










































































































































































































































































86

Table 2.5. Percentage Distribution of Underemployment Among
Mexican Origin and White Males by Schooling.
Components
DIS UN IpPT IN LOW Total
1976
Less than 12 years
Mexican 0.0 10.6 6.5 6.1 11.8 35.0
White 0.4 11.2 5.1 6.8 7.6 31.1
12 years
Mexican 0.5 13.6 4,4 7.1 6.8 32.4
White 0.1 8.2 3.2 5.9 5.3 22.7
More than 12 years
Mexican 0.3 9.9 4.4 4.7 7.3 26.6
White 0.1 5.3 1.9 4.0 5.5 16.8
1987
Less than 12 years
Mexican 0.7 12.6 11.0 7.9 17.7 49.9
White 0.3 14.3 6.2 5.6 9.4 35.8
12 years
Mexican 0.0 13.2 7.1 6.2 10.4 36.9
White 0.1 7.7 4.2 5.2 7.3 24.5
More than 12 years
Mexican 0.1 11.7 6.2 4.0 9.1 31.1
White 0.0 4.5 2.5 2.7 5.3 15.0
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whose underemployment rate increased by 4.5 percentage
points, whereas for whites it decreased by approximately two
percentage points. Clearly, Mexicans at all schooling
levels are experiencing increased rates of employment
hardship. But the situation has deteriorated the most for
those with less than a high school diploma.

Table 2.6 presents the percentage distribution of
underemployment among Mexican and white females by schooling
level. The underemployment differential between Mexican and
white females is large. For example, in 1976 over 65 per-
cent of Mexican females with less than a high school diploma
were underemployed compared with about fifty percent of
their white counterparts. Likewise, among females with a
high school diploma, little over 43 percent of Mexicans
endured underemployment compared with slightly over 37
percent for whites. For those with more than 12 years of
schooling, more than one-half of Mexicans were underutilized
compared with less than one-third for whites. The absolute
difference between Mexican and white females with some post-
secondary schooling is significant, at 21.7 percentage
points. These results strongly imply that increased years
of schooling do not offer the same protection from under-
empl oyment for Mexican females as it does for their white

counterparts.
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Table 2.6. Percentage Distribution of Underemployment Amony
Mexican Origin and White Females by Schooling.

Components
DIS UN IPT IN LOW Total
1976

Less than 12 years

Mexican 1.2 20.5 13.8 7.2 22.5 65.2

White 1.4 14.4 8.3 6.1 21.4 51.6
12 years

Mexican 0.0 15.1 6.0 6.0 16.0 43.1

White 0.4 10.2 5.0 4.1 17.4 37.1
More than 12 years

Mexican 0.0 1.7 7.1 6.4 27.0 52.2

White 0.3 8.2 4.0 3.1 14.9 30.5

1987

Less than 12 years

Mexican 0.9 18.4 11.9 4,7 24.3 60.2

White 0.9 15.0 10.3 3.5 23.4 53.1
12 years

Mexican 0.6 11.8 12.1 4.1 16.1 44,7

White 0.3 7.5 7.2 3.4 16.4 34.8
More than 12 years

Mexican 0.3 9.5 7.8 2.7 15.3 35.6

White 0.2 4.7 4.0 2.3 12.0 23.2
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Table 2.7. Absolute Difference in Underemployment Between
Mexican Origin Female and Male Workers, 1976-

1987.
Components
DIS UN IPT IN LOW Total
1976 0.4 5.8 4.3 0.7 11.5 22.6
1979 0.1 5.3 4.6 -1.8 13.5 21.7
1982 0.9 2.8 2.3 -0.2 7.7 13.2
1985 1.3 0.0 1.6 -3.7 8.2 7.5

1987 0.2 0.9 2.0 -2.6 5.1 5.5
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Table 2.8. Mexican Origin Female to Male Underemployment
Ratios, 1976-1987.

Components
DIS UN IPT IN LOW Total
1976 3.0 1.5 1.8 1.1 2.2 1.7
| 1979 2.0 1.7 2.1 0.7 2.2 1.8
1982 10.0 1.2 1.3 1.0 1.8 1.4
1985 7.5 1.0 1.2 0.5 1.8 1.2

1987 1.5 1.1 1.2 0.6 1.4 1.1
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Table 2.9. Absolute Difference in Underemployment Between
White Female and Male Workers, 1976-1987.

Components
DIS UN IPT IN LOW Total
1976 0.4 2.6 2.2 -1.3 11.3 15.1
1979 0.1 2.4 2.8 -0.3 10.7 15.7
1982 0.8 0.1 3.6 -1.0 8.2 11.2
1985 0.2 1.1 2.8 -1.8 8.2 10.5

1987 0.2 -0.1 2.4 -0.6 8.3 9.6
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Table 2.10. White Female to Male Underemployment Ratio,

1976-1987.
Components
DIS UN IPT IN LOW Total
1976 5.0 1.3 1.7 0.8 3.0 1.7
1979 2.0 1.5 2.2 0.9 2.6 1.9
1982 2.0 1.0 1.8 0.8 2.4 1.5
1985 3.0 1.2 1.7 0.6 2.2 1.5

1987 3.0 1.0 1.7 0.7 2.3 1.5
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The greatest changes between Mexican and white
females occurred by 1987. The underemployment differential
between Mexican and whites narrowed for those with less than
a high school diploma. In 1976 the absolute difference was
13.6 points, and by 1987 it had been reduced to 7.1 percent-
age points. However, for both ethnic groups, those with a
high school diploma did not undergo any changes. On the
other hand, females with some post-secondary schooling did
experience a drop in their levels of underutilization, from
50.2 percent to 35.6 for Mexicans, and 30.5 percent to 23,2
percent for whites. The corresponding drop in absolute
difference between Mexican and white women was from 19.7 to
7.3 percentage points.

Compared to males, females who lacked schooling were
more susceptible to underemployment in 1976. For example,
while a little over one-third of Mexican males without a
high school diploma experienced underemployment, well over
one-half of their female counterparts were underemployed.
Similarly, Mexican males with a high school diploma and
beyond were less susceptible to underemployment than their
female counterparts. By 1987 the underemployment pattern is

similar for Mexican males and females.

Discussion and Conclusions

Results presented in this chapter clearly show that

the employment hardship endured by Mexicans compared to



94

whites has increased bhetween 1976 and 1987. During this 12-
year period, employment stability among Mexican males
severely deteriorated. Although the level of underemploy-
ment among Mexican women dropped, they are still more
susceptible to being underutilized in the labor market than
their white counterparts.

Results further confirm that unemployment continues
to be a chronic labor market problem for Mexicans; that its
prevalence continues to increase; and, most importantly,
that unemployment is but one of many other employment-
related hardships. To be sure, application of the LUF in
analyzing the labor force outcomes of Mexican workers
reveals that use of the unemployment rate alone understates
the extent of economic hardship experienced by this group.

But even though unemployment among Mexicans is a
severe economic problem (after all, the jobless are deprived
of earnings), other types of employment hardship contribute
to the group's socioeconomic inequality. Thus, while the
economic cost of involuntary part-time work is not as detri-
mental as unemployment, it nonetheless excludes the part-
time worker from receiving the same fringe benefits that are
normally given to full-time workers (Blank 1990). For
instance, the wages and salaries that they receive are lower
as a result of their part-time status, not only because they

work fewer hours but also because part-time workers are
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often found in jobs that are low pay (see De Anda [in press]
for a discussion of Mexican males). Thus, despite the
improvement in employment stability made by Mexican females,
they are still worse off than their male counterparts. They
have higher levels of involuntary part-time work, which
ultimately implies lower earnings.

By using the modified LUF, the intermittently
employed are included in analysis of the workforce; other-
wise they would remain undetected. The intermittently
employed are workers who have a history of episodic and/or
long-term unemployment. In general, females have lower
levels of intermittent employment than males. This suggests
that women who face prolonged periods of joblessness dis-
continue the job search; hence, their higher levels of
discouragement than men. The intermittently employed
encounter many labor market problems. As a consequence of
their spells of unemployment, they tend to have lower
incomes than their counterparts with steadier work. These
workers are also seen as unreliable by prospective employers
and are consequently relegated to dead-end jobs (Piore
1971).

It would be expected that those who work full-time
should earn enough to circumvent the poverty threshold.
That is, a full-time job should provide sufficient income to

support a worker without resort to welfare, crime, or other
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activities in the informal labor market. Indeed, reliance
for survival on work-related income is great: over 80
percent of personal income comes from wages, salaries, and
other income derived from the labor market (Bureau of the
Census 1984). The growing number of Mexican females in the
labor force has not translated into significant inroads into
better-pay occupations. Thus, the increased level of work-
ing poor Mexican females attests to the economic hardships
that these workers increasingly face.

In general, results confirm the inverse relationship
between age and underemployment for Mexicans and whites.
However, results also show that the discrepancy in under-
employment between Mexican and white males increases with
age. This challenges the notion that higher levels of
employment hardship among Mexicans is due to the higher
proportion of younger workers among Mexicans than whites
(see Sowell 1981). The age effect for Mexican males and
females does not seem to be the same. By 1987 the Mexican
to white female differential was not as pronounced as that
for males. Further study of the relationship of age to
underemployment is warranted.

Schooling was found to attenuate the propensity of
underemployment for both Mexicans and whites, but not to the
same degree. Admittedly, the categorization of schooling

levels is crude, and the quality of education is not being



97
taken into consideration. The fact remains that Mexicans
have lower schooling levels than white males. Indeed, in
1987, Mexican males had a mean of 10 years of schooling
compared to 14 years for whites. It is likely that the
level of employment hardship is higher among Mexicans than
whites due to the greater proportion of the former who are
poorly educated.

While this simple statistical profile has been
illustrative, it is inadequate since it does not allow us to
correctly measure the effect of each variable when the
effect of all other variables is controlled for; that is,
its net effect. To do so, multivariate analysis is used in
the next chapter. Chapter 3 presents a more comprehensive
analysis of the determinants of underemployment; it examines
the influence of structural factors, such as occupation and
industry position, on the likelihood of underemployment.
These variables may turn out to be crucial in explaining the
divergence in underemployment between Mexican and white
males in the years following the 1982 depression.

Because of data limitations, this chapter does not
consider significant aspects of the heterogeneity of the
workforce of Mexican ancestry. For example, a significant
segment of the Mexican workforce is comprised of immigrants.
Their numbers in the labor force have increased, particu-

larly in the last two decades. Another related source of
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internal differentiation in the Mexican workforce is English
language proficiency. To better understand the causes of
underemployment among Mexican origin workers, the effect of
nativity status and English language ability on underemploy-

ment propensities is analyzed in Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 3

DETERMINANTS OF UNDEREMPLOYMENT AMONG
MEXICAN ORIGIN AND WHITE WORKERS

Results discussed in the previous chapter indicate
that workers of Mexican descent experience higher rates of
underemp loyment than their white counterparts. Using
descriptive statistics, it was also shown that sex, age, and
education are correlates of underemployment for both popula-
tions. Previous research, however, has demonstrated that
location in the economic structure differentially affects
the propensity for underemployment for males and females
{Mutchler 1985), as well as black and white workers (Lichter
1989). This suggests that labor force outcomes of Mexican
origin workers are not determined just by demographic
factors and human capital endowments (e.g., schooling), but
also by other variables such as occupational and industrial
location. Taken together, these variables should improve
explanation of the divergent underemployment patterns
between Mexican and white workers. Hence, the central
question that motivates this chapter is: To what extent
does location in the economic structure determine unequal
levels of underemployment between Mexicans and whites, net

of demographic and human capital factors?
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Discussion in this chapter focuses on the way in
which workers' structural position protects them from
underemployment or renders them vulnerable to it. More
specifically, the analysis centers on how the economic
structure sorts Mexican and white workers into situations
of underemployment or adequate employment. Positional
power--or lack of it--are central elements in the analysis.
Concomitantly, the individual workers' endowments (e.g.,
schooling) are controlled since it is anticipated that these
differentially impinge on his/her ability to prevent under-
employment.

The principal finding anticipated is that Mexican
workers experience higher rates of underemployment because
they are located in weak positions in the economic structure
vis-a-vis white workers. In other words, the underemploy-
ment differential between Mexican and white workers is in
great measure due to the unequal institutional resources
(e.g., unionization) that these two groups control in the
labor market.

Since most research on underutilization has focused
on unemployment, models predicting the likelihood of
joblessness versus adequate employment will be estimated for
all the demographic groups in this study. Results from
these models will be compared to those obtained from models

estimating the probability of underemployment. The objec-
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tive is to compare processes which lead to joblessness with
those that influence underemployment.

To investigate the causes of underemployment among
Mexican origin and white workers, several logistic models
will be estimated. These models will gauge the significance
of demographic, human capital, and structural variables on
the propensity for underemployment between these two
populations. The dependent variable is employment status.
It is comprised of two categories: economic underemployment
and adequate employment. Data for the analyses are drawn
from the 1987 annual demographic files of the Current
Population Survey.

This chapter is divided into several major sections.
The first discusses the relationship between age, social
stratification, and underemployment. The second section
reviews the literature on education and its relation to
social stratification and underemployment. A survey of the
literature on power relations in the labor market is
presented in the third section. Building on the discussion
on power, the fourth section examines the occupational
position of Mexicans and their relative occupational power
vis-a-vis whites. The penultimate section focuses on the
economic segmentation literature. The last major section

describes the data source, methods, and operationalization
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of variables. It also formally presents the hypotheses

generated throughout the discussion.

Underemployment Among Mexican
Origin Workers

The purpose of this section is to offer evidence of
the widespread nature of underutilization of the Mexican-
origin work force. As stated earlier, next to discourage-
ment, unemployment is the severest form of underemployment.
In other words, individuals without jobs are considered to
suffer the worst form of labor utilization inadequacy (Tipps
and Gordon 1985, p. 39). Thus the unemployment rate repre-
sents the aggregate level of private underutilization, which
was defined as the inadequate economy-household exchange.

Throughout the last four decades the unemployment
rate for Mexican has been well above the national average.
For example, Garcia (1983) reports that in 1950 the
unemployment ratio between Mexican Americans and whites was
well over 2:1; by 1960 the ratio had fallen slightly below
2:1; and by 1970 it had fallen to about 1.5. During the
early 1980s, the Mexican American-white unemployment ratio
was approximately 1.6 (DeFreitas, 1986). Comparison of
unemployment rates between Mexican Americans and whites
is important because it shows the degree of success in

competing for jobs in the labor market.
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In terms of work time, workers' labor force experi-
ence is usually measured as employed full-time, employed
part-time, or unemployed. Those employed part-time can be
considered partially unemployed. While unemployed workers
have received considerable attention, partially unemployed
workers have been largely ignored.

Involuntary part-time workers tend to be concen-
trated in clerical work, retail sales, and services (Sulli-
van 1978a, p. 48). Traditionally, minorities and women have
been disproportionately represented in these occupations,
and they have been overrepresented among involuntary part-
time workers in general (Terry 1981, p. 73). On the other
hand, Mexican American males tend to be concentrated in
blue-collar occupations. Indeed, De Anda (1987a) found that
Mexican American males found in blue-collar occupations were
highly susceptible to involuntary part-time work.

In terms of economic hardship, involuntary part-time
workers face a double disadvantage. First, they are not
eligible for unemployment insurance benefits because they
are employed. Second, even though they are employed, their
earnings may not be sufficient to meet their basic needs
(Sullivan 1978a, p. 48; Civil Rights Commission 1978, p. 7;
Blank 1990). For example, De Anda (1987b) found a substan-
tial income differential of over $2,000 between part- and

full-time Mexican origin workers.



104

Historically, Mexicans have been overrepresented
among the working poor for two principal reasons. First,
white males have been paid more for doing identical or
similar work (Barrera 1979). Second, Chicanos experienced
racial discrimination that restricted their movementiinto
high paying jobs (Barrera 1979). Recent studies (e.g., Bean
and Tienda 1987) have shown that Chicanos continue to be in
low~paid occupations more often than whites.

Another form of underemployment is intermittent
employment. This type of underemployment refers to workers
who experience periods of full employment that are inter-
rupted by periods of unemployment in a given year (Tipps and
Gordon 1985; Clogg, Sullivan, and Mutchler 1986). As a
consequence, workers who experience this type of under-
employment do not have stable work histories.

Intermittently employed workers may experience
several hardships. First, as a result of their spells of
unemployment, they have lower annual earnings. Second, Adue
to their employment instability, their opportunity to obtain
seniority is hampered. Third, an unstable work history is
often associated with difficulty in obtaining or maintaining
employment in the future; consequently, they will seem less
desirable to certain employers but acceptable to employers
in bad jobs (Civil Rights Commission 1982). Because minor-

ity workers tend to be located in industrial sectors, which
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are more susceptible to joblessness (De Anda and Shockey
1989), they are more likely to experieénce higher rates of

intermittent employment than majority workers.

Age, Stratification, and Underemployment

This section deals in general terms with the
relationship between age and social stratification. The
discussion focuses on the particular effect of age on labor
force outcomes; chiefly, the adequacy of labor utilization.

Age is an ascribed dimension of stratification: it
significantly affects an individual's position in the
stratification system. Typically, young people are to be
found in unfavorable positions in the social hierarchy. As
the individual ages, his or her relative status position
improves. This can be attributed to the greater resources
that older individuals command. For example, older indivi-
duals have ostensibly completed their formal schooling; they
have gained more experience in the world of work; and they
have acquired more responsibilities, such as marriage. Many
of these transitions are age-specific; that is, they tend to
occur at a particular age.

This process of growing old has implications for
labor force participation and its concomitant outcomes. As
such, age can be considered like another one of the "master
social positions," just like race and sex (Hughes 1945,

cited in Sullivan 1978a). But unlike sex and race, the
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individual's age is constantly changing, which makes it
possible to go from one status to another,

Social position is very often synonymous with the
individual's position in the economic system. In this
study, the primary interest focuses on examining the
relative position of workers in the economic system. Their
position signals their degree of success in the economic
system.

Clogg (1979) discusses the relationship between age
and underemployment. Like Sullivan (1978a), he claims that
age plays a pivotal role in allocating individuals to
positions in the socioeconomic structure. Clogg argues that
age 1s an important element in the role positions that are
assigned to individuals, including labor force positions.
He further states that "Not only do the roles in which
workers find themselves change dramatically with age--the
so~called life cycle effect--but the rewards that a given
role secures also change with the age of the individual"
(Clogg 1979, p. 70). Following this argument, Clogg
hypothesizes that under ideal conditions, an individual
steadily progresses "from marginal labor force participation
in youth to full participation--adequate employment--in a
gainful career by middle age" (p. 70). He further argues

that "we [must] be cognizant of the institutionalization of

the age pattern over time. The notion here is that the
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rigidity of this age pattern persists even though the age

structure may shift substantially" (p. 70, emphasis in the
original).

Higher rates of underemployment are to be expected
among the young because they have less experience than older
workers and their commitment to the labor force may be
limited. Limited commitment to a specific job becomes evi-
dent as young individuals "shop around" for a job (Sullivan
1978a); that is, young workers try different jobs. Young
individuals are also more likely to be in school and thus
only seek part-time work during the school year, or they
only have summer jobs. Naturally, students who choose to
work part-time are not considered underemployed.

However, the extent of labor force participation of
white and Mexican youth differ greatly: Mexican youth tend
to have higher rates of labor force participation than their
white counterparts (Santos 1985). The reasons that greater
numbers of young Mexicans join the labor force sharply
contrast with those of white youth. Mexicans join the labor
force primarily due to economic necessity. The need to help
supplement the family's income is higher among Mexicans than
whites. In part, this is a consequence of higher family
poverty rates among Mexicans compared to whites (Santos

1985). Mexican youth are also more likely to join the labor
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force because they have higher school dropout rates than
whites.

