)       
	-.076613      (.136232)       
	-.087049      (.110147)       
	-.075448      (.109757)       
	-.081839      (.110656)       
	-.066005      (.110265)       

	Skill dummy 
	.193688*       (.049794)       
	.105476*       (.044496)       
	.048751       (.036707)       
	-.019094      (.057508)       
	.046995       (.036878)       
	

	Packing plant dummy
	
	
	-.312039*      (.040166)       
	-.378207*      (.058936)       
	-.257793*      (.087640)       
	-.261196*      (.087845)       

	Skill dummy X Packing plant dummy
	
	
	
	.109986       (.072058)       
	
	

	Years of education X Packing plant dummy
	
	
	
	
	-.007975  (.011446)       
	-.008972  (.011451)       

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	126
	121
	121
	121
	121
	121

	R Squared
	.230845    
	.467553    
	.655089    
	.662243    
	.656605    
	.651536    

	F-test p-value for the Significance of the Regression
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*

	F-test p- value for Validity of Age Dummies
	.061**
	.116
	.034*
	.038*
	.031*
	.033*


Note: Standard Error appears in parenthesis *Significant at 5% level

**Significant at 10% level

Looking at results in Tables 3 and 4 and 5 we can answer these questions. Equation 1 in Table 3 shows a large 19% return to skill when the only other variables taken into account are schooling, age, English ability and whether or not the person moved from the United States. This return shrinks to around 11% when hours worked per a week are taken into account (Equation 2, Table 3). Much of the gains from skill are not due to making more per an hour, but rather working more hours. More evidence for this phenomenon is shown in Table 4, which I will discuss shortly.


When we add the packing plant dummy to the equation, skill is no longer a significant factor in deciding wage, even at the 10% level. Educational attainment and moving to Greenwood directly from the United States, formally shown as factors that increase wage, also cease to be significant at even the 10% level. English language ability, which in Equation 2, Table 4 caused an increase in wage of almost 22%, loses considerably its strength after adding the packing plant dummy to the equation. This indicates that the main mechanism in which skill, educational attainment, the experience of previously living in the United States and English ability help Latinos in New Haven gain better wages is by allowing them to get higher paying jobs outside of the packing plant. More evidence for this is shown in Table 5, which I will discuss shortly.

Equation 4 in Table 3 uses the dummy of "works in the packing plant" times "has skills" in order to test for return to skills both inside and out of the packing plant. This is tested in combination with the Mincer format used earlier. Thus the baseline from which the three dummies are measured is that of people who don't work in the plant and don't have the four skills. The skills dummy measures the change from the baseline for those who don't work in the plant but have the skills. The packing plant dummy measures the change from the baseline for those who work in the plant but don't have the skills. The packing plant X skills dummy measures the change from the baseline for those who have skills and work in the plant.

Not surprisingly, those without the skills who work in the plant have a large wage decrease over those without skills outside of the plant. This loss, at 38%, is huge. Interestingly, we see that those with any of these four skills who do not work in the plant see no gains over those without these skills who do not work in the plant. This is contrary to the expectation that these skills will help those outside the plant gain a higher paying job. There is some weak evidence that those with skills who work in the plant earn more those that don't work in the plant and do not have one of the skills, but it is not even at the 10% significance level. This weak evidence shows that skill might be monetarily more highly rewarded amongst people within the packing plant than outside, possibly caused by the plant have greater monopsony power over the unskilled workers than over the skilled workers. However, even if that is true, the statement is somewhat misleading due to the fact that although the wages of those working outside the plant is not significantly affected by skill level, skill itself is a major factor that causes one not to work in the packing plant (Equations 4 and 5, Table 5).

