
Announcements

Don’t forget about the empirical project due November
30th

Regular office hours today and Thursday (and email) for
any last minute questions

Readings for the last few lectures:

Abramitzky, Boustan and Eriksson (2014) on
immigration (your referee report)
Collins and Wanamaker (2014) on the Great Migration
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Population Growth and Redistribution
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Population Growth in the United States

US Population, 1790‐1990
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Population Growth in the United States

ln(US Population), 1790‐1990
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Population Growth in the United States

US Population per Square Mile, 1790‐1990
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Population Growth in the United States

US Urban and Rural Populations, 1790‐1990
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Population Growth in the United States
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Why Study Population Growth?

Population growth has been one of the main forces
driving the growth of the economy

Patterns of population growth over time and across
space can tell us a lot about economic conditions and
how people respond to them

Aspects of population growth, including birthrates and
death rates, give us important measures of welfare

Understanding how population growth has influenced
the past gives us a sense of what to expect in the future
for the US and other countries
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The Basics of Population Growth

At the most basic level, population growth comes down
to the birthrate and death rate for an economy

The population will grow if the number of people born
each year exceeds the number of people that die

The bigger the gap between the birthrate and the death
rate, the faster the population growth

Anything that increases the birthrate (changes in
marriage patterns, changes in fertility decisions, etc.)
will tend to speed up population growth

Anything that decreases the death rate (better
nutrition, less war, etc.) will also tend to speed up
population growth
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Immigration and Population Growth

For a closed economy, population growth is purely a
function of birth and death rates

However, most countries have either a net flow of
people into the country or out of the country

Immigration levels will influence population

Immigration is going to have different effects on
population change than simple birth and death rates:

The gender ratio of immigrants isn’t necessarily 1 to 1
The age distribution of immigrants will alter the age
profile of the population differently than changes in
birthrates and death rates
Immigrants may differ in characteristics and social
norms compared to the native born population
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The American Birthrate

US Birthrate per 1,000, 1800‐1999
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The American Fertility Rate
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The American Fertility Rate - Regional Differences
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Why are fertility rates higher in rural areas and the
frontier?

A common explanation is that on the expanding
frontier, the abundance of land meant that there was
plenty of economic opportunity if you could provide
enough labor

Children could provide valuable labor on the farm

In addition, the greater land wealth of farmers made
them more likely to have several children if providing
inheritances matters to parents (target bequest model)

An alternative to this idea of a target bequest model is
a strategic bequest model in which parents want their
children to take care of them when they are older
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Children as a Source of Labor
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Were children valuable on the farm?

Family Group Northeast Midwest Frontier
Children, 0-6 ($20.82) $8.59 ($6.41)
Children, 7-12 $22.81 $27.76 $27.12
Teenage females $22.95 $39.75 $17.53
Teenage males $111.03 $47.45 $49.03
Adult women $154.08 $70.25 $147.28
Adult men $294.77 $186.44 $193.66

Contributions to Farm Family Income, 1860
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Children and the Target Bequest Model
PRIMOGENITURE, SHARING, AND WEALTH DISTRIBUTION 309 

TABLE III 

ESTATE PROPORTIONS BY BIRTH ORDER 

Two-children families (N = 31) 

First born Mean Standard deviation 

Xi/W1 0.491 0.052 
X2/W2 0.498 0.048 
X3/W3 0.495 0.047 

Three-children families (N = 30) 
Complete ordering (N = 19) 

First born Mean Standard deviation 

X1/W1 0.329 0.127 
X2/W2 0.342 0.090 
X3/W3 0.339 0.091 

Second born 
XJ/Wj 0.317 0.069 
X2/W2 0.312 0.067 
X3/W3 0.310 0.066 

Partial ordering (N = 11) 

Earlier born Mean Standard deviation 

Xi/W1 0.321 0.055 
X2/W2 0.334 0.079 
X3/W3 0.336 0.081 

Later born 
Xi/W1 0.331 0.096 
X2/W2 0.333 0.066 
X31W3 0.334 0.064 

Recent papers by Becker [1974] and Becker and Tomes [19761 
attempt to explain private within-family transfers that augment both 
human and nonhuman capital. They hypothesize that transfers of 
nonhuman capital (bequests and gifts) are used to attenuate earnings 
differences among children and that, hence, the less able child will 
receive a larger compensatory bequest. The implication is that re- 
stricting material inheritance is disequalizing within, though certainly 
not between, families. At one point in the paper, Becker and Tomes 
[1976, p. S154] go so far as to state that nonhuman transfers will 
completely offset differences in the ability of children: 
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Children and the Strategic Bequest Model

The timing of change in the living arrangements of the elderly was
not greatly influenced by sex or marital status. Among whites, widows,
widowers, and married couples all lived mainly with children in the nine-
teenth century, as shown in Figure 2. Widows were slightly more likely to
reside with children than were widowers, but the difference was not great
and the shift to residence alone or in institutions during the twentieth
century was common to both. Elderly blacks, however, shown in Figure 3,
were considerably less likely than were whites to reside with their children
in the nineteenth century. This was particularly true for unmarried black
men, fewer than 50 per cent of whom lived with their children.