Despite their greater labor force participation
rate, however, Mexicans tend to experience more adverse
labor force outcomes than whites. For example, young
Mexicans tend to have higher levels of joblessness than
whites (Garcia 1983; Garcia and Hurtado, 1985; Santos 1985),
and they are highly 1likely to be involuntary part-time
workers (De Anda 1987a). Therefore, it is hypothesized that
younger Mexicans, especially teenagers, are more likely to

be underemployed than their white counterparts.

Education: The Great Equalizer?

This section reviews the literature dealing with the
relationship between schooling and labor force activity. It
discusses the importance of schooling in human capital
theory, particularly in the status attainment perspective.
This section also documents the educational attainment of
the Mexican origin population. Last, a survey of the
literature on the effects of schooling on various forms of

underemployment among Mexicans is presented.

Human Capital Theory and Education

Human capital theory was developed by economists
whose primary interest was to analyze the effect of

investments that individuals make in themselves to enhance
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their productive capacities. The productive capacities
referred to are education, on-the-job training, medical
care, migration, and searching for information about jobs.
The basic assumption that economists make is that indivi-
duals make rational decisions to invest based on a cost-
benefit analysis. That 1is, the decisions that individuals
make to improve their human capital carry opportunity costs
that are weighed against future returns (Becker 1964). For
instance, an individual who decides to obtain a college
degree must pay tuition, buy books and supplies, and most
importantly, forego income while attending school. The
opportunity cost is compared to expected higher earnings in
the future.

From the employer's perspective, education can be
used as a screening device to evaluate the trainability of
prospective employees. For example, Thurow's (1970) job
competition model postulates that employers match trainable
individuals with Jjobs. This model implies that employers
look for persons who can provide a given productive
contribution at a minimum training cost. Since employers
are looking for "least cost" employees, they need some way
to determine each individual's potential productivity and
how much additional training he or she will require to
adequately perform at work. The role of educational

gqualifications in this model, therefore, decrease the
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employer's training costs: individuals with higher educa-
tional levels have a better chance of being selected by
employers. Hence, education is seen as a means of lowering
the costs of training or upgrading the level of job skills.

Similarly, specific on-the-job training increases a
worker's marginal productivity (Becker 1962); it also leads
to greater stability for the firm and the individual worker.
For instance, during economic slowdowns, the firm will
protect its "investment" by not laying off workers it has
trained. Thus on-the-job training creates an incentive for
employers to keep workers attached to the firm and for
workers to remain in the firm. There is some evidence that
the unemployment differential between blacks and whites is
related to differences in on-the-job training (Mincer 1962,

pp. 69-71).

Education and Stratification

Education has been called the great equalizer. To
be sure, education is one of the key variables in studies of
labor force participation and social stratification. Social
stratification researchers have consistently found a posi-
tive effect between years of schooling and occupational and
economic attainment (e.g., Blau and Duncan 1967; Sewell and
Hauser 1975; Featherman and Hauser 1978). Following this
tradition, Tienda and Neidert (1984) show that schooling has

a strong effect on the occupational achievement of Mexican
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American men, Although these studies have focused on the
role of education in occupational attainment and conse-
quently earnings, they show the strong relationship between
an individual's level of education and his or her labor
market outcomes.

What factors can account for the education gap
between Mexicans and the majority population? From the
status attainment perspective, three factors have been found
to affect the low educational attainment of Mexicans: low
socioeconomic status, limited English ability, and foreign
nativity (Fligstein and Fernandez 1985). Some of these
factors are closely related. For example, limited English
proficiency is strongly associated with low income and
immigrant status. Further, low-income families are 1likely
to reside in poor neighborhoods in central cities that are
associated with low-quality schools.

The low median years of school completion among
Mexicans can be attributed in part to their disproportionate
high school dropout rate. Based on National Longitudinal
Survey (NLS) data for 1979, Santos (1985) reported that
25 percent of Mexicans were high school dropouts compared to
10 percent for whites. Fernandez, Paulsen, and Hirano-
Nakanishi (1989, p. 14), using 1980 High School and Beyond
(HS&B) data, found a lower percentage of Mexican dropouts

(21.1%) and a higher percentage for whites (12.2%). Distri-
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bution between males and females was about the same for both
groups.

Several factors have been found to affect school
completion among Latinos in general. There seems to be a
general consensus that a major reason for Latinos dropping
out of school is grade attainment delay; i.e., enrollment in
grades below the average for their age (Fligstein and
Fernandez 1985; Fernandez, Paulsen, and Hirano-Nakanishi
1989). For Mexicans, limited English also appears to con-
tribute to a high rate of attrition from school (Fligstein
and Fernandez 1985), although others have found this
variable to be nonsignificant (Fernandez, Paulsen, and
Hirano~Nakanishi 1989). This lack of significance might be
due to a very low percentage of Mexican immigrants in the
HS&B sample: only 9.2 percent compared to 25 percent in the
NLS (Santos 1985).

In general, family income is closely associated with
dropping out of school (Markey 1988). It has been suggested
that Mexicans drop out in order to supplement the family's
low income (Fligstein and Fernandez 1985). In a recent
study, Velez (1989) provides supporting evidence: the lower
the family's SES, the more vulnerable students were to
dropping out of school. At least one recent study did not
find any support for this claim among Latinos; however, it

did find that family size is positively related to dropping
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out (Fernandez, Paulsen, and Hirano-Nakanishi 1989). The
same authors show that students who have children and/or get
married are 1likely to withdraw from school, regardless of
race or ethnicity.

In short, schooling has been identified as a key
variable in predicting labor market success at all age
levels. Thus the schooling achievement of Mexican youth
becomes an important variable to include in studies of

underemployment.

Education and Underemplovyment

What is the relationship between educational
attainment and underemployment? In general, high school
dropouts seem to be the most adversely affected in the labor
market. Compared to youth who remain enrolled in school,
dropouts have more negative labor force experiences. For
example, among young women who withdrew from school in the
mid-eighties, about half of them were in the labor force.
This sharply contrast with the over three-quarters parti-
cipation rate for those who entered the labor force with a
high school diploma. Worst yet is their unemployment rate,
30.4 percent, about two-and-one-half times the rate for high
school graduates (Markey 1988).

Unemployment among male dropouts 1s severe: more
than 1 of 5 dropouts were unemployed, compared with 1 of 10

high school graduates (Markey 1988). The unemployment
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differential between high school graduates and dropouts
might be due to the their competition for the same jobs.
That is, dropouts are competing for the same jobs with high
school graduates who did not attend college (Markey 1988).
Such competition puts the dropout at a distinct disadvan-
tage. The disadvantage might be even greater if employers
use the high school diploma as a screening device. Since
the Mexican-origin population has lower schooling achieve-
ment than the majority population, it is hypothesized that
they are more likely to be underemployed than their white
counterparts.

For the population as a whole, dropouts also exhibit
a lower employment-population ratio (EPR) than high school
graduates (Markey 1988). The EPR is obtained by dividing
the number of employed persons by the noninstitutionalized
population. This ratio can reveal hidden unemployment. For
this reason, it is hypothesized that there is a high rate of
discouragement among high school dropouts in general and
Mexicans in particular.

Thus, the schooling gap represents a formidable
obstacle to employment for Mexican workers. Low levels of
schooling have been found to play a critical role in
determining low earnings among Mexicans (e.g., Neidert and
Tienda 1984); in increasing their odds of unemployment

(DeFreitas 1985; De Anda and Shockey 1989); and in increas-
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ing the likelihood of underemployment by low hours of work
(De Anda 1987a). However, despite their lower levels of
schooling than whites, Mexicans have compafable LFPRs to
those of whites (Garcia 1983; Santos 1985), but ironically
they are less successful in finding adequate employment.

In a study of the determinants of unemployment,
DeFreitas (1985) found that the lower level of schooling for
Mexicans is the single most important factor accounting for
their above average probability of unemployment. Similarly,
De Anda (1987a) shows that there is an inverse relationship
between education and involuntary part-time work. However,
English language proficiency is even more important than
education in determining underemployment through low hours
of work. The U.S. Commission on Civil Rights (1982)
reported that Latinos with less schooling than whites
consistently experienced a higher incidence of all forms of
economic underemployment. Therefore, it is hypothesized
that the higher the educational level, the lower the
likelihood of underemployment. That is, education should
attenuate the underemployment propensities for Mexican

origin workers.

Power in the Labor Market and Ethnicity

Power is a key determinant of labor market outcomes.
When workers and employers come together in the labor

market, working conditions--including wages and employment
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security--are determined in large measure by the amount of
power wielded by these social actors. In other words, the
distribution of power is asymmetrical: workers and employ-
ers enter into exchange relations in the labor market
possessing varying degrees of power. The relational power
of these social actors derives from the resources that they
command.

The power of employers, for instance, is determined
by their position in the product and labor markets. And it
is best characterized by the structure of their firms. One
of the most salient aspects of firms is related to their
share of the product market; that is, the bigger the share,
the greater the control over their respective product
markets. Concomitant to product market share is the size of
the firm, profitability, and level of capital intensity,
which ultimately affect the firm's work force requirements.
As such, firms control the demand for labor. Consequently,
it is this differential influence of firms over the product
and labor markets that results in varying degrees of firm
power,

On the other hand, worker power stems from two
sources: it derives from worker solidarity or organization;
it also derives from their possession of certain skills. By
exercising their power, workers can effectively control the

supply of labor, thus counterbalancing the employer's labor
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market power. Contrarily, unorganized workers and unskilled
workers are by and large less effective in controlling the
supply of labor. They are consequently more vulnerable to
the work conditions imposed by employers. Because workers
have differential access to these power-producing resources,
the working class is divided into weak and strong segments.
The relative strength of the segments is based on their

power to bargain over working conditions.

Occupational Power

Different positions in the socioeconomic structure
carry with them differential power. For example, in his
study of unemployment, Schervish (1983) proposes an approach
that places power at center stage. He argues that economic
actors enter market relations with varying degrees of
vulnerability and power; that is, they engage in unequal
exchanges in the labor and product markets. For Schervish,
power is the ability of economic actors "to make use of
resources to reconstruct or circumvent market relations of
equal exchange, replacing them with market transactions
structured to produce outcomes favoring their interests"
{1983, p. 18). Vulnerability, on the other hand, is the
absence of power; it is the degree of susceptibility of
economic actors to market relationships.

By including variables such as occupation, it is

possible to tap certain dimensions of resource control and
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power at the work place; for example, level of skills and
degree of autonomy in the labor process. These power-
producing resources contribute to differential labor force
outcomes for the various racial-ethnic groups.

In this study, occupational differentiation focuses
on power. That is, occupations are distinguished based on
the power of their members (see Form and Huber 1976).
Because diverse occupational groupings have differential
access to resources, they possess varying degrees of power
in the workplace and labor market (Kalleberg and Berg 1987,
p. 85).

Sources of power for the various occupations include
unions, internal labor markets, on-the-job training, and
other aspects of positions that affect worker bargaining
power. It has been argued that occupational power is
closely linked to the skill and training requirements of its
members (Kalleberg and Berg 1987). An occupational group
has leverage over employers and other workers by being able
to control the supply of workers. As a result, "although
occupations are defined largely in terms of technical
activities, their members are invariably embedded in far
wider social relations" (Kalleberg and Berg 1987, p. 85).

A major source of occupational inequality stems from
the power differential among occupations, since occupations

differ: (1) in their claims upon the value of the output of
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the production process, and (2) in the controls they can
exercise over the production process itself (Form and Huber
1976). For the purpose of this study, focus is on the
characteristics of the occupation as influencing labor force
outcomes. The following section highlights the méjor char-
acteristics of occupational groups and their hypothesized
effect on labor force outcomes.

Executives, managers, and administrators are a key

group in modern organizations. They provide direction in
the production process. "Their work is carried out at the
very top levels of organizations, in the case of executives,
or through what is known as the 'managerial hierarchy' in
the case of the other titles" (Hall 1986, p. 55). Managers
command high incomes and are in the position to decide on
hiring decisions. Hence, managers are expected to be
protected from underemployment because they at or near the
top of the organizational structure.

Professionals have power in the labor market

because, in part, they can control the supply of new
members. As a group, professionals control the training of
their members, and very often their entrance into training
programs. Most professional groups also have varying
degrees of autonomy in certifying them. At the workplace,
professionals exercise a high degree of autonomy over the

work process due to their monopoly over knowledge. They
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tend to be protected from economic underemployment because
their employing organizations are heavily dependent on their
services,

Clerical and sales workers are distinguished from

managers and professionals by lower status and less power.
A major distinguishing characteristic is the high concen-
tration of women in this occupational category. Clerical
jobs are usually dead-end jobs. Researchers have found that
clerical workers are not linked to the organization in ways
that permit advancement (e.g., Fox and Hasse-Biber 1984,
p. 109). 1In general, clerical and sales workers are closely
supervised. Since clerical and sales onccupations are often
low-pay, part-time jobs, these workers face a low risk of
underemployment.

Workers who do skilled work are typically called
craftsmen. Some have argued that craftsmen share many of
the characteristics of professionals (Caplow 1954, pp. 102-
198). For example, unionized crafts control recruitment and
advancement. Thus they are in the position of controlling
supply and hence increase rewards. The craft is also
responsible for evaluating individual workers as they move
through the stages of apprentice-journeyman-master. Unlike
professionals, whose control is exercised at the local,
state, or even national level, craft control is exercised at

the community level. Craftsmen also have the potential of
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becoming self-employed. For instance, a painter can become
a painting contractor. Because craftsmen have many charac-
teristics in common with professionals, they have power in
the labor market to negotiate favorable terms. Therefore,
it is anticipated that they experience lower propensities
for underemployment.

In sum, it is anticipated that the propensity for
underemployment decreases for all workers in the white-
collar cccupations: e.g., executives, managers, and
professionals. I also anticipate finding that the proba-
bility of underemployment is greater for Mexicans in the
services and blue-collar occupational groups (e.g., craft,
operators, and laborers) than for whites in the same

occupational groups.

Economic Segmentation: Theory and Critigque

Theories that deal with social and ethnic stratifi-
cation can be categorized into two broad types: individu-
alistic and structural. The first type of theory stresses
the characteristics of individuals, such as educational
attainment, as correlates of labor market outcomes.
Individualistic theories have been criticized because they
ignore the nature of jobs and assume a single labor market
(Sokoloff 1980; Wright 1979). Also, these models do not
specify the structures that generate inequality (Burawoy

1975); thus, they are unable to adequately explain the
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occupational and industrial segregation that minorities
experience.

On the other hand, the second type of theory focuses
on structural factors, such as job location in the economy,
as determinants of labor market returns to workers. In
general, structural approaches such as dual labor market
theory (Doeringer and Piore 1971) and labor market segmen-
tation theory (Edwards, Reich, and Gordon 1975) shift the
focus of labor market inequality from the individual to the
market itself. Recent research has demonstrated that the
structural location of jobs heavily influences labor market
outcomes such as wages (Hodson 1983; Tigges 1987) and
stability of employment (Schervish 1983; Mutchler 1985).
This study combines both the individualistic and structural
approaches in its analysis of the determinants of under-
employment.

Unlike individualistic theories, structuralist
theories focus on the nature of the economy (Averitt 1968;
O'Connor 1973), jobs, and the labor market (Doeringer and
Piore 1971; Edwards 1979). For example, Averitt (1968)
posits that the economic structure of the United States is
dichotomized into two distinct sectors: the center and the
periphery. The center sector is typified by industries with
large firms that employ large number of workers. The pure

conglomerate is the best representative of the center firm
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in that it is not built around a specific market and is
highly decentralized. In contrast, firms in the periphery
sector tend to be smaller, with correspondingly smaller work
forces. Firms in the periphery are grouped according to
their relationship with the economic center. Periphery
firms are satellites of center firms: their output depends
on the center firm's product, but they are totally isolated
from the center firm's market. Periphery firms comprise the
competitive fringe of the economic structure. Finally,
periphery firms operate on the economic fringes of the raw
material-manufacturing-retail continuum.

Unlike the smaller periphery firms, center firms
have many advantages in the dual economy. For example,
center firms have more assets that allow them to spend more
and lose more than their periphery counterparts. They have
better geographic and product diversification than periphery
firms, which allows them to withstand losses in one area
indefinitely. And given their vertical integration, they
can become their own suppliers and distributors. Because of
their product recognition (that is, consumers tend to stick
with national brands), they can withstand economic downturns
much better than periphery firms. Center firms have advan-
tages over periphery firms in obtaining credit, access to

mass media, and political and legal institutions. Some of
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these advantages derive from the existence of the periphery
sector, where much risk is absorbed.

Economic dualism also has implications for 1labor.
Because of their product market characteristics, labor
unions tend to be found in center-controlled industries. In
certain industries, aggregate demand rather small price
variations determines sales. Consequently, center firms are
able to pass wage increases on to their customers through
higher prices when aggregate demand is increasing but are
not forced to lower prices when aggregate demand is decreas-
ing. Also, because of the center's monopoly-pricing power,
union demands for higher wages can be met without cutting
into profits. Labor costs for center firms is a relatively
small portion of total cost because of the nature of the
production process, which consists of large batch or
continuous flow.

Although Averitt focuses on transformative indus-
tries, pointing to the heavy reliance of a developed economy
on manufacturing for its income and employment, his analysis
of the dual economy has been extended to service industries
as well (e.g., Sheets, Nord, and Phelps 1987).

Although the dual economy approach provided a useful
heuristic device, it was found to be theoretically and
empirically simplistic (Kaufman, Hodson, and Fligstein

1981). The critique of the dual economy approach centered
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on three major shortcomings. First, it was argued that the
approach lacked a sound theoretical rationale for proposing
the existence of only two distinct sectors in the economy.
Second, the approach did not produce consistent empirical
results (Kaufman, Hodson, and Fligstein 1981). Third, the
dual model approach was better suited for the analysis of
commodity markets instead of labor markets and working con-
ditions (Hodson 1983). Also, unlike other social scientists
who have argued about the one-to-one correspondence between
industrial sectors and labor ma?kets, Hodson (1983) stresses
the multidimensional nature of corporate structure.

While proponents of the dual economy approach tend
to view workers as passive recipients of benefits resulting
from the employing organization, Hodson (1983) argues that
"different elements of industrial structure may provide for
heightened worker power" (p. 6). Contrary to dual economy
approach writers, Hodson claims that capitalists strategize
to promote profit and growth, but that "these same struc-
tures may provide employees with possible resources to use
in their struggle for higher wages and improved working
conditions" (p. 5). This view is taken from the resource
perspective. In other words, workers can avail themselves
of resources that exist to improve their working conditions.
For example, the dual economy model "notes that higher

levels of concentration yield higher profit levels, and sees
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workers in monopoly sectors firms as receiving a share of
this expanded pie in the form of higher wages and improved
benefits" (p. 6). On the contrary, the resource perspective
sees that certain dimensions of industrial structure, such
as capital intensity and economic scale, "may increase
workers' abilities to secure wage gains" (p. 6). Contrar-
ily, other dimensions, such as conglomerate domination or
multinational organization, may undermine workers' abilities
to improve working conditions (p. 6).

In short, the dual economy approach viewed capital
structure only as a resource for the capitalist class., For
example, capitalists in core firms could manipulate workers
in order to reduce turnover costs and diffuse discontent
because of their large firm size and monopoly market posi-

tion. However, capitalists motivated by the profits "

may
inadvertently provide workers with substantial resources for
use in their own struggle for control" (p. 48).