TABLE 4

OLS Models of the Effect on Log of Hours Worked of Skill and Schooling Variables both in and out of the Packing Plant
Y = Log of Hours Worked

	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C
	3.57924*       (.037623)       
	3.62264*       (.044322)       
	3.66348*I       (.054654)             
	3.65007*       (.060708)       
	3.68705*       (.057026)       
	3.65180*      (.018809)       

	Gender Dummy
	-.065207*      (.028095)       
	-.064000*      (.027852)       
	-.069909*      (.030321)       
	-.069740*      (.030424)       
	-.061897*      (.030746)       
	

	Packing Dummy
	
	-.052785**      (.029146)       
	-.071941*      (.034642)       
	-.050955      (.053575)       
	-.076635*      (.034666)
	

	Years of Schooling
	.005611   (.004504)
	.004626   (.004496)  
	.004444   (.004821)   
	.004142   (.004872)   
	.003174   (.004888)   
	

	Skill Dummy
	.107545*       (.027989)       
	.094515*       (.028657)       
	.077788*       (.031103)       
	.098390**       (.050752)       
	.079793*       (.031009)       
	

	Skill Dummy X Packing Plant Dummy
	
	
	
	-.033166      (.064434)       
	
	

	Age 31 to 40
	
	
	-.020929      (.037314)       
	-.024736      (.038161)       
	-.020435      (.037162)       
	-.066646**      (.035591)       

	Age 41 to 50
	
	
	.070416       (.050708)       
	.069502       (.050908)       
	.073705       (.050556)
	.067628       (.052079)       

	Age Over 50
	
	
	.057856       (.095711)          
	.054041       (.096315)       
	.069628       (.095696)       
	.111460       (.098931)       

	Moved to Greenwood from the United States
	
	
	-.015564      (.035862)       
	-.012015      (.036636)       
	-.009318  (.035998)       
	

	Speaks Any English in the House
	
	
	-.086759*      (.042639)       
	-.083741**      (.043181)       
	-.074543**      (.043371)       
	

	Months lived in Greenwood
	
	
	
	
	-.000756  (.000546)   
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	130
	130
	121
	121
	121
	126

	R Squared
	.159598    
	.181086    
	.230515
	.232364    
	.243702    
	.060701    

	F-test p-value for he Significance of the Regression
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000*
	.000
	.053**

	F-test p- value for Validity of Age Dummies
	
	
	.269
	.254
	.237
	


Note: Standard Error appears in parenthesis *Significant at 5% level

**Significant at 10% level

In addition, it is important remember that the situation explained in the previous equations accounts for hours worked per a week. As we see in Equations 2 and 3 in Table 4, even after we factor in the packing plant dummy, skill leads to great hours worked. This phenomenon of increased hours for those with skill is especially true amongst those workers who work outside of the plant, as shown in Equation 4 of Table 4. Even though the person might gain increased returns to skill while working inside the plant, there is a good reason that a skilled worker would leave his or her job at the plant in order to work elsewhere. The average wage of a skilled worker inside the plant is $210 per a week while the average wage of a skilled worker outside of the plant is $297 a week.

In summation, there are 2 ways in which skills increase wages; they increase the likelihood that a person will not be working in the packing plant, and they increase the hours for those who work outside of the packing plant.

F. What Causes a New Haven Latino to not Work in the Packing Plant?

I decided that it would give insight into the possible functioning of a segmented labor market to examine the factors that specifically cause a New Haven Latino to either work or not work at the packing plant. Given the features of the packing plant described above, work at the plant is one of the least desirable employment possibilities in Greenwood. Work in the packing plant can be seen as the bottom wrong in the employment hierarchy for Latinos living in New Haven. Thus in Table 5 I created PROBIT equations, with the dummy variable of whether or not somebody works in the plant as the dependent variable.

Not only in are the results of these equations of interest in analyzing the Segmented Labor Market Model, the results can give insight into the Human Capital-Investment Model. In accordance to the Human Capital-Investment Model, I expected to find time spent in Greenwood, a move to Greenwood directly from the United States (as opposed to from Latin America), and English language skills to all negatively affect a person's probability of working in the pork processing plant. In addition, given the low level of pay and skill needed to work in the plant, I expected increased schooling and skill to negatively affect the chances that a person works in the plant. Also, one would think that increased age should decrease the chance of a person, although this is probably not the case given the failure of age to affect wage.