Among the 30 per cent of free aged (whites and fee blacks) who lived
without children in 1860, about a third had children listed adjacently on
the census form. Since census enumerators walked from house to house,
most of these children were probably living next door.6 Thus, 80 per cent
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F IGURE 1. Distribution of living arrangements of white individuals and couples aged 65

or older, United States, 1850–1990. (Source: S. Ruggles, M. Sobek et al., Integrated Public

Use Microdata Series: Version 2.0, Minneapolis, Historical Census Projects, University of

Minnesota, 1997, hereafter IPUMS [available at http://ipums.org].)
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Children and the Strategic Bequest Model

FDR signing the Social Security Act of 1935
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Children and the Strategic Bequest Model

Ernest Ackerman
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Alternative Explanations of Fertility Decline

Rising cost of children due to urbanization

Growth of incomes and nonagricultural employment

Increased value of education

Rising female employment

Child labor laws and compulsory education

Declining infant and child mortality

Changing attitudes toward large families and
contraception (and improved contraception)
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The Decline in American Death Rates
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The Decline in American Death Rates

Despite rising incomes in the early 1800s, life
expectancies were actually falling but eventually death
rates fell dramatically

The drop in birthrates was a result of decisions over
family size, the drop in death rates was not a result of
preferences over deaths

Death rates are a function of health, nutrition, disease,
and the likelihood of dying an unnatural death

Medical science was improving, basic hygiene practices
were spreading, sanitation was improving

All of these factors above increased life expectancies

Working in the opposite direction was urbanization
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Urban-Rural Differences in Life Expectancy
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Improvements in Public Health
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Improvements in Public Health
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Improvements in Public Health

Slogans promoted by the Ohio State Board of Health:

“Treat your body to an occasional bath. It may not be
entitled to it, but it will repay you with better service.”

“A fly in the milk may mean a member of the family in
the grave.”

“There is less danger in vaccinating a person than in
cutting his corn.”
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The Decline in American Death Rates
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The Decline in American Death Rates
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The Decline in American Death Rates

Rank Cause Rate per 100,000 people
1 Pneumonia and influenza 202.2
2 Tuberculosis 194.4
3 Diarrhea, enteritis, and ulceration of the intestines 142.7
4 Diseases of the heart 137.4
5 Intracranial lesions of vascular origin 106.9
6 Nephritis 88.6
7 Accidents 72.3
8 Cancer and other malignant tumors 64
9 Senility 50.2

10 Diptheria 40.3

Leading Causes of Death in the United States, 1900
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The Decline in American Death Rates

Rank Cause Rate per 100,000 people
1 Diseases of heart 268.2
2 Malignant neoplasms 200.3
3 Cerebrovacular diseases 58.6
4 Chronic obstructive pulmonary diases 41.7
5 Accidents 36.2
6 Pneumonia and influenza 34
7 Diabetes 24
8 Suicide 11.3
9 Nephritis 9.7

10 Chronic liver disease 9.3

Leading Causes of Death in the United States, 1998
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Putting American Health in Perspective
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Putting American Health in Perspective

US - 1870

US - 1880
US - 1890

US - 1900

US - 1910

US - 1920

US - 1930

US - 1940
US - 1950

US - 1990
20

40
60

80
10

0
E

nr
ol

lm
en

t r
at

e

40 50 60 70 80
Life expectancy

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 November 26, 2018 33 / 67



The Different Experiences of the White and Black
Populations

Birthrates, 1800‐2000
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The Different Experiences of the White and Black
Populations
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The Different Experiences of the White and Black
Populations

Infant mortality, 1800‐2000
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The Different Experiences of the White and Black
Populations

White Black White Black

Birthrate 43.3 58.6 13.9 17.0

Infant mortality rate 216.8 340.0 5.7 14.1

Life expectancy 39.5 23.0 77.4 71.7

1850 2000

Fertility and Mortality in the United States
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Possible Contributions to Racial Gaps

Differences in average socioeconomic status

Differences in location

Differences in access to medical care

Discrimination in medical care
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Immigration and the Demographics of the United States

Number of immigrants entering the United States,
1820-1988
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Announcements

Don’t forget about the empirical project due tomorrow
at 5pm

Due to a meeting with the Dean, today’s office hours
are pushed back to 2:30pm to 3:30pm

I’ll keep trying to give useful responses to emails
throughout tonight and tomorrow morning (I won’t be
able to respond after 12:30pm tomorrow)

Readings for the last lectures:

Abramitzky, Boustan and Eriksson (2014) on
immigration (today)
Collins and Wanamaker (2014) on the Great Migration
(Tuesday)
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Immigration Over Time

1315Abramitzky and Boustan: Immigration in American Economic History

foreign born by county. The map illus-
trates some well-known patterns in US 
history: Scandinavians were the largest 
foreign-born group in the upper Midwest; 
German-speaking migrants represented 
the largest share of the foreign born in the 

lower Midwest; Italians were prevalent in 
New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. 
Migration within the Americas was also size-
able, with Canadians representing the largest 
country-of-origin group in Maine and along 
parts of the northern border, and Mexicans 
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Figure 1. 