The alternative to the economic dualism proposed by
Kaufman, Hodson, and Fligstein (1981) includes concepts that
attempt to tap various dimensions that influence the differ-
entiation of industrial sectors. The following section
presents a summary of these dimensions.

Concentration is an indicator of the degree to which

an industry is dominated by a small number of firms. A high

degree of concentration leads to monopoly pricing and
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profits (p. 8). Size taps the extent of economic activity.
It can be interpreted as a "share of total economic activity
and as such offers a competing conceptualization of monopoly
concentration--one based on the national market of total
output rather than one based on industry or product lines"
(p. 8). Capital intensity refers to the level of technology
used in an industry. It is closely linked to labor issues
such as hiring and unemployment. Foreign involvement refers
to the level of participation in foreign markets. Govern-
ment intervention indicates the degree of direct government
regulation of an industry as well as gdgovernment purchases.
Profit refers to a company's rate of return. Autonomy taps
the degree to which an industry operates as the "dependent
satellite of firms headquartered in other industries" .
(p.e 9). Productivity measures the rate of economic output.
Unionization refers to the extent of worker power in the
workplace. This is a key concept regarding labor market
outcomes. The last dimension is growth. It indicates
changes in the economic activity of an industry (p. 9).

This section attempts to summarize the theoretical
discussion presented above. It also offers expectations
about the empirical results of this chapter. In the last
major section of this chapter, the anticipated results are

presented in the form of hypotheses.
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Industrial structure is expected to have a signi-
ficant effect on the propensity for underemployment. This
is based on the premise that industrial structure provides
important resources for both capitalists and employers in
the struggle over working conditions. Hodson (1983)
organizes the various dimensions that influence labor force
outcomes in terms of their relative importance. He claims
that internal organization is more important than technical
factors, which in turn are more important than market

factors.

Internal Production Factors

Organizational size is a factor that is expected to have

a negative effect on underemployment for two rea-
sons. First, the rationalization of production and
the exigencies of long-range planning in large
enterprises require that "the factors of production
be provided in an orderly fashion" (p. 55). This
creates a strong incentive for employers in large
enterprises to offer good working conditions to
avail themselves of a stable and compliant work
force. Second, size also impacts on the success of
union-organizing drives. Taking these two arguments
together, an important consequence of higher
earnings in large firms is year-round, full-time

employment.
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Productivity is expected to have an inverse effect on

underemployment. High levels of productivity
increase the returns over which owners and workers
compete.

Unionization is expected to attenuate the likelihood of

underemployment. Simply put, unionization provides

workers with collective power.

Technical Factors

Capital intensity is expected to lower the odds of

underemployment. Increased complexity of work
creates an increased dependence on firm-specific
skills and full-time workers. In capital intensive
firms, labor represents a smaller portion of the
costs of production; thus, workers can receive
higher wages. Workers operating sophisticated

equipment also have an increased power base.

Market Factors

Government regqulation is expected to have a negative

effect on the likelihood of underemployment.
Regulation tends to guarantee profits and working
conditions.

Concentration is expected to dampen the odds of under-

employment. With higher levels of concentration,
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wages and earnings increase because the returns are
higher.

Growth is expected to have a negative impact on under-
employment. Higher rates of growth lead to an
increased demand for labor; hence, lower joblessness
and higher price for labor.

Profit is expected to lower the odds of underemployment.
Crudely stated, higher profits increase the size of
the pie to be distributed between employers and
workers.

Corporate autonomy is expected to attenuate the likeli-

hood of underemployment. Monopolistic firms are
able to exploit more competitive firms. “The cost
of this exploitation is expected to be absorbed by
employees in the exploited firms" (p. 57).

Foreign investment is expected to lower the odds of

underemployment (p. 57).

The following section profiles the characteristics
of the six industrial sectors used in this study. It also
presents hypothesized outcomes for workers located in the
various sectors.

The oligopoly sector includes the oligopoly and
tobacco clusters from the sixteen-sector scheme. This
combined sector has the highest values on every dimension.

It has the highest values on size, most of the concentration
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measures, on foreign involvement, on profit, and federal
purchases (except tobacco). The oligopoly sector is also
high on capital intensity. Industries in this sector
include firms that are among the largest multinationals
(e.g., IBM, GM, Kodak, Lilly, Exxon). Workers located in
this sector are expected to be protected from underem-
ployment.

The core sector is comprised of the core, wholesale,
and ordnance clusters. The core sector is characterized by
a very high degree of unionization. The core is dominated
by large firms with higher than average levels of foreign
involvement and asset size. This sector's profit rate is
only second to the oligopoly sector. Given these features
of the core sector, workers are expected to be sheltered
from underemployment.

The periphery sector includes the periphery, small
shop, and real estate clusters. This sector is typified by
small establishments operating with limited capital in local
and regional markets. For purposes of this study, this
sector's most salient characteristic is its low level of
unionization. Therefore, workers in the periphery sector
are expected to be vulnerable to underemployment.

The core utilities sector is comprised of the core
utilities and finance, core transportation, and brokers

clusters. This sector is characterized by high foreign
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dividends and assets but low profits. Many of the products
produced by firms in these clusters are very similar. Firms
in this sector tend to have large-scale, high-technology
production. The rate of unionization in the core utilities
sector tends to be as high as that of the core sector.
Workers in this sector are therefore expected to be pro-
tected from underemployment.

The periphery utilities sector subsumes the
periphery utilities and periphery transportation clusters.
Compared to the core utilities sector, the periphery
utilities sector differs from it mainly on the basis of
smaller firm size and foreign involvement. Firms in the
periphery utilities sector tend to be small and operate
primarily in local markets. Given these characteristics and
the mixed rate of unionization, it is expected that workers
in this sector are unprotected from underemployment.

The trades sector includes firms found in the local
monopoly, education and nonprofit services, and agricultural
cluster. This sector is typified by the lowest values on
asset size, concentration, and profit rate. Firms in this
sector tend to be labor intensive, and operate in local
product and labor markets. Since this sector shows the
lowest values on factors conducive to steady employment, es-

pecially unionization. It is expected that workers located
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in this sector are highly vulnerable to underemployment

(Hodson 1983, pp. 77-82, 84-86).

Evidence for the Structural
Determinants of Underemployment

This section surveys the literature dealing with the
influence of structural variables on underemployment. As
noted earlier in this study, there has been little research
on the sectoral distribution of the Mexican origin popula-
tion. A handful of studies have analyzed the distribution
of the Mexican origin population into the primary and
secondary labor markets and economic sectors (e.g., Tienda
and Neidert 1980). These studies have restricted themselves
to examining the effects of sectoral location on earnings.
However, there have been some attempts to gauge the effects
of industrial sector distribution on propensities for cer-
tain forms of underemployment among Mexican origin workers.
For instance, in a study of involuntary part-time work among
Mexicans, it was found that those located in competitive
sectors were more susceptible to this form of underemploy-
ment (De Anda 1988).

Another study (De Anda and Shockey 1989) found that
minority workers in working class segments were more vulner-
able to joblessness than white workers. This study also
reports that minority workers in the competitive sectors of

the economy were more susceptible to joblessness. Thus,
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industrial location is an important predictor of employment
stability in terms of the quantity and quality of work.
Since Mexican workers tend to be concentrated in industries
that are sensitive to economic fluctuations (Barrera 1979),
it is expected that they would experience higher rates of
economic underemployment than whites. For example, De Anda
(1988) found that Chicanos employed in the agricultural
sector are more likely to be underemployed by low hours of
work than Chicanos in the monopoly manufacturing or state
sectors.

When controls are included for human capital
correlates of underemployment, economic structure is still
expected to exert a powerful influence on underemployment.
This expectation is based on the discussion presented above.
The motivation for this chapter is that underemployment is
determined not only by individual characteristics but also
independently, by industrial and occupational organization
as structural resources. This expectation is also suggested
by researchers who have used the variables of occupation
(Sullivan 1978a) and industry in their work (Mutchler 1985;

Lichter 1989),.

Hypotheses

This section presents, in a formal manner, the
hypotheses proposed above to compare the propensity of

underemployment between Mexican and white workers:
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H1: Young Mexican workers are more likely to be
underemployed than their white counterparts.

H2: The 1likelihood of underemployment for Mexicans and
whites decreases with educational attainment.

H3: The propensity for underemployment decreases for
all workers in the white-collar occupations.

H4: The probability of underemployment increases for
all workers in the service occupations.

H5: The likelihood of underemployment increases for all
workers in the blue-collar occupations.

H6: The odds of underemployment are decreased for all
workers in core-like sectors.

H7: The likelihood of underemployment increases for all

workers in periphery-like sectors.

Data Sources

Data come from the 1987 annual demographic file of
the March Current Population Survey (CPS) (U.S. Bureau of
the Census 1987). The March CPS includes about 60,000
households and represents the noninstitutionalized popula-
tion of the United States.

In selecting samples for this study, the data used
are restricted to those individuals between the ages of
16 and 64. As used in this study, the term "Mexican origin
population" includes individuals who identified themselves

as Mexican American, Chicano, Mexican, or Mexicano. The
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samples include all the respondents of Mexican origin who
were part of the experienced, civilian labor force during
the reference week in which the surveys were conducted.
Thus individuals who had never worked are excluded, as well

as those who were in school or in the military.

Methods

Two sets of multivariate logistic models will be
estimated in this chapter. The first set of models looks at
the prépensity of unemployment compared to full-time ade-
quate employment. The dependent variable is comprised of
two mutually exclusive categories: the unemployed and the
adequately employed. The second set of models analyzes the
likelihood of underutilization or underemployment. Both
sets of models include the same independent variables.

For the second set of models, the dependent vari-
able, employment status, is a dichotomous discrete variable
comprised of two statuses: underemployed workers and
adequately employed workers. Underemployed workers includes
the five forms of underutilization discussed in Chapter 2.
The reference category is adequately employed workers, which
refers to persons who are working on a full-time basis.

The aim of the analyses is to evaluate the effect of
each of the independent variables on the odds or likelihood
of experiencing any of the forms of underemployment. Given

the dichotomous nature of the dependent variable, ordinary
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least squares regression is an inappropriate method to use
because it would result in heteroskedasficity; consequently,
logistic regression is employed in the analyses (see

Hanushek and Jackson 1977).

Operationalization of Variables

Table 3.1 lists the variables used in estimating the
model to determine the propensity for underemployment in the
target populations. Components of the dependent variable--
employment status--are fully described and operationalized
in the previous chapter.

The operationalization of age is rather straight-
forward. The CPS reports the respondent's age at their last
birthday. Since previous research has shown that age is a
powerful predictor of the labor force activities of workers,
several age groups are created to capture the effects of age
on the propensity for underemployment. The following age
groups are created: 16-19 years old; 20-29 years old; 30-49
years old; the last group, 50-64 years old, is used in the
analysis as the reference category.

Schooling is operationalized as completed years of
education. It was constructed using two items: highest
grade attended, and asking if that year was completed. In
the analysis, three categories of education are recoded that
closely parallel significant transitions in the schooling

process., Schooling categories include those respondents



Table 3.1. Variables and

Analysis.

138

Their Categories Used in the

Variable

Categories

Dependent variable

Employment status

Independent variables

Age

Education

Occupational groups

Industrial sectors
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Economic underemployment
Adequate employment
[reference category]

16-19 years old
20-29 years old
30-49 years old
50-64 years old
[reference category]

Less than 12 years
12 years

13 or more years
[reference category]

Executive, administrators, and
managers

Professional specialty
Technical, sales, and admini-
strative support

Services

Precision production, craft,
and repair

Machine operators, assemblers,
and inspectors

Handlers, laborers, and farm
workers [reference category]l

Oligopoly

Core

Periphery

Core utilities

Periphery utilities

Trades

Public [reference category]
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with fewer than 12 years of completed schooling; respondents
with 12 years of completed schooling; and respondents with
more than 12 years of completed schooling.

Occupational categories are operationalized follow-
ing the broad occupational categorization employed by the
U.S. Census Bureau. The Bureau's approach is based on the
three-digit code of the Standard Occupational Classification
System (see Appendix A). The CPS reports the occupational
code for respondent's current or last job. It is hoped that
this approach will tap the degree to which occupational
skill affects the propensity for underemployment.

Categorization of industrial sectors is based on the
typology fist proposed by Kaufman, Hodson, and Fligstein
(1981; see pp. 27-29 for details). This study employs the
six~sector scheme proposed by Hodson (1983; see pp. 84-86
for details), which is based on the earlier sixteen-sector
scheme. Since Hodson's typology was performed only for
private sector industries, this study includes the public
sector because its importance cannot be ignored. The public
sector includes public administration and the postal
service. It is used as the reference category in the
multivariate analysis.

Operationalization of industrial sectors employs the
three-digit code for industry that the CPS provides for each

respondent's current or last job. The code used by the CPS
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is based on the Census Industry Classification system.
Appendix B provides a list of industries in each of the

sectors.

Empirical Results

Descriptive Analysis

Results in Table 3.2 display the age structure of
Mexican origin and white workers in the 1987 modified labor
force. Population samples are restricted to males and
females between 16 and 64 years of age. Not surprisingly,
data show that Mexicans tend to be younger than whites.
Mexican males have the lowest mean age, at 33.4 vears, while
their white counterparts have a mean of 37.9 years of age.
The mean age for Mexican and white females is similar to
their white counterparts.

However, the age differential between Mexican and
whites is more salient when comparing select age groups.
For example, 5.5 percent of Mexican males are in the 16-19
age group compared to 2.6 percent for white males. Fully
39 percent of Mexican males are in the 20-29 age category,
while the corresponding figure for whites is 26.2 percent.
The youthfulness of the Mexican working-age population is
even more pronounced for those under 30 years of age:
nearly 45 percent of Mexican males fall in this category

compared to approximately 29 percent for whites.
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Table 3.2. Distribution of Mexican Origin and White Workers
Aged 16-64 by Age Group and Gender, 1987.
Male Female
Mexican White Mexican White
Mean Age 33.35 37.89 33.71 36.60

Standard deviation (10.37) (11.92)

(9.55) (11.70)
1,232 19,998

Percent Percent

N (unweighted) 2,199 28,995
Age Group Percent Percent
16-19 5.5 2.6
20-29 39.0 26.2
30-49 44,2 51.4
50-64 11.3 19.8
Total 100.0 100.0

N (weighted) 1,912 29.531

4.2 3.3
38.2 30.4
47.5 49.4
10.2 17.0

100.0 100.0
797 19,921
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While Mexicans are concentrated in the younger age
groups, their relative share diminishes in the two older
categories. About half of white males are in the 30-49 age
group compared to 44 percent for Mexican males. Aging of
the white working population is manifest in the oldest age
group (60-64 years): whereas one-fifth of white males fall
into this category, the corresponding figure for Mexicans
is a little over one-tenth. In general, females exhibit
similar patterns to their male counterparts.

It was stated earlier in this chapter that young
workers were expected to encounter higher risks of under-
employment than older workers. Data presented in Table 3.3
support the inverse relationship between age and underem-
ployment for minority and majority male workers. Although
this inverse relationship holds for both populations,
Mexican workers face higher odds of underutilization than
whites in each age category. For example, while 86 percent
of all 16-19 year old Mexicans are underutilized, the
corresponding figure for whites is a little over 78 percent.

Table 3.4 offers the distribution of females by age
group and employment status. Data show that the age distri-
bution of females parallels the age distribution of males.
Like their male counterparts, females also show an inverse

relationship between age and underutilization.
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Table 3.3. Distribution of Mexican Origin and White Male

Workers by Age and Employment Status, 1987,
Employment Total, 16-19 20-29 30-49 50-64
Status All Ages Years Years Years Years
Mexican
Total 1,912 105 745 845 215
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
Adequately 1,121 31 415 541 150
employed (58.6%) (14.0%) (55.7%) (64.0%) (69.2%)
Underemployed 791 70 330 304 65
(41.4%) (86.0%) (44.3%) (38.5%) (30.3%)
White
Total 29,531 758 7,739 15,180 5,854
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
Adequately 23,464 164 5,504 12,903 4,893
employed (79.5%) (21.7%) (71.1%) (85.0%) (83.6%)
Underemployed 6,067 594 2,235 2,277 961
(20.5%) (78.3%) (28.9%) (15.0%) (16.4%)
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Table 3.4. Distribution of Mexican Origin and White Female
Workers by Age and Employment Status, 1987.

Employment Total, 16-19 20-29 30-49 50-64
Status All Ages Years Years Years Years

Mexican

Total 979 41 374 465 100
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

Adequately 529 3 180 287 59

employed (54.1%) (8.0%) (48.2%) (61.6%) (59.1%)

Under employed 366 32 158 144 32

' (46.0%) (92.0%) (51.8%) (38.4%) (40.9%)

White

Total 19,921 654 6,056 9,834 3,777
{100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)

Adequately 13,984 101 3,991 7,333 2,559

employed (70.2%) (15.4%) (65.9%) (74.6%) (75.8%)

Underemployed 5,937 553 2,065 2,501 818
(29.8%) (84.6%) (34.1%) (25.4%) (24.2%)
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Results presented in Table 3.5 confirm the lower
educational attainment of Mexicans compared to whites,
discussed earlier in this chapter. The issue of differ-
ential educational attainment is further complicated by
intragroup differences. For example, Mexican females have
higher mean years of schooling than their male counterparts.
But the greatest difference is between Mexican and white
males: 10.1 mean years of schooling for Mexicans compared
to 13.6 for whites. Most importantly, the distribution of
completed years of schooling for Mexican and white males is
inverted; that is, while nearly one-half of Mexicans have
less than a high school diploma, a little over one-half of
whites have some post-secondary schooling. Although Mexican
females have higher schooling levels than Mexican males,
they are nevertheless undereducated compared to their female
counterparts.

Distribution of total underemployment by schooling
is displayed in Table 3.6. Because Mexicans have very low
levels of schooling, it is not surprising to find that the
less educated bear a heavier burden of underemployment.
Hence, nearly one-half of Mexicans with less than a high
school diploma are underutilized, in contrast to about
37 percent for whites. The percentage of underemployment

among Mexican males tapers down with the two higher
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Table 3.5. Distribution of Completed Years of Schooling for
Mexican Origin and White Workers Aged 16-64 by
Gender, 1987.
Male Female
Mexican White Mexican White
Mean Years of Schooling 10.12 13.56 11.33 13.48
Standard deviation (3.70) (2.65) (3.04) (2.31)
N (unweighted) 2,199 28,995 1,232 19,998
Schooling Percent Percent Percent Percent
Less than 12 years 48.3 11.0 34.0 7.5
12 years 29.4 38.2 36.3 43.6
More than 12 years 22.3 50.9 29.7 48.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N (weighted) 1.012 29,531 979 19,921
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Table 3.6. Distribution of Mexican Origin and White Male
Workers by Years of Schooling Completed and
Employment Status, 1987.

Employment Total, Less than 12 Years More than
Status All Years 12 Years 12 Years
Mexican
Total 1,912 923 562 426
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
Adequately 1,121 468 357 296
employed (58.6%) (50.7%) (63.5%) (69.5%)
Underemployed 791 455 206 113
(41.4%) (4.93%) (36.6%) (30.6%)
White
Total 29,531 3,236 11,275 15,021
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
Adequately 23,464 2,117 8,548 12,800
employed (79.5%) (65.4%) (75.8%) (85.2%)
Underemployed 6,067 1,119 2,727 2,221

(20.5%) (34.6%) (24.2%) (14.8%)
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categories of schooling. As Table 3.7 shows, patterns for
females are similar to those of their male counterparts.