Table 5

Probit Models of the Effect on the Probability of Working in the Packing Plant of Time in Greenwood and Other Variables

Y = Probability of Working in the Packing Plant
	Variable
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C
	.949727*       (.303617)

0.35503        
	.963106*       (.332368)

0.35207        
	1.19840*       (.321002)

0.40783        
	1.62789*       (.367066)

0.52346        
	1.76653*       (.380410)

0.53975       
	1.70316       (.389003)

0.51539        

	Months Lived in Greenwood
	-.009000*  (.004224)

-0.0033647 
	-.009107*  (.004247)

 -0.0033292   
	-.008283**  (.004453)

 -0.0028188   
	-.008007**  (.004574)

-0.0025748    
	-.005269  (.004685)

-0.0016100    
	-.004571

(.004765)

-0.0013833    

	Years of Schooling
	-.077499*      (.035773)

-0.028971 
	-.088552*      (.037382)

-0.032371        
	-.078492*      (.037179)

-0.026711
	-.086542*      (.038360)

-0.027828        
	-.088935*      (.039367)

-0.027174        
	-.079966*      (.039963)

-0.024198        

	Age 31 to 40
	
	.305347       (.280185)

0.11162        
	
	
	
	

	Age 41 to 50
	
	-.201400      (.360093)

 -0.073623       
	
	
	
	

	Age Over 50
	
	-.554096      (.767691)

-0.20255        
	
	
	
	

	Moved to Greenwood from the United States Dummy
	
	
	-.936850*      (.268019)

-0.31882 

       
	-.974037*      (.273902)

-0.31321 
	-.973862*      (.282812)

-0.29756       
	-1.00930*      (.284475)

-0.30542        

	Skill Dummy
	
	
	
	-.689432*      (.237318)

-0.22169        
	-.771681*      (.246469)

-0.23578       
	-.806283*      (.250442)

-0.24399        

	Speaks any English in the House
	
	
	
	
	-.988868*      (.354969)

-0.30214        
	-1.01324*      (.360669)

-0.30661

	Gender Dummy
	
	
	
	
	
	.072599       (.250051)

0.021969        

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	138
	132
	136
	136
	135
	136

	R Squared
	.060263
	.085652
	.163264
	.217201
	.266844
	.163623

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


 Note: Standard Error appears in parenthesis, dP/dX appears in italics *Significant at 5% level

**Significant at 10% level
In general the result of the equations conform to expectations of the Human Capital-Investment Model. Time lived in Greenwood, schooling, moving to Greenwood from the United States, skill and English ability all negatively affect one's chances of working in the packing plant. Age has no significant effect. (Table 5, Equations 1 -5)

Looking at the details, we see that of all the factors that negatively effect working at the plant, time spent in Greenwood is the weakest. As shown in Equations 1 through 4, Table 4, the effect of time in Greenwood is small but significant when examined along with schooling, where the person moved from, age, or skill. According to these equations, each additional month in Greenwood decreases the person's likelihood of working in the plant by roughly 0.3%. It is the incorporation of English language ability (Equation 5, Table 5) that renders time spent in Greenwood insignificant, even at the 10% level, while language variable has a large negative value and a low standard error. This indicates that there is some correlation between the variables of months lived in Greenwood and English language ability. Of the two variables, English ability is a much more important factor in showing whether or not a person works in the packing plant. In fact, speaking the dominant language of the United States decreases the possibility of working at the plant by roughly 30%. English speaking ability does not, however, diminish the large negative effect on working in the packing plant that results from moving directly from the United States (Equations 4 and 5, Table 5). Those who move to Greenwood directly from the United States are also roughly 30% less likely to work at the packing plant.

The effects of schooling and skill are also consistently large. The skill dummy decreases the probability of working in the plant by roughly 24% and each additional year of schooling decreases the probability of working in the plant by 3%. The gender dummy has no significant effect when considered with the other variables, nor does its inclusion change very much the value of the other variables (Equation 6, Table 5). 

We can conclude that while skill, schooling, experience in the United States and English ability are important factors for deciding whether or not a person will work in the packing plant, experience in Greenwood is not.

G. Summary of Main Findings

(1) In New Haven Mexicans with a lower level of education than the Mexican average have migrated to work in the relatively more prosperous and egalitarian United States, as have some Central Americans with a low level of schooling.