Note: Immigrant flows in panel A include only legal entrants, leading to an undercount, particularly after 1965.
Sources: Authors’ calculations based on US Historical Statistics (panel A) and Integrated Public-Use Microdata 
Series (IPUMS) samples of US census (Ruggles et al. 2010) (panel B). 
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Immigration Over Time
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A Timeline of Immigration Policy

Early 1800s - No Major Restrictions
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Migration in the Nineteenth Century
 EHA paper:  8-15-2012 

Page | 39 

 

 

 

Source: Advertisements in The Albion, 1826-73 and New York Times, 1852-1916. 
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Migration in the Nineteenth Century

Ocean liner Atlantic Ocean crossing times
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Migration in the Nineteenth Century
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Migration in the Nineteenth Century

1850s - Rise of Nativists
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Chinese Exclusion Act - 1882
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Chinese Exclusion Act - 1882
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The Immigration Act of 1917

Sec. 3. That the following classes of aliens shall be
excluded from admission into the United States:
All idiots, imbeciles, feeble-minded persons,
epileptics, insane persons...persons of
constitutional psychopathic inferiority; persons with
chronic alcoholism; paupers; professional beggars;
vagrants; persons afflicted with tuberculosis...
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The Immigration Act of 1917

...persons who have been convicted of or admit
having committed a felony or other crime or
misdemeanor involving moral turpitude;
polygamists; anarchists...[persons] who advocate or
teach unlawful destruction of property; ...persons
coming to the United States for the purpose of
prostitution or for any other immoral purpose...
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The Immigration Act of 1917

...[The provision] shall not apply to the persons of
the following status or occupations: Government
officers, ministers or religious teachers,
missionaries, lawyers, physicians, chemists, civil
engineers, teachers, students, authors, artists,
merchants, and travelers for curiosity or pleasure...
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The Immigration Act of 1917

All aliens over sixteen years of age, physically
capable of reading, who can not read the English
language, or some other language or dialect,
including Hebrew or Yiddish...That for the purpose
of ascertaining whether aliens can read the
immigrant inspectors shall be furnished with slips
of uniform size...each containing not less than
thirty nor more than forty words in ordinary use,
printed in plainly legible type of some one of the
various languages or dialects of immigrants.
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The Immigration Act of 1917
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Quota Act and National Origins Act - 1920s
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Quota Act and National Origins Act - 1920s
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Quota Act and National Origins Act - 1920s
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Quota Act and National Origins Act - 1920s
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Quota Act and National Origins Act - 1920s
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Immigration and Nationality Act - 1965
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The Forces of Immigration

Push factors - conditions in a person’s home country
encouraging emigration

Bad economic conditions, military conflict, religious
persecution, natural disasters, ...

Pull factors - conditions in the destination country
attracting immigrants

Economic opportunity, religious/political freedom,
presence of social networks, ...
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Immigration Over Time
Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. LV (December 2017)1316

dominating through most of Texas, Arizona, 
New Mexico, and Southern California. 
Settlement patterns in the south were far 
less cohesive, primarily reflecting the fact 
that the immigrant share of the population 
in southern counties was very low.

Immigrant enclaves are easier to observe 
in figure 4, which presents the share of the 
county’s population in 1920 made up of 
immigrants from particular sending coun-
tries. For illustration, we consider three 
groups—Austrians and Germans, Italians, 
and Norwegians. The largest clusters of 
German immigrants (as a share of the total 
population) were in Wisconsin, central 
Minnesota, and Iowa, and in Pennsylvania 
and Texas. Italians represented over ten per-

cent of the population in certain counties 
in Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Upstate 
New York. Norwegians were equally numer-
ous in the northern tip of Minnesota and in 
much of North Dakota.

Rising migrant numbers and, especially, 
the shift towards new sending countries, 
contributed to the growing political pressure 
to restrict immigrant inflows.18 Congress 

18 The anti-immigration movement scored early victo-
ries with targeted bans against smaller immigrant groups, 
including the 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act, restrictions 
against the criminal and the “insane” in 1891, and the 1908 
Gentleman’s Agreement limiting immigration from Japan. 
In 1880, there were around 100,000 Chinese immigrants in 
the United States (representing 3 percent of foreign-born 
males between the ages of eighteen and sixty-five). These 
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Figure 2. Sending Regions within the Foreign-Born Population, 1850–2010

Sources: Authors’ calculations based on IPUMS samples of US Census (Ruggles, et al., 2010).
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Destinations of European Migrants
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Destinations of European Migrants
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The Economic Impacts of Immigrants

So levels of immigration were incredibly large historically

Many of these immigrants were pushed by poor
economic conditions in their home countries

Many were pulled by the promise of good economic
conditions in the United States

But what influence did the immigrants themselves have
on economic conditions?