Table 3.8 presents the occupational distribution of
Mexican and white workers by gender. As discussed in the
literature review section of this chapter, results indicate
that Mexican males and females are underrepresented in each
of the white-collar occupations and overrepresented in each
of the blue-collar occupations. While only one-fifth of
Mexican men are located in white collar occupations, fully
one-half of their white counterparts are to be found in
those occupational categories. Occupational underrepresen-
tation is most severe in the administrative and professional
categories. For example, there are more than three times as
many white males in the administrative category than Mexican
males. The same distribution holds for those in the profes-
sional specialty category. The occupational gap between
Mexican and white males narrows for those in technical and
sales occupations.

On the other hand, Mexican women seem to be better
represented in the white-collar occupations compared to
Mexican men. Fully one-half of Mexican women are located in
white-collar occupations. However, over one-third of them
are in the low-skill occupations: sales and administrative
support. Nonetheless, there are almost twice as many

Mexican women than Mexican men in the professional specialty
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Table 3.7. Distribution of Mexican Origin and White Female
Workers by Years of Schooling Completed and
Employment Status, 1987.

Employment Total, Less than 12 Years More than
Status All Years 12 Years 12 Years
Mexican
Total 979 333 355 291
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
Adequately 529 136 202 190
employed (54.0%) (41.1%) (56.8%) (65.4%)
Underemployed 450 196 153 101
(46.0%) (58.9%) (43.2%) (34.6%)
White
Total 19,921 1,497 8,691 9,732
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
Adeyuately 13,984 733 5,721 7,530
employed (70.2%) '(48.9%) (65.8%) (77.4%)
Underemployed 5,937 765 2,971 2,202

(29.8%) (51.1%) (34.2%) (22.6%)
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category; specifically, 9.5 percent versus 4.7 percent. But
compared to their white counterparts, Mexican women are
systematically underrepresented in each of the white-collar
occupations.

There are three times as many Mexican men in the
handler, laborer, and farm worker category compared to white
men. Nearly one-fourth of all Mexican men are located in
this occupational group. The second largest concentration
is in the precision production, craft, and repair group,
with 23.5 percent, which is comparable to the white male
percentage. Whereas about 20 percent of Mexican men are in
the machine operator, assembler, and inspector occupational
group, the corresponding figure for white men is 14.3
percent. Mexican men are also found in a larger proportion
than their white counterparts in the service occupations:
12.8 percent and 7.2 percent, respectively.

Mexican women are concentrated in the service
occupations. Over one-fifth of Mexican women are to be
found in this occupational category in contrast to 13.5
percent for white women. Although their numbers are small,
there are twice as many Mexican women in the precision
production group than white women. And proportionately
speaking, there are more Mexican women than white men in the
machine operators occupational group: 16.9 percent and

14.3 percent, respectively. Last, there are more than twice
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Table 3.8. Percentage Distribution of Occupation for
Mexican Origin and White Workers by Gender,

1987.
Occupational Group Male Female
Mexican White Mexican White
Executive, administra- 3.9 13.6 4.8 8.6
tors, and managers
Professional specialty 4.7 16.2 9.5 20.1
Technical, sales, and 10.9 19.1 37.2 45.9
administrative support
Subtotal (19.5) (48.9) (50.8) (74.6)
Services 12.8 7.2 22.0 13.5
Precision production, 23.5 22.2 4.8 2.4
craft, and repair
Machine operators, 19.7 14.3 16.9 7.4
assemblers, and
inspectors
Handlers, laborers, 24.5 7.5. 5.7 2.1
and farm workers
Total percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N 1.012 29,531 979 19,921
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as many Mexican women than white women in the unskilled
occupational category of handlers, laborers, and farm
workers.

As indicated in Table 3.9, white-collar occupations
requiring the most skill and education shelter their members
from underemployment. Surprisingly, Mexican men and women
in upper white-collar occupations seem to be protected from
underemployment to a larger degree than their white
counterparts. In fact, Mexican men in the administrative
occupations group, as well as those in the professional
specialty group, are about one-third as 1likely to be
underutilized than their white counterparts. Mexican males
are also more likely to be underutilized than their white
counterparts in the technical and sales occupational cate-
gory. However, women in this occupational category are more
susceptible to underemployment than their male counterparts.
However, Mexican women in technical and sales occupations
face a higher likelihood of being underutilized than white
women,

With the exception of white males, all other demo-
graphic groups experience a high risk of underemployment in
the service occupations. Naturally, the least skilled
Mexican males--the handler, laborer and farm worker
category--experience the highest share of underemployment

(14.3%), which is approximately four times the white male
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Table 3.9. Percentage Distribution of Underemployment for
Mexican Origin and White Workers by Occupation
and Gender, 1987.

Occupational Group Male Female
Mexican White Mexican White

Executive, administra- 0.62 1.96 0.85 1.34

tors, and managers

Professional specialty 0.69 1.47 1.87 2.87

Technical, sales, and 3.29 2.86 14.19 12.97

administrative support

Services 6.46 2.19 14.21 8.03

Precision production, 8.70 5.00 2.25 0.64

craft, and repair

Machine operators, 7.28 3.47 8.08 2.717

assemblers, and

inspectors

Handlers, laborers, 14.25 3.60 4.53 1.18

and farm workers

Total underemployed 41.37 20.54 46.00 29.80
N 1,912 29,531 979 19,921




154
rate (3.6%). In general, Mexican male and female workers in
the precision production and operator 6ccupational categor-
ies face higher risks of underemployment than their white
counterparts.

Table 3.10 presents the percentage distribution of
Mexican and white workers by industrial sector and gender.
Mexican and white males are about equally distributed in the
core and periphery sectors: about one-fifth of males are
located in the core sector, and little over one-third are
located in the periphery sector. Compared to white males in
the trades sector, Mexican males are overrepresented by
about ten percentage points. Mexican and white females are
similarly distributed in the three industrial sectors, and
their distribution is closer to that of Mexican males than
to white males.

Percentage distribution of underemployment by
industrial sector and gender is displayed in Table 3.11.
Surprisingly, core sector location does not protect Mexican
males from underutilization to the same degree that it
protects their white counterparts: there are twice as many
underutilized Mexicans than whites. Mexican males in the
periphery sector are more vulnerable to underemployment than
their white counterparts: 14.5 percent and 8.0 percent,
respectively. There are more than twice as many underem-

ployed Mexican males than white males in the trades sector.
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Table 3.10. Percentage Distribution of Mexican Origin and
White Workers by Industrial Sector and Gender,

1987.

Industrial Sector Male Female

Mexican White Mexican White
Oligopoly 1.9 3.1 1.8 1.7
Core 20.7 22.4 19.9 15.7
Periphery 33.9 32.8 38.7 36.8
Core utilities 3.4 8.6 8.1 11.2
Periphery utilities 3.4 3.5 0.7 1.2
Trades 33.8 24.3 26.1 29.1
Public 2.9 5.3 4,5 4.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

N 1,912 29,531 979 19,921
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Table 3.11. Percentage Distribution of Underemployed Mexican
Origin and White Workers by Industrial Sector
and Gender, 1987.

Industrial Sector Male Female
Mexican White Mexican White

Oligopoly 0.7 0.3 0.8 0.3
Core 6.2 3.1 8.8 4.0
Periphery 14.5 8.0 21.0 15.7
Core utilities 0.6 0.8 1.9 1.7
Periphery utilities 1.1 0.8 0.4 0.2
Trades 18.1 7.1 12.6 7.3
Public 0.2 0.4 0.5 0.6
Total 41.4 20.5 46.0 29.8

N 1,912 29,531 979 19,921
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In general, males also experience the lowest percentages of
underemployment in the leading sectors: oligopoly and core
utilities.

Mexican women located in the periphery sector face a
high risk of underemployment compared to their white coun-
terparts. While 21.0 percent of underemployed Mexican women
are located in the periphery sector, the corresponding
figure for white women is 15.7 percent. In general, Mexican
women are twice as likely to be underemployed in the
oligopoly and core sectors compared to white women. Like
their male counterparts, Mexican women do not appear to be
sheltered from underutilization in the core sector.

Logistic Regression Results
for Unemployment: Males

Since unemployment is the most studied component of
underemployment, a model predicting joblessness versus
adequate full-time employment is estimated for all four
demographic groups. This strategy will allow comparison of
the processes leading to joblessness and underemployment.

Table 3.12 presents logit coefficients for the model
predicting unemployment versus adequate full-time employment
for Mexican males. Results indicate that Mexicans aged
16-19 are the most vulnerable to unemployment of all age
groups. On the other hand, Mexican men in their twenties

face low odds of experiencing unemployment. Not surpris-



158

Table 3.12., Logistic Reyression Model of the Likelihood of

Unemployment for Males, 1987 (Standard Error).

Mexican White
Age
16-19 0.6179%%* 0.1938%*%*
(0.1872) (0.0676)
20-29 -0.3120%* 0.2475%%%
(0.1260) (0.0424)
30-49 ~0.1551 -0.1181*%*
(0.1227) (0.0416)
Education
Less than 12 years -0.0683 0.4389%%%
(0.1097) (0.0432)
High school graduate 0.0441 -0.0885%
(0.1124) (0.0345)
Occupation
Executive, administrators, and -1.2049 -0.,7304%%%
and managers (0.6662) (0.0911)
Professional specialty -2.3945% -0.9014%*%%*
(0.9945) (0.0952)
Technical, sales, and admini- 0.3628 -0.2266%%*
strative support (0.2985) (0.0657)
Service occupations 1.0293%%% 0.2393%%
(0.2712) (0.0746)
Precision production, craft, 0.5651% 0.0857
and repair (0.2446) (0.0532)
Operators and fabricators 0.9546%%%* 0.5145%%%
(0.2602) (0.0592)
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Mexican White
Industry

Oligopoly 0.6830 -0.3093
(0.5291) (0.1625)

Core 0.5557 0.1154
(0.3526) (0.0666)

Periphery 0.5003 0.3391%%%
(0.3437) (0.0584)

Core utilities 0.1591 -0.3712%%*
(0.5254) (0.1188)

Periphery utilities -0.1881 -0.1756
(0.5480) (0.1284)

Trades 1.2113%%% 0.7331%%%*
(0.3477) (0.0608)

Intercept -2.9169%*%* -2.8679%%%
(0.3798) (0.532)

-2 log likelihood 1186.7438 12485.175

N 1,523 28,089




160

Table 3.13. Logistic Regression Model of the Likelihood of

Unemployment for Females, 1987 (Standard

Error).

Mexican White
Age
16-19 0.3741 0.2912%%*
(0.2739) (0.0777)
20-29 0.1264 0.3768%%%
(0.1881) (0.0521)
30-49 -0.2771 -0.0394
(0.1735) (0.0503)
Education
Less than 12 years 0.2561 0.5002%%*
(0.1589) (0.0610)
High school graduate -0.1048 -0.0551
(0.1533) (0.0431)
Occupation
Executive, administrators, and -0.8403 -0.5187%%%
and managers (0.6243) (0.1331)
Professional specialty -1.1765% ~0.7910%%*
(0.5484) (0.1159)
Technical, sales, and admini- -0.5998%* ~-0.0760
strative support (0.2465) (0.0636)
Service occupations 0.1459 0.3587%%%
({0.2465) (0.0757)
Precision production, craft, 1.0324%%* -0.1923
and repair (0.3479) {0.1899)
Operators and fabricators 0.2608 0.6136%*%
(0.2823) (0.0932)



Table 3.13.--Continued

161

Mexican White
Industry
Oligopoly -0.1544 0.2122
(0.6858) (0.2052)
Core -0.0477 0.2418%
(0.3054) (0.0941)
Periphery -0.0331 0.3926%%%
(0.2613) (0.0771)
Core utilities -0.3535 -0.2928%
(0.4800) (0.1235)
Periphery utilities 0.8974 ~-0.0959
(0.8631) (0.2759)
Trades -0.3087 -0.2382%*
(0.3076) (0.0929)
Intercept -1.6998%%% -2.8576%%*
(0.2650) (0.0825)
-2 log likelihood 640.51662 8659.487
N 919 22,313
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ingly, schooling appears to have no effect on the likelihood
of joblessness. Only those in the professional specialty
category seem to be protected from joblessness, while those
in the services, operators, and fabricators occupational
groups are highly wvulnerable to unemployment. None of the
industrial sectors provide shelter from unemployment.

Major differences between Mexican and white males in
terms of the effects of age is that older white workers
(e.g., aged 30 and over) are less vulnerable to joblessness
than Mexicans in the same age bracket. While a high school
diploma does not insulate Mexicans from joblessness, whites
with a diploma are less likely to be unemployed.

Mexican men in administrative positions do not
receive any protection from unemployment, whereas white
males do. Mexican men in blue-collar occupations appear to
be more 1likely to experience unemployment than their
similarly located white counterparts. Periphery sector
location renders both Mexican and white males vulnerable to
joblessness.

Logistic Regression Results
for Underemployment: Males

Table 3.14 presents multivariate logistic regression
results from equations predicting employment status (under-
employment vs. adequate employment). Results indicate that

the process that renders Mexican males jobless also affects
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Table 3.14. Logistic Regression Model of the Likelihood of

Underemployment for Males, 1987 (Standard
Error). '
Mexican White
Age
16-19 1.5934%%% 1.6623%%*
(0.2201) (0.0700)
20-29 -0.2179% -0.1429%%*
(0.1018) (0.0323)
30-49 -0.5052%*% -0.7680%*%*
(0.1014) (0.0313)
Education
Less than 12 years 0.2534%%% 0.3352%%%
{0.0759) (0.0305)
High school graduate -0.1028 -0.0791%%*
(0.0783) (0.0226)
Occupation
Executive, administrators, and ~0.8770%% -0.3705%%%
and managers (0.2833) (0.0434)
Professional specialty -0.8700** -0.7396*%**
(0.2801) (0.0494)
Technical, sales, and admini- 0.0997 -0.2595 %% %
strative support (0.1601) (0.0382)
Service occupations 0.6513%*%* 0.4058*%%*%*
(0.1456) (0.0488)
Precision production, craft, 0.0897 -0.0973%%x*
and repair (0.1173) (0.0323)
Operators and fabricators 0.3277* 0.2210%*%
(0.1347) (0.0389)
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Table 3.14.--Continued

Mexican White
Industry
Oligopoly 0.2496 -0.3669%%*
(0.3245) (0.0982)
Core 0.0334 -0.1093%%%
(0.1525) (0.0418)
Periphery 0.4703%%% 0.4562%%%
(0.1385) (0.0350)
Core utilities -0.2010 ~0.2959%%%
(0.3002) {(0.0653)
Periphery utilities 0.1266 0.2034%%%
(0.2618) (0.0721)
Trades 0.9416%%% 0.8249%%%
(0.1459) (0.0376)
Intercept ~0.8329%%% -1.0296%%*%*
(0.1486) (0.0363)
-2 log likelihood 2291.9199 26199.062
N 1,912 29,531
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the likelihood of underemployment. Moreover, the influence
of the predictors is statistically stronger. In the under-
employment model, for instance, all age categories are
statistically significant and in the anticipated direction.
The same claim may be made about the comparison of the
models for white males. In this case, all the variables are
statistically significant and signed in the hypothesized
direction.

Table 3.14 specifically shows that among Mexicans,
those who are very young, poorly educated, in blue-collar
occupations, and the periphery and trades sectors, are
highly vulnerable to underemployment. On the other hand,
those in skilled white-collar occupations are less suscep-
tible to underemployment.

The most salient differences between the probability
of joblessness and the probability of underemployment is
that poorly educated Mexican males encounter high odds of
underutilization in the latter instance. But on the other
hand, being over 30 years of age offers protection from
underutilization. Also, being in an administrative occupa-
tion shelters Mexican men from underemployment but not from
joblessness. Data also show that location in the periphery
sector renders Mexican men susceptible to underemployment.

The negative relationship between age and under-

employment is strongly supported by the results for both
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Mexican and white males. Magnitude of the age coefficients
is significant and in the hypothesized direction for both
groups.

Schooling coefficients show that the odds for
underemp loyment are greater for whites with less than
12 years of schooling than for Mexicans. One would expect
the opposite to attain since Mexicans have lower levels of
schooling. How well do those with the highest levels of
schooling fare? For Mexicans, the logit coefficient for the
reference category is -0.1506 compared to -0.2561 for
whites. Thus, post-secondary schooling attenuates the
propensity for underemployment for Mexicans and whites but
not to the same degree: returns to schooling are greater
for whites than for Mexicans.

In general, Mexicans in upper white collar occupa-
tions are protected from underemployment to a greater degree
than their white counterparts. For example, the odds of
reduced underemployment are stronger for Mexicans than for
whites in the executive and administrative positions
(-0.8770 vs. -0.3705). Likewise, for professional specialty
occupations the likelihood of underemployment is diminished
for Mexicans to a greater degree than for whites (-0.8700
vs. -0.7396). Unlike white males, who are protected from

underutilization in the technical, sales and clerical cate-
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gory, the coefficient for Mexicans in the same occupational
category is not statistically significant.

Mexicans face greater odds of underemployment than
whites in the operators and fabricators occupational group.
A significant difference between Mexican and whites exists
for those in the service occupations. The likelihood of
Mexican underemployment in service occupations is much
greater than for whites (0.6513 vs. 0.4058).

Last, in terms of industrial sectors, Mexicans are
very likely to be underemployed in the periphery and trades
sectors. Unexpectedly, core sector location is not statis-
tically significant for Mexicans; however, the coefficient
for whites is in the hypothesized direction.

Logistic Regression Results:
Females, 1987

Results of the model predicting joblessness for
women is displayed in Table 3.13. Data show that only
occupation seems to have an effect on the propensity for
underemployment for Mexican women. On the other hand,
results for white women are more consistent with previous
research. The model predicting the likelihood of under-
employment for both Mexican and white women yields more
significant results.,

Table 3.15 shows the logistic regression coeffi-

cients for the relationship between employment status and
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Logistic Regression Model of the Likelihood of

Underemployment for Females, 1987 (Standard
Error).
Mexican White
Age
16-19 2.0727%%% 1.7761%%%
(0.4476) (0.0855)
20-29 -0.1496 -0.2892%%%
(0.1820) (0.0379)
30-~49 -0.9170%** —0.6246%%*%
(0.1787) (0.0362)
Education
Less than 12 years 0.2567% 0.3792%%*
(0.1174) (0.0413)
High school graduate -0.0620 -0.0887*%%%*
(0.1012) (0.0267)
Occupation
Executive, administrators, and -1.0476%% -0.8210%%%
and managers (0.3638) (0.0643)
Professional specialty -1.0072%%% ~0.7496%%%
(0.2833) (0.0520)
Technical, sales, and admini- -0.3325% ~0.1419%%%
strative support (0.1552) (0.0347)
Service occupations 0.5936%%x% 0.8798%%*%
(0.1743) (0.0454)
Precision production, craft, 0.1469 -0.25114%%%
and repair (0.0273) (0.0946)
Operators and fabricators 0.1248 0.2480%%*
(0.1965) (0.0581)
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Mexican White
Industry

Oligopoly 0.1410 -0.3737%*%*
(0.4549) (0.1333)

Core -0.00189 0.1532%%*
(0.2199) (0.0539)

Periphery 0.4772% 0.7866%%*
(0.1857) (0.0442)

Core utilities -0.3449 -0.3246%**
(0.2851) {0.0648)

Periphery utilities 0.4053 -0.1738
(0.6603) (0.1528)

Trades 0.3999 0.3077%%%*
(0.2141) (0.0497)

Intercept 0.1247 -0.5488***
(0.2317) (0.0522)

-2 log likelihood 1152.8837 20934.08

N 979 19,921

* p < .05

** p < .01

*** p < .001
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selected variables for Mexican origin and white wamen.
Results indicate that very young Mexican women (aged 16-19)
with fewer than 12 years of completed schooling, located in
service occupations and the periphery sector, are likely to
be underemployed. Conversely, Mexican women 30-49 years of
age group located in white-collar occupations are protected
from underemployment.