(2) For New Haven Latinos, additional schooling increasing wages by around 2%, which is less than the American average of 9%.

(3) Increased age does not produce positive returns to wage.

(4) Moving to Greenwood from another place in the United States as opposed to Latin America, which can be seen as a proxy for United States experience, increases wage by 9% to 16%.

(5) English speaking ability increases wage by 16% to 22%.

(6) The possession of a skill, such as plumbing, carpentry, car repair or construction experience increases total wages by around 20% and hourly wages by around 11%.

(7) The most important mechanism by which skill, education, United States experience, and English increase wage is by allowing people to work outside the pork packing plant at more profitable jobs.
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Appendix A

The services that we provide at the center are many, with the prime focus on health and education. In the area of health, we regularly bring in to the center nurses and doctors to perform screenings for diabetes, cholesterol, blood pressure, vision, and hearing. We bring trained professionals to the neighborhood to perform HIV testing and education. We conduct workshops on the health issues such as the dangers of drunk driving, nutrition and exercise. Soon the there will be a part-time children's medical clinic based out of the center. We work with the Department of Transportation of South Carolina in providing children's car seats to families that need them. The center hosts the local chapter of Narcotics Anonymous.


The center hosts and provides instructors for English classes two nights every week. In addition, we had a Future Nurses of America club, where children were taught about nursing and health by the dean of the Lander University nursing school. We run an after-school program for children and youths, where they can have a constructive place to be after classes and receive help with their homework. With the collaboration of the Department of Social Services, we run the Teen Companion program at the center. This is a pregnancy prevention program that teaches youth about decision-making and responsibility.


In addition, we host neighborhood meetings with prominent local figures such as the mayor of Greenwood or the landlord. We provide donated clothing the residents at bargain prices (from 10 to 50 cents a piece). We also host events such as Halloween and Easter parties. Ms. Martin and I open the center every Saturday and we offer our services as translators and interpreters. We also welcome neighborhood children to come to center and paint, draw, or read books from the library.

Appendix B

Address

Gender of Respondent

Ethnicity of Respondent

How old are you?

What is your marital status?

Where were you born?

When did you come to live in Greenwood (in months)?

Where did you live before you moved to Greenwood?

How many people live in this apartment today?

Do you live with family, friends, family and friends, or alone?

How many children under the age of 18 live in this apartment?

How many children do you have?

Age of 1st child

Age of 2nd child

Age of 3rd child

Age of 4th child

What was the last grade in school that you completed?

Are you interested in continuing your education?

What is the primary language spoken in this apartment?

What is you religious affiliation?

Does anyone in your household have a South Carolina driver's license?

For transportation do you. . . . . . (choose as many responses as apply)


ride a bicycle?



walk?


drive a personal car?


get rides from friends in their cars?


use a moped?


pay for transportation?


use other means of transportation?

Do you have health insurance?

Do others in your household have health insurance?

Do children under 18 who live in your apartment have health insurance?

When you get sick, do you . . .  (choose as many responses as apply)


go to a private physician?


go to the Montgomery Family Practice?


go to the hospital Emergency Room?


go to the Free Clinic?


go to the Health Department?


use home remedies?

When did you last go to the doctor for a routine checkup?

When did anyone in your household last go to the dentist?

On a scale from 1 to 5 (1 being little or no worry, 5 being extreme worry) do you worry about:


tobacco use?


heart attack?


high blood pressure?


diabetes?


being overweight?


alcohol consumption?


cancer?


neighborhood violence?


child welfare and abuse?


tuberculosis?


sexually transmitted diseases?


other health conditions?

Is anyone in the household employed outside of the home?

Where do you work?

If you don't work, where does the person who supports you work?

How many hours a week do you or that person work?

About how much money do you or that person earn per a week?

Do you have any experience in . . . (choose as many responses as apply)


construction?


carpentry?


plumbing?


child care?


teaching?


cooking?


car repair?


roofing?


music?


agriculture or gardening?


sewing?


sports?


any other field?