Clearly they increased the size of the labor force, but
that isn’t the only way they impact the economy
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Immigration and the Capital-Labor Ratio

Immigrants add to the stock of labor in the US but not
the stock of physical capital

This would imply that immigrants lead to a decrease in
the capital-labor ratio

Less capital per worker makes capital relatively more
productive/valuable and labor relatively less
productive/valuable

So we could see the price of capital rise and the price of
labor fall
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Immigration and the Capital-Labor Ratio

In the modern economy, estimates put the gain to
native capital owners at 2% of GDP and the loss to
native workers at 1.9% of GDP

Why might this be different historically?

Immigrants were often capital owners (self-employed
farmers, shop owners, or manufacturers)
Workers owned capital assets through insurance policies
(basically pension funds)
It seems that the influx of immigrants did not lead to
lower capital per worker
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Immigration and the Capital-Labor Ratio
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Immigration and the Human Capital Stock

Immigrants weren’t just additional workers identical to
domestic workers

They were typically young adults who had already made
investments in human capital

They also had a higher labor force participation rate

These characteristics increased their contribution to
American economic growth
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Immigration and the Human Capital Stock
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Immigration and the Human Capital Stock

Other countries took care of the costly investment in
human capital (the costs of caring for and educating
children)

America received the benefits of that investment
without having to pay for it

Neal and Uselding calculated the benefits of being able
to use those resources that would have been needed for
human capital investment on physical capital
investment instead

By their estimates, immigration contributed as much as
9% of the capital stock in 1850 and up to 42% by 1912

Now a different question, how did the immigrants
themselves fare?
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Immigrant Outcomes

To think about how immigrants fared, we can’t just
look at comparing immigrant wages to those of natives
(or something similar)

The problem is that differences in immigrant and native
outcomes will differ for several reasons, each with
different implications:

Differences in characteristics between the typical
immigrant and typical native worker
The process of assimilation (as economists use the
word)
Discrimination

Let’s start with the first one, who decides to immigrate
(and stay)?
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Immigrant Outcomes

To understand immigrant outcomes, it is important to
identify whether the typical immigrant is negatively or
positively selected

Is the US generally drawing unskilled workers with little
human capital from other countries?

Or are the best and brightest, the overachievers, coming
to the US?

This selection issue is often evaluated through a Roy
model, dating back to Roy’s original paper “Some
Throughs on the Distribution of Earnings” and
extended to immigration by Borjas in 1987

Keywords for Roy’s paper: hunting, rabbits, fishers,
occupations, productivity, trout, logarithms,
communities, industrial productivity, relative prices
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Immigrant Outcomes

The basic things that will determine immigrant
selection are the mean earnings in both countries and
the returns to skill in each country

Highly skilled workers will prefer countries with higher
returns to skill

Low skilled workers will prefer countries with more
compressed wage distributions

Everyone prefers higher average wages

We’ll save the details for Econ 451 with Professor
McHenry, for now we’ll focus on empirical evidence of
selection, focusing on Abramitzky, Boustan and
Eriksson (2014)
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Announcements

Empirical projects will be returned on Thursday

Regular office hours this week

Next week I will have office hours on Tuesday and
Wednesday from 12 to 2

Today we’ll wrap up internal migration and Collins and
Wanamaker (2014)

Thursday we’ll do review and I’ll leave some time to fill
out evaluations if you haven’t already
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Final Exam Details

The final is Thursday, December 13th from 2pm to 5pm

It is written to be the same length and style as the
midterm (1 hour, 20 minutes) but you’ll have the full
final period

It is not cumulative except to the extent that some
midterm material is related to material since the
midterm

It covers all lecture material from the first lecture on
transportation (10/18/18) and the following readings:

Donaldson and Hornbeck (2016) (skip Sections IV.A
and IV.B entirely)
Galenson (1981)
Logan (2018)
Abramitzky, Boustan and Eriksson (2014)
Collins and Wanamaker (2014)
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Immigration Over Time

1315Abramitzky and Boustan: Immigration in American Economic History

foreign born by county. The map illus-
trates some well-known patterns in US 
history: Scandinavians were the largest 
foreign-born group in the upper Midwest; 
German-speaking migrants represented 
the largest share of the foreign born in the 

lower Midwest; Italians were prevalent in 
New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. 
Migration within the Americas was also size-
able, with Canadians representing the largest 
country-of-origin group in Maine and along 
parts of the northern border, and Mexicans 
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Figure 1. 