The process observed for white women is somewhat
similar to that of Mexican women, with the following
exceptions. White women in service occupations and in the
operators and fabricators category are more susceptible to
underemployment than their Mexican counterparts.

Results suggest that age has a stronger effect for
white women than for Mexican women. For example, the
coefficient for Mexicans in the 20-29 years old group is
~0.1496 (although it is not statistically significant)
whereas the corresponding coefficient for white women is
-0.2892, Hence, white women in their early careers are more
protected from underemployment than Mexican women.

Results suggest that Mexican women have lower
returns to education than their white counterparts. The
magnitude of the education coefficient for Mexican women
with fewer than 12 years of schooling is 0.2567, which is
lower than the coefficient for white women (0.3792). More

importantly, white women with a high school diploma are
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insulated from underemployment, whereas this category has no
effect on Mexican women,

The strongest effects are in the administrative and
professional occupational categories for Mexican women. The
magnitude of the logit coefficient for Mexican women in the
executive, administrative, and managerial occupations is
much higher than that for white wamen: -1.0476 and -0.8210,
respectively. Mexican women who attain a position in pro-
fessional specialty occupations are much more sheltered from
underemployment than white women in the same occupations.
Similarly, Mexican wamen in technical and sales occupations
tend to be much less vulnerable to underemployment than
their white counterparts. The odds favor underemployment
for Mexican women in the periphery sector.

Comparison Between Males
and Females

The major difference among the various demographic
groups is that human capital variables such as age and
education provide more protection from underutilization to
whites than to Mexicans. The most salient difference is the
counterintuitive results for education. Mexican with less
than a high school diploma have lower odds of underemploy-
ment than their white counterparts. This unexpected result
makes sense for two reasons. First, Mexicans do not attain

the same returns from schooling as whites. Second, Mexicans
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are overrepresented in occupations that do not require a
high school credential.
In general, Mexican men and women who attain profes-
sional occupations are sheltered from underemployment to a
greater degree than their white counterparts. Similarly,
skilled blue-collar occupations shelter white men and women
from underutilization, but this protection is not extended
to Mexicans. And whereas sector location matters for
Mexican males and whites in general, it does not seem to
have a strong effect on the chances of underutilization for

Mexican females.

Conclusion

Logistic regression results support most of the
hypotheses stated earlier. Results show that young Mexican
workers are more vulnerable to underemployment than their
white counterparts. Similarly, schooling was found to
attenuate the propensity for underemployment for Mexicans
and whites, but not to the same degree. And Mexicans men in
the services and low-skill blue-collar occupations are more
susceptible to underemployment than whites in the same
occupations.

Because Mexicans tend to be a young population, one
may expect higher rates of underemployment to persist in the
foreseeable future. This in itself is not detrimental to

Mexicans if, as they grow older, their likelihood of under-
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employment declines. However, if there is a cohort effect,
future prospects are surely dim.

At present, there is little hope that the educa-
tional gap between Mexicans and whites will narrow--unless
the dropout rate is lowered and college enrollments improve.

Results also show that occupational position is a
strong predictor of the likelihood of underemployment. To a
large extent, the high level of Mexican underemployment may
be explained by their heavy concentration in occupations
that are vulnerable to underemployment (i.e., blue collar
and low-skill services). Likewise, Mexican workers in the
periphery and trades sectors face high risks of underutili-

zation.
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CHAPTER 4

THE EFFECTS OF IMMIGRANT STATUS
AND ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY
ON UNDEREMPLOYMENT

The population of Mexican descent residing in the
United States is not homogeneous in terms of the nativity of
its members. The Mexican origin population is both a native
population and an immigrant population. It is a native
population because its incorporation into the United States
occurred through the annexation of territory long inhabited
by Mexicans. On the other hand, it is an immigrant popula-
tion since most of its growth is attributed to immigration.
Nowadays, about 25 percent of the Mexican origin population
consists of immigrants.

Because Mexican immigrants tend to have differential
labor force outcomes compared to their native-born counter-
parts, they should be included in socioceconomic studies of
the Mexican origin population. Research has shown that
Mexican immigrants consistently perform poorly in the
economy compared to U.S.-born Mexicans. For instance,
immigrants tend to be relegated to jobs in the secondary
labor market, in so-called "“immigrant jobs" (Piore 1979;
Portes and Bach 1985), and to earn lower incomes than

native-born workers (Chiswick 1978; Tienda 1983). A corol-
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lary to immigrant status is English language proficiency.
This factor has also been found to hamper labor force
outcomes, such occupational position and earnings (Kossoudji
1988, 1989; Tienda and Neidert 1980). Hence, the principal
questions that this chapter address are: does nativity
status affect the likelihood of underemployment among
Mexican origin workers? And, does English language profi-
ciency matter as a determinant of underemployment among
Mexican origin workers?

To assess the effect of nativity and language
proficiency on the propensity for underemployment, several
logistic models will be estimated. The models will be
estimated only for males because the females subsample is
too small to allow multivariate analysis. These models will
be compared with the model proposed in Chapter 3 for Mexican
males and their white counterparts. Data for the analysis
are drawn from the 1976 Survey of Income and Education and
the March 1976 Current Population Survey.

This chapter is divided into several major sections.
The first presents a brief historical sketch of Mexican
immigration to the United States. The second section
discusses the role that nativity status plays in ethnic
stratification theory. The third major section deals with
the relationship between nativity status and underemploy-~

ment. It also provides evidence for the differential 1labor
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force outcomes of immigrant and native workers. The fourth
major section deals with the issues of English language
proficiency and labor utilization. The penultimate section
discusses the data source, methods, and operationalization
of variables. The last major section presents and discusses

the empirical results.

Mexican Immigration to the U.S.

Although the Mexican-origin population is indigenous
to the contemporary United States Southwest, its numbers
were small at the end of the Mexican American War in 1848.
Its size has been estimated at no more than 80,000 persons
(Jordan 1982). That its numbers have increased over time
has been primarily due to immigration from Mexico. There-
fore, any discussion of the socioeconomic integration of the
Mexican origin population must include both its native or
U.S.-born component, as well as its immigrant component.

While the bulk of European immigration to the United
States occurred during the nineteenth century, Mexican
immigration is a twentieth century phenomenon. Throughout
the 1800s, the number of Mexican immigrants to the United
States was minuscule. Thus, during the second decade of the
nineteenth century, 4,817 persons or less than 3.5 percent
of immigrants to the United States were from Mexico; from

1831 to 1840, 1.1 percent; and for the rest of the century
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it averaged less than two-tenths of a percent (Portes and
Bach 1985).

The early 1900s ushered in the era of Mexican
immigration. During the first decade of this century,
almost 50,000 Mexicans immigrated to the United States. But
in the second decade, nearly 250,000 Mexicans emigrated to
the U.S. The 1920s, however, witnessed the immigration of
almost 500,000 Mexicans. But this was followed by a
precipitous drop in the post-Depression years. After World
War II, the volume of Mexican immigration increased again
and surpassed its pre-Depression level (Portes and Bach
1985). Since 1961, the largest single source of immigrants
to the United States has been Mexico. This growing volume
of immigrants has increased the visibility of the foreign-
born segment of the Mexican origin population, which is
magnified due to their high geographic concentration (Bean
and Tienda 1987, chapter 3; also see Lieberson 1981). This
increased visibility. plays a role in structuring the life
chances of immigrants and natives alike.

With increased immigration in the last three
decades, the share of the foreign-born component of the
Mexican origin population has changed. Thus, in 1960, 16.7
percent of the Mexican origin population was foreign born,
17.9 percent in 1970, and 26.0 percent in 1980. Clearly

then, little over one-fourth of the Mexican origin popula-
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tion is foreign-born today. This makes it an important
segment of the population of Mexican descent, which must be
included in any examination of the stratification of this

group.

Nativity Status and Stratification

There are two principal reasons for including
Mexican immigrants in this study. First, nativity plays an
important part in stratifying the Mexican origin population.
Second, the quality of the more recent immigrants is a
current issue. For instance, some have argued that Mexican
immigrants have become increasingly heterogeneous and are
therefore not as likely to integrate into U.S. society.
Proponents of the "declining cohort quality" argument claim
that the socioeconomic background of the immigrants is not
compatible with economic assimilation; that is, Mexican
immigrants bring with them low skill levels (Borjas 1985).

Unquestionably, national origin and nativity are two
important factors in stratifying the Mexican origin popula-
tion (Tienda 1981; Borjas and Tienda 1985; Bean and Tienda
1988, chapters 9 and 10). Tienda (1988, p. 11) aptly
summarizes the importance of naticnal origin and nativity
thus: "That ascribed characteristics, like Mexican ancestry
and birth, remain key stratifying variables is less debated

than how they influence individual life chances and the
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relative positioning of groups in a status hierarchy"
(italics in original).

The best exemplar in the social stratification
literature of how national origin and nativity influence
stratification is the work of Featherman and Hauser (1978,
chapters 8 and 9). In their study, they focus on the
population subgroups' individual differences in social
background and human capital investments. Featherman and
Hauser (1978) argue that socioeconomic inequality between
U.S.~born and immigrant Mexicans will be minimized as the
latter improve their human capital endowments. Likewise, as
the Mexican origin population as a whole improves its social
standing, socioeconomic differences between them and whites
will disappear. Tienda (1988, p. 11) criticizes this
approach because "Mexican origin and nativity carry no
social or economic content per se, except, perhaps, cultural
differences, which presumably are inconsequential for status
differentiation." 1In short, this approach tends to under-
state the power of ascription in ranking the Mexican origin
population (see Tienda and Lii 1987).

Following the logic of Featherman and Hauser's
(1978) perspective, if the immigration of Mexicans with low
levels of human capital is curtailed, then the relative
standing of the Mexican origin population should improve.

But as others have pointed out, a critical question remains:
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why have U.S.-born Mexicans achieve partial socioeconomic
integration relative to whites? (see Bean and Tienda 1987,
chapters 8 and 9; Neidert and Farley 1985; Chapa 1988;
Stolzenberg 1990). For example, the differential returns to
schooling for Mexicans and whites are well-documented (e.g.,
Bean and Tienda 1988). Perhaps even more telling are the
findings that socioeconomic conditions between the second
and the third and later generations deteriorate (Neidert and
Farley 1985; Chapa 1988).

Tienda (1988) proposes an alternative approach,
derived from ethnic stratification literature. This
approach recognizes that ascribed characteristics such as
nativity and national origin determine the allocation of
valued social resources {e.g., schooling, occupation, and
earnings). The creation of a stratification system based on
ethnicity also facilitates the ability of the dominant group
to protect its interests (Noel 1968; Hirschman 1980;
Sullivan 1978b). According to Tienda (1988, p. 12),
socioeconomic inequality between Mexicans and whites stems
from several social processes, including:

(a) discrimination, which restricts access to valued
social resources and perpetuates unequal reward
structures according to ascribed criteria; (b)
residential segregation, which limits access to
spatially distributed resources and maintains social
di stance between groups; and (c) the resurgence of

ethnicity as a basis for organizing social relation-
ships.
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Tienda's approach is specially significant when
analyzing the labor market outcomes of Mexican workers. For
instance, the notion that jobs are "'ethnically typed'
explicitly acknowledges that vacancy competition is not a
random process but, instead, is systematically ordered by
national origin" (Tienda 1988, p. 12). This process is
further illustrated by examining the flow of immigrant labor
to the United States. Bustamante's (1978) research has
shown that the demand for immigrant labor does not respond
to cyclical economic fluctuations. The flow of immigrant
labor continues even during periods of economic slowdowns.

The historical literature abounds with examples that
document segregation of the Mexican-origin work force into
specific jobs. For example, Barrera's (1979) colonial labor
system reveals the role that racial discrimination played in
structuring inequality in the work force. Anglo employers
resorted to both market and extra-market mechanisms to
recruit and control Mexican labor. Throughout the second
half of the nineteenth century and the early part of the
twentieth century, workers of Mexican descent were
systematically restricted to certain occupations that were
considered fit for Mexicans, such as agricultural work in
rural areas and construction in growing urban areas (Barrera
1979). Similarly, both native-born and immigrant Mexicans

working in southern Arizona mines during the territorial
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' which were low

period were relegated to "Mexican jobs,'
skill and low pay (Park 1962). Perhaps the most salient
aspect of this practice was the fact that Mexican immigrants
and U.S.-born Mexicans were treated the same; that is,
employers did not distinguish between those who were
immigrant workers and those whc were citizens by birth.
Thus, regardless of nativity, workers of Mexican descent
were relegated to the same jobs and were paid the same
wages. A prime example of ethnically typed jobs is the
overrepresentation of Mexican workers in agriculture and
low-skill services.

This practice of reserving certain jobs for Mexicans
might seem to be preferential treatment. However, this is
counterbalanced by the historical record, which shows the
existence of a dual wage system for Mexican workers who were
overrepresented in certain occupations: Mexicans were paid
the "Mexican wage" throughout the Southwest (Park, 1962;
Barrera, 1979; Montejano 1987). Moreover, contemporary
studies show the persistence of this dual wage system
(Tienda and Lii 1987). Thus, national origin is a key

criterion by which workers are sorted into low-skill, low-

pay Jjobs.

Nativity Status and Underemployment

What is the relationship between immigration status

and underemployment? No doubt that immigration status and
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length of residence in the United States influence the
propensity for underemployment. There is evidence that the
length of residence of immigrants affects the likelihood of
some forms of underemployment. For example, Chiswick (1978)
found that in their initial years of residence in the U.S.,
Mexican immigrants change employment often, iearning more
about various jobs. Piore (1979) also found that recent
immigrants experience higher rates of job turnover and are
likely to end up in unstable, low-skill jobs that are common
in secondary labor markets. However, DeFreitas (1985)
reports that Mexican immigrants tend to have lower unemploy-
ment rates than native-born Mexicans. Santos (1985) found
similar results for Mexican origin youth. Recent immigrants
have also been found more likely to experience involuntary
part-time work than immigrants who have resided longer in
the country or who are native-born workers (De Anda 1987a).
This evidence suggest that immigrants are more willing to
accept jobs that native-born workers are not willing to
take. Consequently, higher rates of underemployment are
expected among recent immigrants than among earlier
immigrants or U.S-born workers.

The main question remains: what role does immi-
gration play in stratifying the Mexican origin population?
There is evidence that immigration affects stratification of

the Mexican work force and that perhaps its influence has
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increased in the recent past. But equally important is the
centrality of national origin in allocating Mexican workers
to low status, blue-collar occupations. Likewise, the
importance of the overall economic situation cannot be
ignored; it too plays a role in stratifying this population.
Of course, this does not imply that there has been no upward
mobility (Snipp and Tienda 1985). Studies document steady
improvement in the social position of the native-born
Mexican origin population (Snipp and Tienda 1985; Bean and
Tienda 1987, chapters 8-10), but most of this occupational
mobility is due to structural rather than circulation
mobility (Snipp and Tienda 1984, 1985).

Last, the assimilationist perspective argues that
acculturation is a prerequisite for structural integration.
Research has shown, however, that the resilience of ethnic-
ity as a basis of support increased with longer exposure to
U.S. society and institutions (Portes and Bach 1985). As
Portes and Bach (1985, p. 333) put it, ethnic resilience is
"not a force leading to collective withdrawal, but rather a
moral resource, an integral part of the process of estab-
lishing and defining a place in a new society." Thus, the
study of the structural integration of the Mexican origin
population must critically view the assumption in the
assimilation literature that acculturation precedes, or

worst yvet, must precede socioeconomic integration. Indeed,
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as is the case too often in the assimilation xﬁodel, both
acculturation and identificational assimilation are seen as
correlates of socioeconomic integration (see Neidert and
Farley 1985).

That immigrants' length of residence in the United
States affects labor market outcomes is well documented.
Indeed, most research done on immigrants has focused on
comparing earnings between foreign-born and native-born
workers (e.g., Chiswick 1978), or on comparisons of earnings
among the various Latino immigrant groups (e.g., Borjas
1982). Most studies have followed the human capital
approach to the assimilation of immigrants into the labor
market. For example, Chiswick (1978) claims that recent
immigrants may be at a disadvantage relative to earlier
arrivals and the native-born due to lack of labor market
information, deficient language skills, and imperfect
transferability of skills. It is expected that initially
immigrants would have earnings significantly lower than the
native-born but that the earnings gap would narrow the
longer they 1live in the United States. Indeed, both
Chiswick (1978) and Borjas (1982) found that these initial
employment disadvantages are eventually overcome after the
immigrant lives in the country 15 years or more. In other

words, it takes a Mexican immigrant about 15 years of
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experience in the U.S. labor market to earn as much as a

native-born Mexican American.

English TLanquage Proficiency
and Stratification

There has been a widespread notion that Mexicans
have been difficult to integrate socially and culturally
because they speak Spanish. Indeed, English proficiency
represents human capital that is necessary in order to
compete successfully in the United States labor market.
However, the number of non-English speakers among the
Mexican origin population is not very large. Studies based
on the 1976 Survey of Income and Education show that 13.5
percent of the Mexican origin population is limited in
English proficient (Borjas and Tienda 1985). In the 1980
census, 90 percent of the Mexican origin population reported
speaking English well (Bean and Tienda 1987). Nonetheless,
English language proficiency is an important variable that
should be included in studies of labor force participation
and consequent stratification of the Mexican origin popula-
tion.

Invariably, studies that have included English
language proficiency in their analysis of labor market
outcomes have viewed it as another human capital endowment.
These studies have focused on the income attainment differ-

ential between English proficient and non-English proficient
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individuals (Tienda and Neidert 1984; Grenier and Vaillan-
court 1983; Grenier 1984), They define human capital as an
individual's productive skills and knowledge (Thurow 1970),
which includes language skills. From the human capital
perspective, then, individuals who do not understand or
speak English must invest time and resources to acquire
English fluency (Grenier and Vaillancourt 1983).

English L.anquage Proficiency
and Underemployment

Just like any other human capital asset, language
proficiency affects labor market outcomes. What is the
influence that English language proficiency exerts on the
prevalence of underemployment? As with other human capital
assets, it is expected that English language proficiency
negatively affects underemployment; that is, the higher the
language proficiency, the lower the underemployment rate.

Little work has been done that examines the rela-
tionship between language proficiency and the guality of
workforce participation. DeFreitas (1985) found no signi-
ficant effect for English fluency on the propensity for
unemployment. On the other hand, De Anda (1987a) found that
limited English speaking Mexicans faced a higher likelihood
of experiencing involuntary part-time work than their fluent

English speaking counterparts.
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Nonetheless, language hasvbeen found to play a major
role for Mexican origin workers in the labor market.
Although most studies on Latino workers have focused on
earnings inequality (e.g., Carliner, 1976; Chiswick, 1978,
1979; Tienda and Neidert, 1984), they have contributed to an
overall understanding of the labor market experiences of
Latinos. Moreover, these studies must be credited with
identifying the role that language plays as a determinant of
labor market outcomes.

English language proficiency is essential for
success in the U.S. labor market (Tienda, 1982; Grenier and
Vaillancourt, 1983; Tienda and Neidert, 1984). But Tienda
and Neidert (1984) caution that it may not be enough to
secure high-status positions. Further, Garcia (1979) found
that "the effects of language-use patterns on occupational
status and earnings operate indirectly through schooling"
(cited in Tienda and Neidert, 1984). More recently,
Stolzenberg (1990) found that the process of occupational
achievement for Mexican origin men is "conditional." 1In
other words, Mexican origin men achieved comparable occupa-
tional levels with whites if they had good command of the
English language and at 1least 12 years of completed
schooling.