Appendix C

Means

	
	Age of Respondent
	When did you come to live in Greenwood (in months)?
	How many people live in this apartment/house today?
	How many children under the age of 18 in this apartment/house?

	N
	135
	141
	141
	141

	Mean
	1.540740741
	28.4822695
	4.276595745
	1.063829787

	Std. Error of Mean
	0.067131846
	2.338276776
	0.126965353
	0.117476319

	Median
	1
	19
	4
	1

	Std. Deviation
	0.780001559
	27.76549833
	1.507630037
	1.394953998

	
	
	
	
	

	
	How many children do you have?
	Age of 1st child
	Age of 2nd child
	Age of 3rd child

	N
	137
	82
	51
	32

	Mean
	1.540145985
	9.360365854
	8.97254902
	7.878125

	Std. Error of Mean
	0.163492436
	0.907289949
	0.963052046
	1.030656446

	Median
	1
	7
	9
	6

	Std. Deviation
	1.913629899
	8.215859918
	6.877567257
	5.830273295

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Age of 4th child
	Last grade of school respondent completed
	When did you last go to the doctor for a routine checkup?
	When did anyone in your household last go to the dentist?

	N
	16
	138
	141
	139

	Mean
	7.05625
	6.572463768
	3.035460993
	3.985611511

	Std. Error of Mean
	1.434920693
	0.268972303
	0.139259639
	0.115517725

	Median
	5
	6
	3
	5

	Std. Deviation
	5.739682773
	3.159709127
	1.653616588
	1.361933895

	
	
	
	
	

	
	How many hours a week do they work?
	About how much money do they earn a week?
	About how much money do they make a week? (modified)
	

	N
	132
	137
	137
	

	Mean
	38.68181818
	4.233576642
	236.6788321
	

	Std. Error of Mean
	0.523484802
	0.121384056
	6.069202803
	

	Median
	40
	4
	225
	

	Std. Deviation
	6.014382484
	1.42076395
	71.0381975
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	worry about using tobacco?
	worry about heart attack?
	worry abouthigh blood pressure?
	worry about diabetes?

	N
	142
	142
	142
	142

	Mean
	1.654929577
	1.133802817
	1.288732394
	1.154929577

	Std. Error of Mean
	0.098963651
	0.049195783
	0.061269644
	0.058530412

	Median
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Std. Deviation
	1.179288009
	0.586235414
	0.730112067
	0.69747035

	
	
	
	
	

	
	worry about being overweight?
	worry about alcohol consumption?
	worry about cancer?
	worry about using drugs?

	N
	142
	142
	142
	142

	Mean
	1.267605634
	1.823943662
	1.098591549
	1.091549296

	Std. Error of Mean
	0.062348002
	0.093916065
	0.039106313
	0.046776982

	Median
	1
	1
	1
	1

	Std. Deviation
	0.742962185
	1.11913908
	0.466005496
	0.557412075

	
	
	
	
	

	
	worry about neighborhood violence?
	worry about child welfare/abuse?
	worry about tuberculosis?
	worry about sexually transmitted diseases?

	N
	142
	142
	142
	142

	Mean
	2.450704225
	1.197183099
	1.042253521
	1.028169014

	Std. Error of Mean
	0.135046973
	0.064182648
	0.024221449
	0.022222128

	Median
	2
	1
	1
	1

	Std. Deviation
	1.609270417
	0.764824521
	0.288631878
	0.264807222

	
	
	
	
	

	Code:
	
	
	
	

	When did you last go to the doctor for a routine checkup?
	
	When did anyone in your household last go to the dentist?
	
	How old are you?

	1 = 6 months ago or less
	1 = 6 months ago or less
	1 = 18 - 30

	2 = 6 to 12 months ago
	2 = 6 to 12 months ago
	2 = 31 - 40

	3 = 1 to 2 years ago
	3 = 1 to 2 years ago
	
	3 = 41 - 50

	4 = More than 2 years ago
	4 = More than 2 years ago
	4 = 51 +

	5 = Never
	
	5 = Never
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Do you worry about . . . 
	About how much money do they earn a week?
	