Note: Immigrant flows in panel A include only legal entrants, leading to an undercount, particularly after 1965.
Sources: Authors’ calculations based on US Historical Statistics (panel A) and Integrated Public-Use Microdata 
Series (IPUMS) samples of US census (Ruggles et al. 2010) (panel B). 
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Immigrant Outcomes in the Age of Mass Migration
Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. LV (December 2017)1328
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Figure 5. Inferring Assimilation from Cross-Sectional and Panel Data

Notes: The top graph depicts the earnings of four hypothetical migrants. For illustrative purposes, we assume 
that natives earn 100 in every year. Migrants A and B arrived in 1895 and earn 100 and 80 respectively. 
Migrant B returns to his home country in 1909. Migrants C and D arrived in 1915 and earn 60 and 40 respec-
tively. The bottom row of graphs depicts inferred assimilation profiles from a series of hypothetical datasets 
containing subsets of these migrants. With a single cross-section of data (say, the 1920 census), a researcher 
would compare the earnings of immigrants C and D (who arrived in 1915) to the earnings of immigrant A 
(who arrived in 1895) and infer that immigrants fully close the earnings gaps with natives after 25 years in the 
United States. With repeated cross sections, a researcher would follow the cohort that arrived in 1895 (immi-
grants A and B), say between the 1900 and 1920 census. As immigrant B leaves the United States, the average 
earnings of the cohort increase despite the fact that, by construction, they are constant over time for each indi-
vidual immigrant. A panel dataset allows researchers to measure the true pace of earnings growth over time.
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Immigrant Outcomes in the Age of Mass Migration

Fig. 2. 
—Convergence in occupation score between immigrants and native-born workers by time 

spent in the United States, cross-sectional and panel data, 1900–1920. The graph plots 

coefficients for years spent in the United States indicators in equation (1). Note that for the 

panel line, we subtract the native-born dummy from the years in the United States indicators 

(because the omitted category in that regression is natives in the panel sample). See table 4 

for coefficients and standard errors.
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J Polit Econ. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2015 November 23.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 5 / 51



Immigrant Outcomes in the Age of Mass Migration

Fig. 3. 
—Earnings gap between the native- and foreign-born in the panel sample: natives versus 

immigrants upon first arrival (0–5 years in the United States) and after time in the United 

States (30+ years in the United States), by country of origin. The graph reports co-efficients 

on the interaction between country-of-origin fixed effects and dummy variables for being in 

the United States for 0–5 years or for 30+ years from regression of equation (1) in the panel 

sample. All coefficients for the 0–5 year interaction are significant except those for Austria, 

Germany, Ireland, Italy, and Sweden. None of the differences between the 0–5 year and 30+ 

year coefficients are significant except for those of Finland and Ireland.
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Immigrant Outcomes

So what do we take away from Abramitzky, Boustan
and Eriksson?

First, cross-sectional data hides a lot about immigrant
outcomes, selection into return migration and trends in
cohort quality matter quite a bit

Using panel data shows there is far less convergence
than we thought

Second, that doesn’t mean that all immigrants fair
poorly

Some immigrants groups did well upon arrival and
continued to do well, others did poorly and continued to
do poorly (think back to our Roy model discussion)
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What Aids Assimilation?
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What Aids Assimilation?

Economic historians have looked at the mechanisms of
assimilation along a few different dimensions: name
changes, names of kids, marriage patterns, geographic
mobility,...

One really critical thing may be language

Certainly fluency in English likely helps in the US labor
market and may take time to achieve

However, we have a pretty big identification problem

English-speaking migrants are coming from a very
different set of countries than non-English-speaking
migrants

How do we tell what’s due to English and what’s due to
other factors that differ by these countries?
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English Fluency and Assimilation

standardized tests (owing to no fault of his own), and yet
might perform with near zero variance. The best AP
possessor is therefore not necessarily the one with the
fewest errors, but with the lowest variance [2].

Origins of AP: phylogeny and ontogeny

Many animals show preferential processing for absolute
qualities of stimuli over relational information; it is a
cornerstone of learning theory that relational processing
requires greater cognitive sophistication. With regard to
pitch procesing, rats and wolves have been shown to use
AP information, in the latter to identify members of their
own pack. Starlings and rhesus monkeys first attempt to
solve pitch tasks with AP, and if that fails, can resort to RP
as a secondary strategy [22]. Monkeys but not songbirds
show ‘octave equivalence’ (treating two tones an octave
apart as the same; see Box 1), indicating that this form of
RP developed after the divergence between birds and
mammals [23].

The natural predisposition for pitch production and
perception in human infants is an area of active research
[24–26] (see Box 3). During the first few months of life, the
fundamental frequency of infants’ cries stabilizes to a
fairly constant pitch, a given infant showing a variation of
less than one semitone [27]. This suggests the existence of
an auditory–motor control feedback network that attends
to absolute pitch values. Two experiments found AP to be
the dominant perceptual mode of processing for 8-month
olds [24,28], followed by a developmental shift towards
RP. However, RP information can be elicited by (AP)
infants in certain tasks [29], and one study concluded that
AP information is not available to 6-month olds [30,31],
so the picture is not clear as yet. Task demands and
stimulus configuration clearly influence the types of
results obtained and further work in this area is being
actively pursued.

Critical periods

Studies suggest that AP is acquired before the age of 9
[32–34], and no case exists of an adult successfully
acquiring it [2]. This has led to conjecture that, like

grammar and phonology in spoken [35] and signed
languages [36], AP must be acquired during a ‘critical
period’ or maturational stage before the development of
other cognitive skills that might undo it. Indeed, the
existence and high incidence of late-acquiring AP posses-
sors among developmentally delayed populations such as
Williams Syndrome [37] and autism [38] supports the
maturational stage idea. The discovery of a small number
of individuals who apparently acquired AP outside the
critical window [38,39] does not, of course, contradict the
critical-period hypothesis, given the statistical properties
of biological distributions [40] (see Figure 2).