Economists define human capital as "an individual's

productive skills, and knowledge" (Thurow, 1970, p. 1).
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Language can also be considered a type of human capital
(Grenier, 1984; Grenier and Vaillancourt, 1983). As such,
individuals in the United States who are non-English
proficient must make decisions to invest time and resources
to acquire English (Grenier and Vaillancourt, 1983).

The length of residence of immigrants in the United
States affects their labor market outcomes. As with
language, most research done on immigrants has concentrated
on comparing earnings between foreign-born and native-born
workers (e.g., Chiswick, 1978) or on comparisons of earnings
among the various Latino subgroups (Borjas 1982).

As with youth, immigrants tend to have high quit
rates, According to Chiswick (1978), in the initial years
of residence in the U.S., immigrants move about, gaining
information about jobs. Piore (1979) also found that recent
immigrants experience high rates of job turnover. Further,
he notes that they are 1likely to end up in unstable, low-
skill jobs common in secondary labor markets. The most
important aspect here is that this outcomes results in low
earnings for immigrants.

DeFreitas (1985) found that Mexican immigrants tend
to have lower unemployment rates than native-born Mexicans
(also see Santos, 1985). This suggests that immigrants are
more willing to accept jobs that domestic workers are not

willing to take. Consequently, a higher propensity for
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underemployment is expected among very recent immigrants

than among earlier immigrants or U.S.-born Mexicans.

Data Source

To test the hypotheses formulated above, data
generated by the Survey of Income and Education (SIE) will
be used. The SIE was conducted between April and July 1976
by the Department of Commerce and the U.S. Census Bureau.
This data set is ideal for measuring underemployment since
it includes questions from the CPS dealing with current
employment, work experience, and income sources and amounts.
In addition, the survey includes items relating to school-
ing, language proficiency, and nativity.

The SIE is based on a stratified multistage cluster
design.

The primary sampling units (PSU) consisted of
counties and independent cities. These PSUs were
grouped to form strata within each state according
to the proportion of children 5-17 years of age
living in families with incomes below poverty at the
time of the 1970 census. Of approximately 158,500
households eligible for interview, 151,170 house-
holds were contacted and 150,975 families containing
440,815 individuals were interviewed. (Borjas and
Tienda, 1985:23)

The sampling procedure was designed to produced a
representative sample of minorities. The sample contains

10,620 Hispanic men and women aged 14 to 64, of which 5,150

are Chicanos.
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In selecting the sample for this study, the data
were restricted to 16- to 64-year-old respondents of Mexican
descent. As used in this chapter, the term "Mexican origin"
or "Mexican" refers to individuals who identified themselves
as Mexican American, Chicano, Mexican, and Mexicano. The
sample includes all workers of Mexican descent who were in
the labor force during the reference week in which the
survey was conducted. Thus individuals who were in school
or in the military are excluded. Also excluded from the
sample are persons with missing data on occupations during
the reference week or missing information on the ability to
speak English. These restrictions produced a sample of

1,849 individuals.

Methods

Several models are proposed to analyze the incidence
of underemployment among Mexican origin workers. Using the
March 1976 CPS, the first model employs the same exogenous
variables used in Chapter 3 as correlates of employment
status. The variables used were age, schooling, occupa-
tional position, and industrial location. These results
will be compared with those obtained using the 1976 Survey
of Income and Education.

However, as noted in the literature review, studies
of Mexican workers in the labor market have found that their

outcomes are influenced by human capital factors, such as
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English language proficiency and length of residence in the
United States. Therefore, the models incorporate these two
factors. It is expected that these models will provide a
more adegquate explanation of the incidence of underemploy-
ment among workers of Mexican ancestry.

The method of analysis that will be used is logistic
regression. The reason for selecting this statistical
approach is that the dependent variable--employment status--
is a dichotomous discrete variable (see Hanushek and

Jackson, 1977, chapter 7).

Operationalization of Variables

Table 4.1 lists the variables and their categories
used in the analysis. Detailed information is provided in
the section on measurement in Chapter 3 for the construction
of the following variables: age groups, schooling levels,
and industrial sectors. Although the same categories and
methodology are used to construct industrial sectors in
Chapters 3 and 4, the three-digit code used in Chapter 4
corresponds to the 1970 Census scheme. Similarly, the occu-
pational categories used in this chapter are taken from the
scheme used in the 1970 Census. As used in this chapter,
the occupational categories are not directly comparable to
those utilized in Chapter 3, which correspond to those used

in the 1980 Census.
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the

Variable

Categories

Dependent variable

Employment status

Independent variables

Age

Education
Occupational group
Industrial sectors

Occupational groups

Nativity status

Length of residence

English proficiency

(1) economic underemployment
(2) adequate employment
[ref. category]

Same as in Table 3.1
Same as in Table 3.1
Same as in Table 4.1
Same as in Table 3.1

(1) Managers and administrators

(2) Professional, technical, and
kindred workers

(3) Clerical and sales

(4) Service workers

(5) Craftsmen and kindred workers

(6) Operatives

(7) Laborers, and farm workers
[ref. category]

) Born in Mexico
)

0-2 years

3-6 years

3-7 years

12 years and over
U.S.-born [ref. category]

o~ P~ -~
W =
N St N a S?

Limited English ability
Understands English well
[ref. category]

—~
[\
N St

Born in the U.S. [ref. category]
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Table 4.2 lists the variables and their categories
employed to assess the effects of nativity, length of
residence in the U.S., and English language proficiency on
the likelihood of underemployment.

The immigration variable (IMM) is constructed using
the response to the following item in the instrument: "In
what year did [respondent] come to the U.S. to stay?" The
responses range from the year the survey was conducted to
before 1920. The response categories are continuous for the
first seven years, then they are grouped by increasing time
intervals. Due to the manner in which responses are
recoded, this variable cannot be used as a continuous
variable. Therefore the variable, as recoded, refers to the
length of residence of respondent in the U.S. To capture
the effects of length of residence on economic underemploy-
ment, the following intervals are constructed: 0-2 years,
3-6 years, 7-11 years, and 12 or more years. This approach
is utilized in order to tap the length of time that it takes
an immigrant to augment his odds of adequate full-time work.

Limited English proficiency (LEP) is operationalized
using the responses to the survey item "How well does
[respondent] speak English?" LEP is coded as a dichotomous
variable: one if limited English proficient, zero if
otherwise. The first two of the five possible responses,

"Wery well” and "Well," are collapsed into the category
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proficient; the other three responses, "Not well--more than
a few words,"” "Not well--just a few words," and "Not at
all," constitute the limited proficient category. This
recoding scheme is followed since the level of English
proficiency is self-reported; consequently, there is no way
of knowing the difference between the first two categories,
nor for that matter for the last three. This strategy is
similar to the one employed by Grenier and Vaillancourt

(1983).

Empirical Results

Descriptive Overview

Table 4.2 presents the distribution of underem-
ployment for Mexican origin workers by nativity status.
Total rate of underemployment for immigrants is not much
higher than that of native-born Mexicans: 32.0 percent and
28.8 percent, respectively. With the exception of the
involuntary part-time work category, the rate for immigrants
is slightly higher compared to that of the native-born.

English language ability affects propensity for
underutilization much more than nativity status. The data
in Table 4.2 indicate that 1limited English proficient
individuals are more prone to underemployment than their
counterparts who are proficient in English. Total rate of
underemployment for persons with limited English proficiency

is 38.4 percent; the corresponding rate for the English
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4.2, Percentage Distribution of Underemployment Among

Mexican Origin Workers

by Selected

Characteristics, 1976.
Components@
UN IPT IN LOW Total

Nativity status

Immigrant 9.2 4.0 9.4 9.4 32.0

Native 7.1 5.0 8.5 8.2 28.8
Langquage ability

Limited 8.7 6.2 10.5 13.0 38.4

proficiency

Proficiency 7.4 4.5 8.5 7.8 28.2
4@ UN = unemployment

IPT = involuntary part-time work

IN = intermittent employment

LOW = low income

Total Underemployment = UN + IPT + IN + LOW.
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proficient is 28.2 percent. Predictively, persons with
limited English proficiency are more likely to be in the
working pooxr component; whereas fully 13 percent of the
limited English proficient are working poor, 7.8 percent is
the corresponding figure for the English proficient. These
results strongly suggest that English ability is more
significant as a predictor of underemployment than nativity
status.

As shown in Table 4.3, immigrants tend to be older
than U.S.-born Mexicans. The average age for the former is
35.5 years; for the latter it is 33.7 years. This suggests
that the proportion of adult immigrants is greater than that
of child immigrants. This observation is supported by the
age distribution displayed in the bottom panel of this
table,. The percentage of immigrants aged 16-19 is almost
half that of native-borns in the same age group: 4,6
percent and 8.6 percent, respectively. Compared to the
native-born, immigrants tend to be overrepresented in the
prime working age categories; that is, in categories
including those 30 years and older. The same table shows
that the age distribution of Mexicans by language ability
parallels age distribution by nativity status.

Table 4.4 reports the distribution of Mexican
workers by nativity status, employment status, and age.

Results reveal that very young immigrant workers (aged
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Table 4.3. Distribution of Mexican Origin Workers by Age
Groups and Selected Characteristics, 1976.
Nativity Status Lanquage Ability
Immigrant Native LEPa Proficient
Mean age 35.51 33.65 36.67 33.69
Standard dev. (11.51) (11.77) (12.07) (12.62)
Age group (percent)
16"'19 4.6 8:6 5.1 8.0
20-29 32.0 37.3 29.0 37.2
30-49 48.1 41.9 47.1 42.9
50-64 15.3 12.1 18.8 11.9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N 478 1,37 276 1,573

4 pLimited English proficiency
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Table 4.4, Distribution of Mexican Origin Workers by
Nativity Status, Employment Status and Age,

1976.
Experience Total 16-19 20-29 30-39 50-64
Status All Ages Years Years Years Years
Immigrant
Total 478 22 153 230 73
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
Adequately 325 7 a8 162 58
employed (68.0%) (31.8%) (64.1%) (70.4%) (79.5%)
Under- 153 15 55 68 15
employed (32.0%) (68.2%) (35.9%) (29.6%) (20.5%)
Native
Total 1,371 118 512 575 166
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
Adequately 975 15 349 479 132
employed (71.1%) (12.7%) (68.2%) (83.3%) (79.5%)
Under- 396 103 163 96 34

employed (28.9%) (87.3%) (31.8%) (16.7%) (20.5%)
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16-19) are less likely to be underemployed than their

native-born counterparts. This is consistent with previous
findings that indicate that immigrants in this age group
tend to have greater attachment to the labor force than
native workers (Santos 1985). Results also show that
workers in the 50-64 age group have identical propensities
for underemployment regardless of nativity status.

As expected, Table 4.5 shows that immigrant workers
have lower levels of schooling than U.S.-born workers. The
schooling gap is significant. While the average years of
schooling for native-born workers is 11.8 years, the average
for immigrants is 8.4 years. The same table shows that the
unequal distribution of schooling is ﬁuch more pronounced
when 1looking at language ability. Over 94 percent of
limited English proficient workérs report having less than
12 years of completed schooling. These results suggest that
there is a strong interrelationship between schooling and
language proficiency. In other words, it is likely that the
language effect is mediated through education (Tienda and
Neidert 1984).

Table 4.6 displays results of the schooling distri-
bution for immigrants and natives by employment status.
Since immigrants tend to be concentrated among those with
less than a high school diploma, this is the most important

schooling level to scrutinize. Immigrants in this schooling
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Table 4.5. Distribution of Completed Years of Schooling for
Mexican Origin Workers by Selected Characteris-
tics, 1976.

Nativity Status Lanquage Ability
Immigrant Native LEpa Proficient
Years of schooling 8.38 1.77 6.14 11.54
Standard dev. (4.26) (3.50) (3.63) (3.44)
Schooling (percent)
Less than 12 years 75.1 46.4 94,2 47.0
12 years 15.5 32.7 4.3 32.5
More than 12 years 9.4 20.9 3.3 20.5
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N 478 1,37 276 1,573

2 Limited English proficiency
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Table 4.6, Distribution of Mexican Origin Workers by

Nativity Status, Employment

Schooling Completed, 1976.

Status, and Years of

Employment Total Less than 12 Years More than
Status All 12 Years 12 Years
Years
Immigrant
Total 478 359 74 45
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
Adequately 325 241 46 38
employed (68.0%) (67.1%) (62.2%) (84.4%)
Underemployed 153 118 28 7
(32.0%) (32.9%) (37.8%) (15.6%)
Native
Total 1,371 636 449 286
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%)
Adequately 975 421 326 228
employed (71.1%) (66.2%) (72.6%) (79.7%)
Underemployed 396 215 123 58
(28.9%) (33.8%) (27.4%) (20.3%)
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category have slightly lower rates of underemployment than
their native-born counterparts: 32.9 percent versus 33.8
percent. Immigrants with some post-secondary schooling are
less likely to be underutilized than their native-born
counterparts. These results imply that immigrant status
does not have a strong influence on underutilization.

An important indicator of the level of immigrants'
economic integration relative to native-born workers is
their occupational position. Table 4.7 shows that
immigrants tend to be underrepresented in white-collar
occupations and overrepresented in blue-collar occupations.
Moreover, immigrants are heavily concentrated in the 1least
skilled blue-collar occupations. Whereas nearly 44 percent
of immigrants are located in the operative, laborer, and
farm worker categories, almost 27 percent of native-born
workers are similarly located.

The same table also presents the distribution of
underemployed Mexican origin workers by nativity status.
The data show that immigrants located in white collar
occupations tend to have lower levels of underemployment
than their native-born counterparts. This result must be
tempered with the fact that very few immigrants in this
sample achieve white collar occupation status. Results for
blue-collar occupations show very similar patterns for both

nativity categories.
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Table 4.7. Percentage Distribution of Mexican Origin
Workers by Nativity Sstatus, Occupation, and
Underemployment, 1976.

Nativity Status Percent Percent Total
Underem-
ployment

Immigrant

Managers and administrators 3.6 11.8 17
Professional, technical, 6.3 26.7 30
and kindred workers

Clerical and sales 3.3 12.5 16
Service workers 16.9 24.7 81
Craftsmen and kindred 25.9 31.5 124
workers

Operatives 15.9 32.9 76
Laborers and farm workers 28.0 42.5 134

Native

Managers and administrators 8.5 19.7 117
Professional, technical, 7.1 19.4 98
and kindred workers

Clerical and sales 9.3 22.8 127
Service workers 24.5 24.7 336
Craftsmen and kindred 23.7 28.3 325
workers

Operatives 1.7 39.1 161

Laborers and farm workers 15.1 42.0 207
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The distribution of immigrant and U.S.-born Mexican
workers by industrial sector is reported in Table 4.8. The
data show that there are no major differences in the distri-
bution of industrial sectors by nativity status. Not
surprisingly, immigrants are slightly overrepresented in the
periphery and trades sectors and underrepresented in the
public sector. The same table reports the distribution of
underemployed workers by industrial sector. The data do not
reveal major differences between immigrants and native-born
workers in their propensity for underemployment.

Table 4.9 displays the distribution of Mexican
origin workers by language ability, occupation, and
underemployment. The data clearly show that workers with
limited English proficiency are concentrated in blue-collar
occupations. This result is congruent with job requirements
iﬁ most white-collar jobs, which demand the ability to
communicate in English. The heaviest concentration of
workers with limited English ability is in the laborer and
farm worker category. The same table shows that service
workers, craftsmen, laborers, and farm workers with poor
English skills are more 1likely to be underemployed than
their counterparts with adequate English skills. This 1is
consistent with previous research (Tienda and Neidert 1984).

Stolzenberg (1990) has also demonstrated that Mexican origin
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Table 4.8. Percentage Distribution of Mexican Origin
Workers by Languaye Ability, Occupation, and
Underemployment, 1976. ‘

Lanyuage Ability Percent Percent Total
Underem-
ployment

Limited Proficiency

Manayers and administrators 0.4 0.0 1

Professional, technical, and 2.9 62.5 8
kindred workers

Clerical and sales 1.4 25.0 4
Service workers 13.0 33.3 36
Craftsmen and kindred 27.5 35.5 76
workers
Operatives 19.2 32.1 53
Laborers and farm workers 34.5 44,9 98
Total 100.0 276
Proficient
Managers and administrators 8.5 18.8 133
Professional, technical, and 7.6 18.3 120
kindred workers
Clerical and sales 8.8 21.6 139
Service workers 24.2 23.9 381
Craftsmen and kindred workers 23.7 27.9 373
Operatives 11.7 38.6 184
Laborers and farm workers 15.4 41.2 243

Total 100.0 1,573
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Table 4.9. Percentage Distribution of Mexican Origin
Workers by Nativity Status, Industrial Sector,
and Underemployment, 1976.

Industrial Sector Percent Percent Total
Underem-
ployment

Immigrant

Oligopoly 1.7 12.5 8
Core 23.6 27.4 113
Periphery 33.1 28.5 158
Core utilities 4.6 18.2 22
Periphery utilities 2.5 25.0 12
Trades 32.2 43.5 154
Public 2.3 18.2 11
Native
Oligopoly 1.5 20.0 20
Core 20.6 24.8 287
Periphery 29.9 30.5 410
Core utilities 5.6 22.1 77
Periphery utilities 4.4 24.6 61
Trades 28.2 39.0 287

Public 9.8 10.4 134
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men with poor English language skills do not achieve high
occupational positions.

Distribution of workers by language ability,
industrial sector, and underemployment is reported in Table
4,10, Data show that workers with limited English language
skills are overwhelmingly located in the core, periphery,
and trades sectors. Compared to workers with good English
skills, the limited English speaking are almost completely
absent from the oligopoly and public sectors. In short, the
limited English speaking are heavily concentrated in the
occupations and industrial sectors that were found in

Chapter 3 to render workers vulnerable to underemployment.

Logistic Regressions

This section presents the results from models that
seek to explain the causes of underemployment for Mexican
origin men. First, the results obtained using the 1976
Survey of Income and Education (SIE) are compared with those
employing the March 1976 Current Population Survey (CPS)
file. Table 4.11 presents the results using data from the
CPS. The same equation is estimated drawing data from the
SIE. Results are displayed under Model 1 in Table 4.12.

Results presented in Table 4.11 reveal that age is a
strong predictor of the likelihood of underutilization.
Mexican origin workers under 30 years of age are likely to

be underemployed, whereas those 30 years and older are more
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Table 4.10. Percentage Distribution of Mexican Origin
Workers by Language Ability, Industrial Sector,
and Underemployment, 1976.

Industrial Sector Percent Percent Total
Underem-
ployment

Limited Proficiency

Oligopoly 0.7 50.0 2
Core 24.3 32.8 67
Periphery 30.4 33.3 84
Core utilities 3.3 33.3 9
Periphery utilities 1.8 20.0 5
Trades 39.1 47.2 108
Public 0.4 0.0 1
Total 100.0% 276
Proficient
Oligopoly 1.7 15.4 26
Core 20.9 24.1 328
Periphery 30.8 29.3 484
Core utilities 5.7 20.0 90
Periphery utilities 4.3 25.0 68
Trades 27.5 38.6 433
Public 9.2 1.1 144

Total 100.0% 1,573
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Table 4.11. Logistic Regression Mcdel of the Likelihood of
Underemployment for Males, CPS 1976 (standard

error).