	

	1 = Not at all
	
	1 = Less than $100
	
	

	2 = A little bit
	
	2 = $100 to $150
	
	

	3 = Occationally
	
	3 = $150 to $200
	
	

	4 = Often
	
	4 = $200 to $250
	
	

	5 = All the time
	
	5 = $250 to $300
	
	

	
	
	6 = $300 to $350
	
	

	
	
	7 = $350 to $400
	
	

	
	
	8 = More than $400
	
	


Frequency Tables

Gender or Respondent

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Male
	76
	53.5
	54.3
	54.3

	 
	Female
	64
	45.1
	45.7
	100.0

	 
	Total
	140
	98.6
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	2
	1.4
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Marital Status of Respondent

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Not Married
	50
	35.2
	36.0
	36.0

	 
	Married
	87
	61.3
	62.6
	98.6

	 
	Separated
	2
	1.4
	1.4
	100.0

	 
	Total
	139
	97.9
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	3
	2.1
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Where were you born?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	South Carolina
	1
	.7
	.7
	.7

	 
	Southeast US
	1
	.7
	.7
	1.4

	 
	US
	3
	2.1
	2.1
	3.5

	 
	Mexico
	123
	86.6
	87.2
	90.8

	 
	Central America
	13
	9.2
	9.2
	100.0

	 
	Total
	141
	99.3
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	1
	.7
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Where did you live before you moved to Greenwood?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Other SC Location
	2
	1.4
	1.4
	1.4

	 
	Southeast US
	15
	10.6
	10.8
	12.2

	 
	Southwest US
	5
	3.5
	3.6
	15.8

	 
	West/ Midwest US
	12
	8.5
	8.6
	24.5

	 
	Mexico
	99
	69.7
	71.2
	95.7

	 
	Central America
	6
	4.2
	4.3
	100.0

	 
	Total
	139
	97.9
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	3
	2.1
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Relationship to others staying in this apartment/house?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Nuclear Family
	18
	12.7
	12.9
	12.9

	 
	Extended Family
	64
	45.1
	45.7
	58.6

	 
	Friends
	48
	33.8
	34.3
	92.9

	 
	Family & Friends
	10
	7.0
	7.1
	100.0

	 
	Total
	140
	98.6
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	2
	1.4
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Are you interested in continuing your education?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	82
	57.7
	58.6
	58.6

	 
	No
	58
	40.8
	41.4
	100.0

	 
	Total
	140
	98.6
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	2
	1.4
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Primary language spoken in this apartment/house

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	English
	2
	1.4
	1.4
	1.4

	 
	Spanish
	122
	85.9
	87.1
	88.6

	 
	English and Spanish
	16
	11.3
	11.4
	100.0

	 
	Total
	140
	98.6
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	2
	1.4
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


What is your religious affiliation?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Catholic
	111
	78.2
	79.3
	79.3

	 
	Baptist
	4
	2.8
	2.9
	82.1

	 
	Methodist
	1
	.7
	.7
	82.9

	 
	Pentacostal/ Evangelical
	15
	10.6
	10.7
	93.6

	 
	Other Protestant
	1
	.7
	.7
	94.3

	 
	No religious affiliation
	8
	5.6
	5.7
	100.0

	 
	Total
	140
	98.6
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	2
	1.4
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Does anyone in your household have an SC driver's license?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	44
	31.0
	32.1
	32.1

	 
	No
	93
	65.5
	67.9
	100.0

	 
	Total
	137
	96.5
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	5
	3.5
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Walk for transportation

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	19
	13.4
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	123
	86.6
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Bicycle for Transportation

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	4
	2.8
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	138
	97.2
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Personal car for transportation

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	71
	50.0
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	71
	50.0
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Friend's car for transportation

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	38
	26.8
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	104
	73.2
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Moped for transportation

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent

	Missing
	System
	142
	100.0


Pay for transportation

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	22
	15.5
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	120
	84.5
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Other modes of transportation

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	8
	5.6
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	134
	94.4
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Do you have health insurance?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	17
	12.0
	12.1
	12.1

	 
	No
	124
	87.3
	87.9
	100.0

	 
	Total
	141
	99.3
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	1
	.7
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Do others in your household have health insurance?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	44
	31.0
	32.8
	32.8