Further evidence in favor of a critical period for AP is
that many AP possessors are better at identifying or
producing the white notes of the keyboard, those tones

Box 3. A genetic basis for absolute pitch?

A reasonable explanation for the unequal distribution of AP in the

general population is that there exist genetic predispositions towards

some of the underlying traits necessary for its development. A

significant association between siblings who claim AP has been

shown [60], although AP status was not confirmed in that report. Other

evidence is an ethnicity cluster for AP; that is, a higher rate of AP

among Asians [34] that is not attributable to sociocultural variables,

because the elevated rate is also found in Americans of Asian descent.

Speaking a tonal language cannot alone account for this finding, as

not all Asian languages are tonal [70].

A genetic predisposition might be necessary but clearly is not

sufficient: tone labels must still somehow be learned. When the type of

musical training received was compared across ethnic groups, Asians

were significantly more likely to have received ‘fixed pitch training’

(i.e. reinforcing tone/name associations), such as the Suzuki method,

compared with Caucasians (29% versus 6%) [34]. This is predicted by

the ‘unlearning theory’ [2], which posits that all children are born with

AP but musical-interval training causes them to unlearn it.

The most convincing evidence for a genetic basis for AP would be to

compare adopted children with their biological and adoptive parents,

or to study monozygotic twins reared apart (MZA), as has been

successfully done for several traits, including religiosity, honesty and

phobias. However, the number of MZA and AP possessors both being

rare might render this approach impractical.

The search for a genetic component of AP may be inherently

doomed [10] because of the difficulty in separating genes from

environment in a skill that certainly must be taught, learned and

nurtured. By analogy, most parents who speak French raise French-

speaking children, but one need not invoke a genetic explanation –

French is simply what those children are taught. Most importantly,

one must ask what such putative genes would be coding for, and what

the possible evolutionary value would be. Whereas pitch labelling

might not confer any obvious value, a good pitch memory would,

enabling those with it to detect subtle pitch changes in the voice of

friends and foes, changes that might indicate anger, pleasure, stress or

illness. The link between good pitch memory and pitch labelling is not

yet clear, but the former would seem to be a prerequisite for the stable

category formation associated with AP.
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Figure 2. Data from retrospective reports on age of acquistion of AP, as modeled by

a Gamma function. This suggests the possible existence of a critical period for AP

acquisition. Gamma functions are consistent with a number of biological,

developmental processes, because they are constrained at zero. The modal age

of acquisition is around 7 years old. The existence of individuals beyond the mode

should not be taken as evidence against the critical period hypothesis; a small

number of individuals in the tails of the distribution are to be expected on statistical

grounds. Redrawn with permission from [40].
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English Fluency and Assimilation

 LANGUAGE SKILLS AND EARNINGS: EVIDENCE FROM CHILDHOOD IMMIGRANTS
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 FIGURE 1.-ENGLISH-SPEAKING ABILITY BY AGE AT ARRIVAL

 Panel A. Regression-Adjusted Means
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 Notes: Data from 1990 IPUMS weighted by IPUMS weights. Sample size is 66,584 (composed of
 individuals who arrived in the United States by age 17 between 1960 and 1974 and are currently aged
 25 to 38). English ordinal measure: 0 = no English, 1 = not well, 2 = well, and 3 = very well. Means
 have been regression-adjusted for age, race, Hispanic, and female dummies.

 language skills are markedly lower. The square-marker line
 in panel A displays the mean English-speaking ability of the
 immigrants from English-speaking countries. It is flat:
 nearly every immigrant from English-speaking countries
 speaks English very well.9 This result is as predicted by the
 theory, in that their first exposure to English does not
 depend on when they migrated to the United States.

 Older arrivers have statistically significantly lower English-
 speaking ability. Figure lB displays the difference in mean
 English-speaking ability between immigrants from English-
 and non-English-speaking countries. This same result is
 summarized in table 2. Early arrival from a non-English-
 speaking country translates into increases at each point in
 the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of English-
 speaking ability. The ordinal measure of English-speaking
 ability is 0.3124 units higher for early arrivers (column 4).

 Figure 2 shows the relationship between age at arrival
 and wages. Panel A shows the mean log annual wages as a
 function of age at arrival for immigrants from non-English-
 speaking countries and for those from English-speaking
 countries. As in figure 1A, the lines corresponding to the
 means of the two groups are similar at earlier ages at arrival
 and diverge for later ages. Among the younger arrivers,
 whether they come from non-English-speaking countries
 makes no significant difference in their wages. Among the
 adolescent arrivers, however, wages tend to be lower for the
 immigrants from non-English-speaking countries. The line
 for immigrants from English-speaking countries is nearly
 flat, suggesting that the nonlanguage effects of age at arrival
 are small.10 Panel B shows the difference in mean between

 the two groups. This differential drop in wages for older
 arrivers closely parallels the differential drop in English-
 speaking ability for older arrivers shown in figure lB.