Mexican White
Age
16-19 0.4743%% 0.3246%**
(0.2063) (0.0425)
20-29 0.2845%* 0.4231%%*
(0.1337) (0.0279)
30-49 -0.3043%* ~0.3331**%
(0.1370) (0.0286)
Education
Less than 12 years 0.1259 0.3600%%*
(0.1210) (0.0278)
High school graduate 0.00757 -0.0429%*
(0.1292) (0.0231)
Occupation
Managers and administrators -0.3109 -0.3380%**
(0.3835) (0.0454)
Professional, technical, ~1.3608%* ~0.7138%**
and kindred workers (0.5526) (0.0558)
Clerical and sales ~0.0705 -0.1594%%*
(0.3278) (0.0500)
Service workers 0.3396 -0.00442
(0.2436) (0.0537)
Craftsmen and kindred 0.4505%% 0.1952%%%
workers (0.1997) (0.0345)
Operatives 0.3700* 0.5026%%*
(0.2057) (0.0381)
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Mexican White
Industry
Oligopoly -0.5496 0.0549
(0.7432) (0.0891)
Core -0.1895 -0.0279
(0.2308) (0.0411)
Periphery 0.1864 0.2553%%%
(0.2124) (0.0377)
Core utilities -0.5002 -0.4366%*%*
(0.4763) (0.0711)
Periphery utilities 0.7143 -0.0588
(0.3938) (0.0848)
Trades 0.7764%%* 0.7435%%%
(0.2195) (0.0393)
Intercept -1.7246%%% =1.7785%%%
(0.2093) (0.0310)
-2 log likelihood 950.82209 23449.395
N 921 28,300
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likely to be adequately employed. Those who achieve a

professional or technical occupation are protected from
underemployment. On the other hand, workers in blue-collar
occupations are susceptible to underemployment. Location in
the trades sector also exposes the worker to a high risk of
underemployment.

Results obtained in the SIE are not comparable with
those obtained using the CPS. The salient difference is
results obtained for the various occupational categories
using the CPS versus the SIE. For the CPS, three occu-
pational categories are significant, while none attain
statistical significance in the SIE sample. The other major
difference is for the 20-29 year old category. In the CPS,
the coefficient is positive and statistically significant
whereas for the SIE it is negatively signed but not statis-
tically significant.

Model 2 in Table 4.12 adds nativity as an explana-
tory variable. This result is congruent with the descrip-
tion offered earlier in this chapter; mainly, nativity
status has no significant effect on the likelihood of
underemployment. Results indicate no changes either in the
magnitude or direction of the statistically significant
variables in Model 1.

Limited English proficiency is included in Model 3.

As hypothesized, workers with limited English proficiency
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Logistic Regression Model of the Likelihood of

Underemployment for Males, SIE 1976 (standard
error).
Model 1 Model 2
Age
16-19 2.0683%*% 2.0842%%*
(0.1867) (0.1876)
20-29 -0.1380 -0.1429
(0.1025) (0.1027)
30-49 -0.8921*%*% -0.9000%**
(0.1020) (0.1024)
Education
Less than 12 years 0.2198%% 0.2045%*
(0.0916) (0.0933)
High school graduate ~0,0057 0.0025
(0.0927) (0.0932)
Occupation
Managers and administrators -0.2901 -0.2848
(0.2296) (0.2296)
Professional, technicians, -0.0698 -0.0710
and kindred workers (0.2078) (0.2078)
Clerical and sales -0.,1554 ~-0.1476
(0.2089) (0.2091)
Service workers -0.0976 -0.0880
(0.1262) (0.1267)
Craftsmen and kindred workers 0.1106 0.1126
(0.1299) (0.1299)
Operatives 0.1917 0.1828

(0.1520)

(0.1523)
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Model 1 Model 2
Industry
Oligopoly -0.2892 -0.2989
(0.4544) (0.4554)
Core 0.0982 0.0933
(0.1506) (0.1508)
Periphery 0.1414 0.1349
(0.1376) (0.1379)
Core utilities -0.1128 -0.1147
(0.2480) (0.2480)
Periphery utilities 0.0736 0.0843
(0.2682) (0.2685)
Trades 0.7739%%% 0.,7733%%%
(0.1388) (0.1389)
Nativity
Foreiyn-born - 0.0578
(0.0660)
Constant -0.9022%%% -0.8631%**
(0.1262) (0.1337)
-2 log likelihood 1932.014 1931.249
N 1,849 1,849
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Logistic Regression Model of the Likelihood of
Mexiqan Workers, SIE 1976.

Underemployment for

Model 3 Model 4
Age
16-19 2.1029%%% 2.1130%%%
(0.1880) (0.1893)
20-29 -0.1422 -0.1335
(0.1029) (0.1051)
30-49 -0.9031%*%* =0.9144%%*
(0.1027) (0.1033)
Education
Less than 12 years 0.1727%* 0.1703%*
(0.0948) (0.0954)
High school ygyraduate 0.0234 0.0242
(0.0938) (0.0941)
Occupation
Managers and administrators -0.2692 -0.2756
(0.2297) (0.2299)
Professional, technical, -0.0493 -0.0882
and kindred workers (0.0493) (0.2111)
Clinical and sales -0.1466 -0.1420
(0.2096) (0.2104)
Service workers -0.0732 -0.0716
(0.1270) (0.1273)
Craftsmen and kindred workers 0.1058 0.1331
(0.1302) (0.1309)
Operatives 0.1602 0.1761
(0.1530) (0.1538)
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Model 3 Model 4
Industry
Oligopoly -0.2753 -0.2245
(0.4537) (0.4506)
Core 0.0819 0.0812
(0.1508) (0.1510)
Periphery 0.1256 0.1176
(0.1380) (0.1382)
Core utilities -0.1229 -0.1430
(0.2485) (0.2493)
Periphery utilities -0.0996 0.0860
(0.2688) (0.2690)
Trades 0.7554%%% 0.7558%%%
(0.1392) (0.1393)
Limited English proficient 0.1974%% 0.1839%
(0.0935) (0.1010)
Nativity
Foreign-born -0.0264 -
(0.0781)
Length of residence
0-2 years - 0.6708%*
(0.2516)
3-6 years - -0.4461 %%
(0.2091)
7-11 years - -0.2857
(0.2241)
12 or more years - 0.0549

(0.1656)
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Model 3 Model 4
Constant 0.7449%%% -0.7386*%%*
(0.1448) (0.1632)
-2 log likelihood 1926.804 1916.0009
N 1,849 1,849
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are more likely to be underemployed than their English
proficient counterparts. The magnitude and statistical
significance of the schooling coefficient for less than
12 years decreases. This suggests that in the absence of
evaluating langquage ability, education acts as a mediating
variable,

Model 4 evaluates the effect of length of residence
on the likelihood of underutilization. Results reveal that
very recent immigrants--those who arrived between the same
year of the survey and two years later--are likely to be
underemployed. But immigrants who reside between 3 to 6
years in the U.S. are likely to be adequately utilized in
the labor market. The other categories are not statis-
tically significant. The effect of limited English

proficiency slightly diminishes.

Conclusion

In sum, results show that inability to communicate
in English increases the odds of underemployment for Mexican
origin workers. But this effect may be mediated through
education. Findings also indicate that immigrant status
does not lead to underemployment, except for very recent
arrivals. These results suggest that Mexican origin workers
have similar work force outcomes in terms of their labor
utilization, regardless of place of birth. In other words,

Mexican origin workers are equally treated in the labor
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market regardless of nativity. This observation implies
that future research should further explore the relationship
between ethnicity and nativity status.

The most important implication of the findings
reported in this chapter is that the disadvantaged position
of Mexican origin workers in the labor force is not attrib-
utable to its immigrant component. In other words, higher
levels of underemployment among Mexicans compared to whites
is not the result of the immigrants' inability to partici-

pate in the labor market.,
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CHAPTER 5

EMPLOYMENT INSTABILITY, EARNINGS,
AND ETHNIC STRATIFICATION

The main goal of this chapter is to incorporate the
concept of labor underutilization in the study of ethnic
stratification. An important dimension of the study of
ethnic stratification is the comparative study of socio-
economic integration. Socioeconomic integration of workers
of Mexican descent has focused on various aspects of labor-
market integration; for instance, earnings differentials
between Mexican and white workers (Reimers 1984) and
occupational achievement (Stolzenberg 1990). Invariably,
samples in these comparative studies are comprised of
workers who, for an entire year, worked on a full-time
basis.

As this study has documented, however, the
prevalence of underemployment is greater among workers of
Mexican descent than among their white counterparts. By
including only the adequately employed, a significant
segment of this population is ignored. The most obvious
consequence is that results thus obtained offer a picture of

socioeconomic integration which, ironically, applies only to
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minority workers who have been the most successful in
integrating.

Throughout this study the empirical analysis has
relied on data provided for the current week of the survey.
Although this is an acceptable approach to measure labor
force status, it provides a picture of a relatively short
period of time; mainly, activity during the week of the
survey. A longer period would yield a richer picture of
labor force dynamics. More important, earnings is the main
dimension of ethnic stratification considered in this study.
It cannot, however, be accurately computed using current
survey week information. The typical approach to measuring
earnings differentials is based on annual earnings.

Since underemployment measures current labor-force
status, the first step is to link underemployment to the
worker's past behavior in the labor force. Second, work
experience should be evaluated on the basis of adequacy of
labor utilization. And third, the effect of employment
adequacy and inadequacy should be assessed in terms of
earnings differentials for Mexican and white workers.

For these reasons, the period of interest is the
labor-force experience of workers over the span of one year.
The previous year's labor-market experience of workers will
be used to construct a typology of employment stability (see

Clogg, Eliason, and Wahl 1990). This approach divides
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labor-market experience into two mutually exclusive
categories: (1) workers who endured either unemployment or
involuntary part-time work during the previous year; and
(2) workers who were employed full-time during the entire
past year, While the first category captures instability
in employment, the second category captures stability in
employment.

To gauge the effect of employment stability on
earnings, linear regressions will be estimated for Mexican
and white workers of both sexes. The dependent variable is
annual earnings. Determinants included in the model are:
age, schooling, occupational group, industrial sector, and
employment stability. The earnings analysis will permit us
to tap the degrge to which underemployment bifurcates each
of the groups in terms of employment adeguacy and work-
related income distribution. It will also provide the means
to assess the effect of labor underutilization on one
dimension of ethnic stratification; mainly, income.

This chapter is divided into several sections. The
first section discusses the importance of the earnings
determination on the study of ethnic stratification. The
second section formally presents the hypotheses to be
tested. The third section discusses the data, variables,
and methods. The last section presents the empirical

results.
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Survey of the Literature

The study of earnings has been extensively used to
explain the process of social stratification. Studies have
variously focused on issues of class and earnings (Wright
1979), the industrial sector (Hodson 1983), and gender
(Tienda, Smith and Ortiz 1987). Earnings has been similarly
used as an important variable in the study of ethnic
stratification; however, little research has been done on
earnings determination that includes workers who could be
considered underutilized in the labor market. The notable
exceptions is Sheets, Nord, and Phelps (1987). They include
several measures of underutilization in their study of
earnings differentials. However, their work centers on
issues of inadequate earnings, not inadequate work time.
Another major difference is that they focus on adequate
earniny.. for a family; rather, than the emphasis on the
individual level measurement of other approaches.

As discussed in Chapter 3, human capital theory has
made inroads in understanding the role that investments play
in improving labor market outcomes. Succinctly stated,
economists view human capital as rational investments to
increase future marginal productivity.

Since Chapter 3 provides an extensive review of
literature dealing with the relationship between age,

schooling and stratification, it will not be repeated here.
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The overall conclusion drawn from that review, however, is
that age strongly affects the labor-market outcomes of
individuals. For instance, the importance of age in
occupational attainment is amply documented (e.g., Sewell
and Hauser 1975; Featherman and Hauser 1978). Enpirical
findings in Chapter 3 also provide evidence on the role that
age plays in determining the likelihood of underemployment.
But age has also been strongly linked to earnings determi-
nation. In general, as age increases, gains in earnings
accruing to age increase.

In regard to education, many studies have consis-
tently found a positive effect in years of schooling on
occupational and economic attainments for individuals (Blau
and Duncan 1967; Sewell and Hauser 1975). These studies
typically focus on economic returns (e.g., earnings) for
increased years of schooling. For example, Tienda and
Neidert (1984) found a strong effect regarding the
importance of schooling in determining the occupational
achievement of Mexican origin males. Reimers's research
(1985) found a 34 percent observed wage differential between
Mexican and white males. About half the wage gap was
attributed to educational differences. While white males
increased their earnings by 6.1 percent per additional year
of schooling completed, the return of Mexicans was 5.4

percent.
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But human capital variables such as age and educa-
tion are not the only determinants of earnings. Earnings
are also the result of the worker's location in the economic
structure (e.g., occupation and industrial location).
Significant differences in earnings have been found in core
and periphery industries. For example, Tolbert, Horan, and
Beck (1980) report that workers in the core industrial
sector earm $2,419 more per year than workers in the
periphery sector. Similarly, Hauser (1980) found ta 19
percent differential return for workers in these sectors.
Few studies have analyzed the effect of industrial sector
location on the earnings of Mexican workers. Hardesty,
Holmes, and Williams (1988) report that white males gained
$5,184 when located in the monopoly sector rather than the
competitive sector. On the other hand, the gain for Mexican
males was only %$2,407. Gains accruing to women were even
lower. Whereas white women earned $1,675, their Mexican
counterparts receiﬁed an additional $1,069 from location in

the monopoly sector.

Hypotheses

Based on the previous findings discussed above, this
section formally presents the hypotheses to be tested:
H1: Mexican and white workers receive equal earnings

returns to age.
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H3:

H4:

H5:

H6:

H7:

H8:
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Earnings returns to education are lower for Mexicans
than for whites.

Incumbency in upper white-collar occupations pro-
vides greater returns to earnings than incumbency in
lower white-collar occupations.

Incumbency in service occupations provides lower
returns to earnings for all workers.

Incumbency in upper blue-collar occupations provides
workers with greater returns to earnings than incum-
bency in lower blue-~collar occupations.

Location in core-like sectors increases returns to
earnings.

Location in periphery-like sectors decreases returns
to earnings.

Employment instability reduces returns to earnings
to a greater degree for Mexican than for white

workers.

Data Source

Data employed in this chapter are drawn from the

Current Population Survey (CPS) 1987 annual demographic

file.

This CPS file is well suited to the study of current

labor force position and previous labor force behavior. The

suitability of the CPS for examining current labor force

activity is discussed in the data section of Chapter 2. The

CPS's annual demographic file also contains a supplement on



227
the respondent's work experience. That is, the work
experience supplement retrospectively records the respon-
dents's labor-market behavior during the previous year in
which the survey was conducted. Thus, this supplement
provides ample data on the respondent's work behavior, such
as full- or part-~time work, part- or full-year work, and
spells of unemployment. The respondent's annual income
sources and amounts are also reported.

The sample analyzed here is restricted to nonin-
stitutionalized individuals (e.g., not in the military ox
incarcerated) aged 16-64, who worked at some point during
the year prior to the survey. An important aspect of this
selection criteria is that the sample is not limited to
individuals who worked continuously during the previous
year; rather, the sample includes large numbers of workers
who may have experienced unemployment. For instance, 534
Mexican males are included in the analysis who worked at
some point during the previous year, but not for the entire
year. These workers would have been excluded from tradi-

tional earnings analysis.

Method of Analysis

The empirical analysis in this chapter is based on
three different analytical strategies. The first part of
the analysis deals with the relationship between labor-

market experience and current labor-force position (i.e.,
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economic underemployment). Given the temporal ordering of
labor-market experience (EXPER) and labor-force position
(POSITION), the two variables can be cross-classified. This
EXPER X POSITION table provides a link between past labor-
force behavior and current labor-force position. Construc-
tion of these contingency tables also permits analysis of
labor-market outflows and labor-force position inflows.

The second part of the analysis offers a description
of the distribution of labor-market experience types,
unstable active and stable active, for Mexican and white
workers by select demographic and socioeconomic variables
(e.g., schooling, age, occupation, industrial sector, and
earnings). This part of the analysis relies on basic
descriptive statistics (e.g., means, standard deviations,
and crosstabulations).

Evaluation of the effect of employment stability on
the earnings differential between Mexican and whites is the
aim of the third section of the empirical analysis. This
task is accomplished by estimating a multivariate linear
regression on earnings. As shown in Table 5.1, the depen-
dent variable is annual earnings. This table also enumer-

ates the independent variables used in the analysis.

Operationalization of Variables

The first part of the analysis deals with the

relationship between labor-market experience and current
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labor force position. With notable exceptions, construction
of the labor-market experience categories used in this
analysis follows the scheme proposed by Clogg, Eliason, and
Wahl (1990). They collapse their 16 labor-market experience
types into a tripartite scheme: stable inactive, unstable
active, and stable active.

The stable inactive category is comprised of
nonworkers. Nonworkers refers to respondents who neither
worked nor looked for work during the entire preceding
calendar year; it closely resembles individuals not in the
labor force (NILF) during the reference week. Since the
focus of the present study is labor-market underutilization,
this category is excluded from the analysis. Also excluded
from the analysis are labor-market experience types that
Clogg, Eliason, and Wahl (1990) include in their unstable
active category. Excluded labor-market experience types
correspond to workers who, despite their part- or full-time,
part-year status, did not engage in any job-search activity.
This analysis also excludes voluntary part-time, full-year
workers., Although these excluded labor-market experience
types represent various degrees of marginality in the work
force, they have an element of "voluntariness" that is not
congruent with the concept of economic underemployment.

Table 5.2 lists the components of labor-market

experience used in this study. Labor-market experience is
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Table 5.1. Variables and Their Categories Used in the
Earnings Analysis, CPS 1986.

Variable Categories

Dependent variable

Annual earnings The sum of yearly salary and wages,
including self-employment

Independent variables

Age Age in years
Age squared The square of age
Education Completed years of schooling

Occupational groups (1) Executive, administrators, and
managers
) Professional specialty
) Technical, sales, and
administrative support
) Services
) Precision production, craft, and
repair
(6) Machine operators, assemblers,
and inspectors
(7) Handlers, laborers, and farm
workers [left out category]l

(
(
(
(

(8,0 -9 wW N

Industrial sectors Oligopoly

Core

Periphery

Core utilities

Periphery utilities
Trades [left out category]
Public

S o~ o~ o~ p— —
NoyOU b W -
e P st i e

Unstable active 1 if unstable active; 0 otherwise
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Table 5.2, Categories of Labor-Market Experience.

Categories Description

Unstable active

PTPY-L Part-time, part-year work, looking for work

PTPY-~L Full-time, part-year worker, looking for
work

PTFY-TI Part-time, full-year worker, involuntary

Stable active:

FTFY Full-time, full-year worker
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dichotomized into two categories: unstable active and
stable active. The unstable active category is comprised of
three components: (1) part-time, part-year workers;
(2) full-time, part-year workers; and (3) involuntary part-
time, full-year workers. Part-year workers are selected if
they were looking for work for at least one week during the
preceding calendar year. The main criterion for including
these categories is that they closely resemble the compo-
nents of the Labor Utilization Framework. Part-time workers
are defined as individuals whose work schedule was less than
35 hours per week; full-time workers worked 35 or more hours
per week., The voluntary and involuntary nature of part-time
work is fully discussed in Chapter 2. Respondents who
worked less than 50 weeks during the preceding calendar year
are classified as part-year workers.

The stable active category is comprised of full-
time, full-year workers. Full-year workers are defined as
those who worked 50 or more weeks during the previous year.
It should be pointed out that, despite having worked the
entire year, incumbents of this category may have changed
jobs without enduring joblessness. This category captures
employment stability; it does not represent occupational
stability. The focus here is on labor force behavior rather
than occupational behavior. This category is the same used

by Clogg, Eliason, and Wahl (1990). Last, the operationali-
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zation of current labor-position (i.e., underemployment) is
discussed in Chapter 2.