	 
	No
	90
	63.4
	67.2
	100.0

	 
	Total
	134
	94.4
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	8
	5.6
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Do children under 18 who live here have health insurance?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	37
	26.1
	46.8
	46.8

	 
	No
	42
	29.6
	53.2
	100.0

	 
	Total
	79
	55.6
	100.0
	 

	Missing
	System
	63
	44.4
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


go to a private physician when you get sick?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	12
	8.5
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	130
	91.5
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


go to Montgomery Family Practice when you get sick?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	30
	21.1
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	112
	78.9
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


go to the hospital Emergency Department when you get sick?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	68
	47.9
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	74
	52.1
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


go to the Free Clinic when you get sick?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	42
	29.6
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	100
	70.4
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


go to the Health Department when you get sick?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	1
	5
	3.5
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	137
	96.5
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


use home remedies when you get sick?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	1
	9
	6.3
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	133
	93.7
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience in construction

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	56
	39.4
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	86
	60.6
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience in carpentry?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	41
	28.9
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	101
	71.1
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience in plumbing?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	24
	16.9
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	118
	83.1
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience in child care?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	45
	31.7
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	97
	68.3
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience teaching?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	12
	8.5
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	130
	91.5
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience cooking?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	79
	55.6
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	63
	44.4
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience in car repair?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	28
	19.7
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	114
	80.3
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience in roofing?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	32
	22.5
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	110
	77.5
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience in music?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	25
	17.6
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	117
	82.4
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience in agriculture/gardening?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	55
	38.7
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	87
	61.3
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience in sewing?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	38
	26.8
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	104
	73.2
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


have experience in sports?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Yes
	82
	57.7
	100.0
	100.0

	Missing
	System
	60
	42.3
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	142
	100.0
	 
	 


Where do they work?

	 
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	 
	Abbeville & Greenwood
	1
	.7
	.7
	.7

	 
	aceradero
	3
	2.1
	2.1
	2.8

	 
	albanil
	1
	.7
	.7
	3.5

	 
	construction
	6
	4.2
	4.2
	7.7

	 
	curtain/towel factory
	1
	.7
	.7
	8.4

	 
	different place
	1
	.7
	.7
	9.1

	 
	fabrica
	4
	2.8
	2.8
	11.9

	 
	fabrica de Hilo
	1
	.7
	.7
	12.6

	 
	flexibles
	7
	4.9
	4.9
	17.5

	 
	Greenwood
	1
	.7
	.7
	18.2

	 
	kauffman
	1
	.7
	.7
	18.9

	 
	landscaping
	2
	1.4
	1.4
	20.3

	 
	Lloyd's roofing
	1
	.7
	.7
	21.0

	 
	lumber
	2
	1.4
	1.4
	22.4

	 
	maquiladora
	1
	.7
	.7
	23.1

	 
	Matland
	1
	.7
	.7
	23.8

	 
	mop factory
	1
	.7
	.7
	24.5

	 
	Ninety-Six
	1
	.7
	.7
	25.2

	 
	packing plant
	82
	57.7
	57.7
	82.9

	 
	professional towels
	1
	.7
	.7
	83.6

	
	other
	16
	11.3
	11.3
	94.9

	
	reelco
	1
	.7
	.7
	95.6

	 
	thantex especialties
	1
	.7
	.7
	96.3

	 
	tienda
	1
	.7
	.7
	97.0

	 
	trabajos a domicilia
	1
	.7
	.7
	97.7

	 
	west point
	1
	.7
	.7
	98.4

	 
	West Point Stevens
	1
	.7
	.7
	99.1

	 
	Workman's
	1
	.7
	.7
	100.0

	 
	Total
	142
	100.0
	100.0
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	


� Figure 2 is a representation of the general concept of Borjas' work, not an exact representation of his findings.





� This survey is explained in more detail in Part III of this section.


� Appendix D contains the econometric equations, divided into four tables.


� Remember that results using the gender dummy must be viewed with caution, for reasons explained above in Part V of Section 2.
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