 9 This line is not mechanically pinned at 3, because some of these
 countries have large non-English-speaking communities, such as the
 Quebecois in Canada.

 10 Alternatively, this might suggest that immigrants from English-
 speaking countries are a poor control group, because they do not capture
 all the nonlanguage age-at-arrival effects that immigrants from non-
 English-speaking countries experience. In section IV, we will attempt to
 enhance comparability between English- and non-English-speaking coun-
 tries in a variety of ways.

 TABLE 2.-DIFFERENCE IN DIFFERENCES WITH BINARY TREATMENT VARIABLE

 Speaks English Speaks Speaks English Ability Log
 Not Well, Well, English Well English Ordinal Annual

 Dependent variable: or Very Well or Very Well Very Well Measure Wages
 Mean for old & non-Eng. ctry.: 0.9800 0.8911 0.6548 2.5259 9.6652

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

 (Arrived young) X (non-English- 0.0142*** 0.0794*** 0.2188*** 0.3124*** 0.1221***
 speaking country of birth) (0.0012) (0.0031) (0.0060) (0.0082) (0.0302)

 Arrived young (aged 0 to 11) 0.0018*** 0.0007 0.0101** 0.0125** 0.0206
 (0.0006) (0.0021) (0.0045) (0.0059) (0.0295)

 Non-English-speaking country -0.0109*** -0.0681*** -0.2178*** -0.2968*** -0.1277***
 of birth (0.0009) (0.0027) (0.0058) (0.0075) (0.0271)

 Adjusted R2 0.0149 0.0680 0.1851 0.1618 0.0796
 Notes: Weighted by IPUMS weights. Robust standard errors in parentheses. Single asterisk denotes statistical significance at the 90% level of confidence, double 95%, triple 99%. English-speaking ability ordinal

 measure is defined as: 0 = no English, 1 = not well, 2 = well, and 3 = very well. Sample is as follows: 1990 IPUMS, arrived in the United States by age 17 between 1960 and 1974, is currently aged 25 to 38,
 and with nonmissing language and wage variables. The number of observations is 47,422 for each column. In addition to the regressors listed above, all specifications also include age, race (three categories: white,
 black, and other), Hispanic, and sex dummies.
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English Fluency and Assimilation
 THE REVIEW OF ECONOMICS AND STATISTICS

 FIGURE 2.-LOG ANNUAL WAGES BY AGE AT ARRIVAL

 Panel A. Regression-Adjusted Means
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 The reduced-form effects of the binary instrument Zija on
 language proficiency and earnings graphically depicted in
 figures 1 and 2 can be used to construct a simple IV estimate
 of the returns to language. The average reduced-form effects
 are given in table 2, columns 4 and 5. Substituting these into
 equation (2), we obtain an indirect least squares estimate of
 the returns to language: a 1-unit increase in English-
 speaking ability raises earnings 39%.11
 In table 2, note that the effect of the arrived-young

 1 Numerator is from column 5: 0.1221. Denominator is from column 4:
 0.3124. This estimate is merely illustrative, and in the next subsection we
 will regression-adjust for more variables.

 1'12 3 4 5 6 7-- :'8 i1t 12 13 14 15 16 17

 age at arrival to the U.S. (in 3-year groups)

 I -- non-Eng minus Eng - - - - lower 95% Cl .---- upper 95% Cl |

 Notes: Data from 1990 IPUMS weighted by IPUMS weights. Sample size is 65,214 (composed of
 individuals who arrived in the United States by age 17 between 1960 and 1974 and are currently aged
 25 to 38). Means have been regression-adjusted for age, race, Hispanic, and female dummies.

 dummy variable is consistently positive. Simple-difference
 estimates with just immigrants from non-English-speaking
 countries would have overstated the effect of English-
 language skills by neglecting nonlanguage age-at-arrival
 effects. Nevertheless, the nonlanguage effects are much
 smaller in magnitude than the language effects, suggesting
 that much of the assimilation process is through developing
 destination-country language skills.

 Investment in education may be an important intervening
 factor in the effect of language skills on earnings, as
 suggested by figure 3. The pattern of years of schooling
 completed by age at arrival bears a remarkable resemblance
 to the pattern of earnings by age at arrival. In examining the

 0.15

 0.10 -

 0.05

 0.00
 E
 c (
 -0.05

 -0.10

 -0.15 -

 -0.20

 -0.25 -

 0.50

 0.00

 (A
 c
 X -0.50
 0

 E

 , -1.00

 c

 - -1.50

 -2.00

 -2.50

 I I I I I I I I I I I I T I I  I I I I I I I I I I I I

 486

This content downloaded from 72.218.65.10 on Wed, 14 Mar 2018 00:49:53 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 12 / 51



Internal Migration

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 13 / 51



Internal Migration

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 14 / 51



Internal Migration

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 15 / 51



Internal Migration

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 16 / 51



Internal Migration

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 17 / 51



Internal Migration

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 18 / 51



Why Encourage Westward Migration?

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 19 / 51



Why Encourage Westward Migration?

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 20 / 51



Why Encourage Westward Migration?

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 21 / 51



Why Encourage Westward Migration?

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 22 / 51



Why Encourage Westward Migration?

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 23 / 51



Why Encourage Westward Migration?

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 24 / 51



Internal Migration

US Urban and Rural Populations, 1790‐1990
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Historical Internal Migration

The biggest trend in internal migration was the spread
of the population westward

The spread west was encouraged by the availability of
land, higher potential incomes, and government
programs (for example, the Homestead Act)

In addition to the trend of people moving west, a strong
trend in internal migration has been rural to urban
migration

Internal migration in general was driven by job
opportunities, higher incomes, land availability,
distance, and the similarity of new locations to old ones

Over time, income and job opportunities have become
more important in explaining migration flows, land
availability has explained less and less
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Internal Migration

Generated from http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2008/12/17/u-s-migration-flows/
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Generated from http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2008/12/17/u-s-migration-flows/
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Modern Internal Migration

There is still a significant amount of internal migration
in the United States

People move for jobs, for education, cost of living
considerations, etc.

The historical flow of people out of rural areas has
continued (to the extent that a new Homestead Act has
been proposed)

Internal migration has serious consequences for local
economies (issues of brain drain, housing bubbles, etc.)
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States with greatest inflow of people
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Foreclosures by state, 2009
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Internal Migration of the White Population
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Internal Migration of the Black Population
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Race and Internal Migration

Once again, the economic history of the black
population looks quite different than that of the white
population

The black population went through a dramatic period
of internal migration known as the Great Migration

After emancipation, blacks did not immediately leave
the South despite poor economic conditions

Between 1870 and 1910, only 535,000 blacks left the
South

Between 1910 and 1940, 3.5 million blacks left the
South

In 1900, 4.3% of blacks born in the South lived outside
of the South, by 1950 it’s 20.4%
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Why Was Black Migration Delayed?

1870‐74 1875‐79 1880‐84 1885‐89 1890‐94 1895‐98

Northeast 100 100 100 100 100 100

Relative Wage Levels by Region, 1870‐1898

Northeast 100 100 100 100 100 100

Midwest 122.5 128 126.3 121.8 121.2 120.5

West 146.2 147.5 131.8 129.6 122.6 122.9

South 97.2 102 97.2 96.5 96.9 96.3
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Why Was Black Migration Delayed?

1870‐74 1875‐79 1880‐84 1885‐89 1890‐94 1895‐98

New York 100 100 100 100 100 100

Relative Wage Levels by City 1870‐1898

New York 100 100 100 100 100 100

Chicago 123.1 118.7 117.5 120 123 126.9

Philadelphia 94.7 92 84.4 86.1 85.9 86.2

Richmond 85.6 87.9 81.2 81 81.7 80.6
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Why Was Black Migration Delayed?

Years on farm White Black White Black

South Atlantic East South Central

Term of Occupancy of Share Tenants, 1910

Years on farm White Black White Black

Less than 1 37.9% 33.9% 45.6% 39.9%

1 year 17.8 17.4 17.8 15.9

2‐4 years 28.1 31.5 24.8 28.1

5‐9 years 10.0 10.5 7.5 9.7

10 years and over 6.2 6.6 4.1 6.2
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Why Was Black Migration Delayed?

It doesn’t look like Southern blacks were particularly
averse to moving

There is evidence of a fair amount of movement within
the South

Average wages and job opportunities certainly seemed
better in the Northern cities

Eventually, blacks would move to take advantage of
those economic opportunities

So why the 50 year delay?
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Why Was Black Migration Delayed?

One possible explanation is the influence of immigration

From emancipation up until the early 20th century,
there were large flows of immigrants into Northern cities

More immigrants could do two things to the economic
prospects of blacks:

Drive down wages by increasing overall labor supply
Decrease the probability of getting a job if white
Europeans were preferred by employers to blacks

When the flow of immigrants declines, the levels of
black migration rise
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Why Was Black Migration Delayed?
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Why Was Black Migration Delayed?

Classified ad in The New York Times, March 25, 1854

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 44 / 51



Why Was Black Migration Delayed?

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 45 / 51



Why Was Black Migration Delayed?

J. Parman (College of William & Mary) American Economic History, Fall 2018 December 4, 2018 46 / 51



Outcomes During the Great Migration

How did the Great Migration impact black outcomes?

We’ve got a similar problem to the Age of Mass
Migration

A cross-section will give us biased results due to
selection into migration

We can take the same approach to this problem as
Abramitzky, Bouston and Eriksson – linking across
censuses

Let’s take a look at Collins and Wanamaker (2014)
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Outcomes During the Great Migration

Collins and Wanamaker find big returns to migration for
black men during the Great Migration

These returns remain large even after controlling for
positive selection into migration

This helped partially close black-white gaps but large
gaps remained: the black-white earnings score ratio
increased from 0.44 in 1910 to 0.47 in 1930

Even after moving north, black workers faced
discrimination in housing markets, labor markets,
schools, and a range of other dimensions
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