Table 5.1 lists the variables and their categories
used in estimating the earnings model. The dependent
variable, annual earnings, is measured as the sum of wages,
salary, and famm/nonfarm self-employment earnings for the
yvear prior to the survey; that is, 1986. The natural log of
annual earnings is not used in the analysis. The rationale
for not logging earnings hinges on several criteria. First,
comparability of results obtained for socially different
groups 1is prcblematic, since these groups tend to have
different mean levels of earnings. According to Hodson
(1985), "rates of returns based on the estimation of log
earnings confound differences in dollar returns between
groups with differences in [their] mean 1levels of earnings
(p. 392)." Second, the log earnings form produces regres-
sion coefficients that are interpretable as proportional
rates of returns. This strategy is not conducive when labor
market variables such as industrial sector are included in
the analysis. Third, logging earnings often results in the
generation on counterintuitive results that are difficult to
interpret--particularly negative effects (Hodson 1985).

Since earnings generally increase with years of work
experience but at a decreasing rate, two measures of experi-

ence are used: age and age squared. This method is not the
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best way to assess the effect of work experience on earnings
because age and work time are not perfectly matched. As
shown in previous chapters, Mexican origin workers tend to
have overall higher rates of underemployment than their
white counterparts. This implies that Mexican workers expe-
rience more interruptions in the labor market than whites.
Therefore, this measure will overestimate actual years of
labor market experience for Mexicans relative to whites.
However, the more common measure of work experience, age
minus education minus five, is plagued by specification
error (Blinder 1976).

Completed years of education is used as a predictor
of earnings to evaluate the effect of each additional year
of education on earnings. In the analysis, education is
treated as a continuous variable. This technique allows for
capturing the effect of each additional year of education on
earnings.

Operational details for occupational groups and
industrial sectors are provided in Chapter 3. However,
since the focus of this chapter is the previous year's
labor-market experience and earnings, the occupational and
industrial code used is for the longest job held in the
preceding year of the survey.

To avoid problems of multicollinearity, the left-out

category for occupational group is handlers, laborers and
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farm workers. Likewise, trades is the left-out category for
the industrial sector.

A dummy variable for labor-market experience type is
included among the independent variables; it is coded 1 for

unstable active and 0 otherwise.

Empirical Results

Labor-Market Experience Types

This part of the empirical analysis discusses the
prevalence of various labor-market experience types for
Mexican and white workers for both sexes. The data in Table
5.3 show that a total of 31.1 percent of Mexican males were
in the unstable active category, while the corresponding
figure for white males was 17.3 percent. Fully one-third
of Mexican females were unstable active compared to 21.7
percent for white females.

The unstable active cateqory represents the sum of
three different types of labor-market experience (see Table
5.2 for a description of these types). Invariably for all
four demographic groups, the labor-market experience type
with the largest share among the unstable active is
full-time, part-year work. Part-time, part-year work is the
second highest type for all groups. These two types capture
employment instability primarily due to a spell or spells of
unemployment. The least prevalent type is involuntary part-

time, full-year work. Instability for this type stems from
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Table 5.3. Percentage Distribution of Labor Market Experi-

ence Types, 1986.

Labor Market Experience Mexican White
Typed
Male
Unstable active:
FTPY-L 22.6 13.0
PTPY-L 5.8 3.2
PTFY-I 2.7 1.1
Stable active:
FTFY 68.9 82.7
Total 100.0 100.0
Female
Unstable active:
FTPY-L 19.3 1.7
PTPY-L 9.9 7.0
PTFY-TI 4.1 3.0
Stable active:
FTFY 66.7 78.3
Total 100.0 100.0

@ See Table 5.2 for description of labor-market experience

types.
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the involuntary nature of part-time work. That is, worker's
hours of work are reduced for economi¢ reasons or they were
unable to secure a full-time job (see Chapter 2 for
details).

Disparity in employment instability between Mexican
and white males is mostly due to full-time, part-year work.
Mexican men are 1.7 times more likely than their white
counterparts to experience this form of employment insta-
bility. Women are more adversely affected than men by
employment instability caused by part-time work. Mexican
women are the most susceptible to involuntarily working

part-time during the entire year.

Labor-Market Experience

by Labor-Force Outcome

This section offers a simple description of the

linkage between the previous year's labor-force behavior and
current labor-force position for Mexicans and whites. Table
5.4 gives cell frequencies, row percentages, and column
percentages for Mexican men. Row percentages are typically
referred to as outflow rates, which indicate the distribu-
tion of labor-force position for each category of labor-
market experience (see Hout 1983). As Table 5.4 reports,
over 28 percent of Mexican males who were in the unstable
active category during the previous year moved into the

current unemployed component of underemployment. Likewise,
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Cross-~Classification of Labor-Market Experience

and Labor-Force Outcomes for Mexican Origin

Males, 1986.

Labor Market Underemployment?@
Experience
UN IPT LOW ADFT Total
Unstable active
Frequency 139 89 146 118 429
Row 28.3 18.0 29.7 24,0 29.6
Column 78.4 69.2 59.4 10.7
Stable active
Frequency 38 40 100 991 1,169
Row 3.3 3.4 8.5 84.8 70.4
Column 21.6 30.8 40.6 89.3
Column (%) 10.7 7.7 14.8 66.8 100.0
2 UN = unemployment
IPT = involuntary part-time work
LOW = underemployment through low income
ADFT = adequate full-time work.
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fully 18 percent of the unstable active were recruited into
the involuntary part-time work category. Nearly 30 percent
of the unstable active moved into the underemployment
through low income component,

But 24 percent of Mexicans who endured employment
instability managed to move into the adequate full-time work
status. This sharply contrasts with 85 percent of the
stable active located in the current adequate full-time
position. The outflow of stable active Mexicans into under-
employment is relatively small: for instance, only 3.3 move
into the jobless category.

Table 5.5 gives the cross-classification of 1labor-
market experience by labor-force outcomes for white males.
Data show that 15.5 percent of white males experienced
employment instability. In contrast, this figqure is half of
the corresponding rate for Mexican males (see Table 5.4).
Almost 42 percent of unstable active whites are recruited
into the adequate full-time position. This implies that
white males have a much better opportunity of reducing their
employment instability than Mexican males. Stable active
whites are also more likely than their Mexican counterparts
to move into adequate full-time employment; their outflow
rates are 93.2 percent and 84.8 percent, respectively. In
other words, white males who enjoy employment stability are

more likely than Mexican males to remain in adequate full-
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Cross-Classification of Labor-Market Experience

and Labor-Force Outcomes for White Males, 1986.

Labor Market Underemployment?@
Experience
UN IPT LOW ADFT Total
Unstable active
Frequency 1,064 519 841 1749 4,172
Row 25.5 12.4 20.2 41.9 15.5
Column 74.2 62.1 49.3 7.6
Stable active
Frequency 370 316 865 21,236 22,787
Row 1.6 1.4 3.8 93.2 84.3
Column 25.8 37.9 50.7 92.4
Column Total (%) 5.3 3.1 6.3 85.3 100.0
4@ UN = unemployment
IPT = involuntary part-time work
LOW = underemployment through low income
ADFT = adequate full-time work.
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time work. In short, Mexicans in either labor-market expe-
rience category run a higher risk of ending up underemployed
than their white counterparts.

Inflow rates describe how each current labor-force
position recruits members from either of the labor-market
types. For example, Table 5.4 shows that nearly four-fifths
(78.4%) of unemployed Mexican males are drawn from the
unstable active category. On the other hand, only 10.7
percent of Mexicans in the adequate full-time worker status
moved from the unstable active category. These results
suggest that Mexicans who are currently enduring underem-
ployment are more likely to have experienced employment
instability during the preceding year.

Table 5.6 gives the cross-~classification of labor-
market experience by labor-force outcomes for Mexican
females. Marginal distributions show that 28.1 percent of
Mexican females experienced employment instability during
the preceding year. Row percentages for the unstable active
category show that 27.7 percent of Mexican females moved
into the current unemployment category; nearly one-fourth
ended up in involuntary part-time work; and over 30 percent
were recruited into the working poor. Less than 17 percent
of Mexican females in the unstable active category moved
into adequate full-time work. This last figqgure is lower by

7 percentage points compared to Mexican males.



242

Table 5.6. Cross-Classification of Labor-Market Experience
and Labor-Force Outcomes for Mexican Origin

Females, 1986.

Labor Market Underemployment?d
Experience
UN IPT LOW ADFT Total
Unstable active
Frequency 59 53 66 36 214
Row 27.7 24,7 30.8 16.8 28.1
Column 82.1 78.6 53.2 7.2
Stable active
Frequency 13 14 58 463 548
Row 2.4 2.6 10.6 84.5 71.9
Column 17.9 21.4 46.8 92.8
Column Total (%) 9.5 8.8 16.3 65.5 100.0
4 UN = unemployment
IPT = involuntary part-time work
LOW = underemployment through low income
ADFT = adequate full-time work.
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On the other hand, nearly 85 percent of Mexican
females who enjoyed employment stability were recruited into
adequate full-time employment. This rate is nearly
identical to that of their male counterparts. The most
significant difference between Mexican males and females is
the greater outflow of the latter into the working poor
category.

As Table 5.7 shows, white females have a lower
propensity for employment instability than their Mexican
counterparts: 16.9 percent versus 28.1 percent, respec-
tively. Whereas Mexican females are more 1likely to end up
either unemployed or involuntarily working part-time, white
females are more likely to end up in the working poor cate-
gory. Data in Table 5.7 also show that over 30 percent of
white females who experienced employment instability moved
into adequate employment., This movement is much higher than
that of Mexican females. This implies a greater degree of
transience for white females in the unstable active category
compared to Mexican females. Put differently, Mexican
females who endured employment instability are more prone to
continue experiencing labor underutilization than their
white counterparts.

In summary, the data analyzed in Tables 5.4-5.,7
indicate that there were nearly twice as many Mexican males

than white males who endured employment instability in 1986.
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Table 5.7. Cross-Classification of Labor-Market Experience
and Labor-Force Outcomes for White Females,
1986.
Labor Market Underemployment?
Experience
UN IPT LOW ADFT Total
Unstable active
Frequency 439 539 907 821 2,707
Row 16.2 19.9 33.5 30.3 16.9
Column 72.4 69.8 50.0 6.4
Stable active
Frequency 168 234 906 12,052 13,360
Row 1.3 1.8 6.8 90.2 83.2
Column 27.7 30.2 50.0 93.6
Column Total (%) 3.8 4.8 11.3 80.1 100.0
2 UN = unemployment
IPT = involuntary part-time work
LOW = underemployment through low income
ADFT = adequate full-time work.,
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The disparity between females is not as great: there were
about 1.7 times as many Mexican females than white females
in the unstable category. It appears that employment
instability is more persistent among Mexicans than whites.
That is, Mexicans with unstable work histories are more
likely to continue being underutilized in the labor market.
Last, Mexican males who were adequately utilized (i.e.,
stable active) during the entire previous year run a
slightly higher risk of winding up underemployed than white

males.

Patterns of Employment Status

This portion of the analysis focuses on describing
the relationship between select individual-level and
structural variables and labor-market experience status.
Table 5.8 presents the means for age and schooling by
labor-market experience types for Mexican origin and white
workers. As expected, mean age for workers in the unstable
active category is lower than for those in the stable active
category. However, there are between group differences.
For instance, while the schooling gap between unstable
active and stable active Mexican males is not very large
(0.6 years), the corresponding figure for their white
counterparts is twice as large (1.2 years). A similar
relationship may be observed for schooling levels by labor-

market experience type.
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Table 5.8. Means for Selected Characteristics of Mexican
Origin and White Workers by Sex and Labor-Market
Experience Types, 1986 (standard deviation).

Labor-Market Experience

Unstable Stable
Active Active
Mexican male
Age 32.09 34.60
(10.07) (10.07)
Years of schooling 9.76 10.36
(10.07) (3.72)
White male
Age 33.44 39.07
(11.84) (11.42)
Years of schooling 12.62 13.79
(2.32) (2.65)
Mexican female
Age 31.72 35.26
(9.82) (9.26)
Years of schooling 10.82 11.71
(3.20) (2.87)
White female
Age 33.00 37.89
(11.26) (11.47)
Years of schooling 12.93 13.65
(2.09) (2.32)
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In Table 5.9, the percentage distribution of
minority and majority workers by age groups is displayed.
Little over two-thirds of the youngest workers (aged 16-19)
experienced employment instability during the previous year.
For those in the 20 to 29 age bracket, their share in the
unstable active category drops to about 30 percent. Level
of employment instability is further reduced to 28.2 percent
for those between 40 and 49 years of age. Mexicans in the
oldest age group (50-64 years) show the lowest share of
employment instability: 22.8 percent. In short, data in
this table indicate that white male workers aged 30 and over
face a much lower risk of employment instability than their
Mexican counterparts. In each of the succeeding age groups,
the proportion of unstable active whites is less than half
the corresponding figure for Mexicans.

The distribution of labor-market experience types
for Mexican and white females by age closely parallels
patterns for their male counterparts.

Although no attempt is made to follow cohorts
through the aging process, results suggest that as indivi-
duals grow older, their risk of employment instability is
reduced. But as findings in Chapter 3 revealed, protection
from underutilization is not the same for Mexicans and

whites. In other words, as the latter grow older, they
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Table 5.9. Percentage Distribution of Unstable Active Type
for Mexican Origin and White Workers by Sex and

Age, 1986.
Age Group Mexican White
Male
16-19 68.5 71.0
20-29 30.8 27.0
30-39 30.9 13.6
40-49 28.2 11.2
50-64 22,8 11.0
Female
16-19 82.5 74,3
20-29 38.2 26.7
30-39 26,2 19.5
40-49 24.4 15.4

50-64 23.4 14,0
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receive greater protection from underutilization than the
former.

The distribution of employment instability for
minority and majority workers by schooling is displayed in
Table 5.10. Not surprisingly, workers with lower levels of
schooling are more likely to experience employment instabil-
ity. While approximately one-third of Mexican males without
a high school diploma endured employment instability, little
over one-fourth of their white counterparts faced the same
outcome. About 32 percent of Mexicans with a high school
diploma fell in the unstable active category in contrast to
21 percent for white males. Similarly, about 25 percent of
Mexican males with some post-secondary schooling were in the
unstable active category; on the other hand, the corres-
ponding figure for white males was less than half (i.e.,
12.8 percent).

The same table presents results for women. Compared
to white males, mean years of schooling for Mexican females
in both labor-market experience categories is lower by about
two years. The data also show that increased years of
schooling provide more protection from employment instabil-
ity for white than Mexican females. In contrast to Mexican
males, mean years of schooling for Mexican females is higher
by approximately one year for both unstable and stable

active categories. Females from both populations exhibit
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Percentage Distribution of Unstable Active Type
for Mexican Origin and White Workers by Sex and

Completed Years of Schooling, 1986.

Years of Schooling Mexican White
Male
Less than 12 years 33.6 28.6
12 Years 31.8 20.6
More than 12 years 25.4 12.8
Female
Less than 12 years 39.5 34.1
12 years 31.1 23.3
More than 12 years 29.3 18.4
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higher levels of employment instability in each of the
schooling categories in comparison to their male counter-
parts. This suggests that females receive lower returns to
schooling in the form of protection from employment insta-
bility.

In general, incumbents in professional and mana-
gerial occupations are sheltered from employment instability
(see Table 5.11). However, these occupations do not offer
the same degree of protection to their incumbents regardless
of sex or ethnicity. For example, Mexican male managers are
more likely to be found in the unstable active category than
their male counterparts. The percentage distribution for
Mexican and white males in the professional specialty cate-
gory is greater for the former by less than three percentage
points. However, percentage distribution greatly differs
for the rest of the occupational structure.

The same table shows that there are twice as many
Mexican as white males in the technical, sales, and admi-
nistrative support occupational category who experienced
employment instability: 24.4 percent and 13.0 percent,
respectively. While one-fourth of white males in the
services occupations were in the unstable active category,
over one-fourth of Mexican males were in the same category.
A similar pattern is noticed for these workers in the

precision production, craft, and repair occupational group.
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Table 5.11. Percentage Distribution of Unstable Active Type
for Mexican Origin and White Workers by Sex and
Occupational Group, 1986.

Occupational
Group

Male

Female

Mexican

White Mexican White

Executive, admini-
strators and
managers

Professional
specialty

Technical, sales,
and administrative
support

Services

Precision produc-
tion, craft, and
repair

Machine operators,
assemblers, and
inspectors

Handlers, laborers,
and farm workers

10.8

8.8

24.4

28.7

28.3

29.1

48.5

6.3 6.4 8.2

6.6 14.6 11.5

13.0 29.2 20.2

25.2 47.5 40.8

21.2 31.5 25.5

23.1 28.2 33.1

43.6 75.1 47.6
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The most severe employment instability is experienced by
those in the handler, laborer, and farm worker occupational
group. Almost half of Mexican males in this occupational
group (48.5 percent) are unstable active versus 43.6 percent
for white males.

As Tables 5.11 shows, Mexican females experienced
higher levels of employment instability in contrast to their
white counterparts within most occupational groups. The two
exceptions are the executive, administrators, and managers
category and the machine operators, assemblers, and
inspectors category. Females in the handler, laborer, and
farm worker category are the most prone to employment insta-
bility: 75.1 percent for Mexicans against 47.6 percent for
whites.

The percentage distribution of employment stability
by industrial sector is displayed in Table 5.12 for all
workers. Data in this table show that Mexicans are twice as
likely as whites to be unstable active in the three indus-
trial sectors that tend to protect workers from employment
instability: the oligopoly, core, and core utility sectors.
While over one-fourth of Mexicans in the periphery sector
endure employment instability, one-fifth of whites run the
same risk. Mexicans and whites in the trades sector are the
most adversely affected in terms of employment instability:

over 43 percent of the former and almost 24 percent of the
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Table 5.12. Percentage Distribution of Unstable Active Type
for Mexican Origin and White Workers by Sex and
Industrial Sector, 1986.

Industrial Sector Mexican White

Male
Oligopoly 21.7 10.7
Core 27.0 13.0
Periphery 28.2 20.3
Core Utilities 13.4 8.1
Periphery Utilities 21.5 20.1
Trades 43.1 24.4
Public 5.2 5.2

Female
Oligopoly 43,2 14.4
Core 28.2 20.2
Periphery 39.9 30.4
Core Utilities 19.6 12.1
Periphery Utilities 19.9 13.3
Trades 34.6 17.6

Public “15.5 10.6
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latter are in the unstable active category. Workers in the
public sector are the most sheltered from employment insta-
bility, with both groups showing close to 95 percent in the
stable active category.

Included in the same table is the percentage
distribution of employment stability by industrial sector
for females. In contrast to white females, Mexican females
are overrepresented in the unstable active category regard-
less of industrial sector location. Although Mexican
females in the oligopoly sector exhibit the highest level of
employment instability, this figure must be viewed with
caution, given their underrepresentation in this sector.
The other results are more reliable, however.

Core sector location for Mexican females does not
offer much protection from employment instability. For
instance, about one-fourth of Mexican females in this sector
are in the unstable active category in contrast to about 20
percent for their white counterparts. Almost 40 percent of
Mexican women in the periphery sector are in the unstable
active category against a little over 30 percent of white
women. Last, whereas less than one-fifth of white females
in the trades sector experienced employment instability, the
corresponding figure for Mexican females is over one-third.

The low risk of employment instability for females in the
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public sector is congruent with that of males, with over

90 percent of the former in the stable active category.

Linear Regression Analysis: Males

This part of the analysis presents the OLS regres-
sion analysis for the earnings determination models for
males. When estimating the Mexican-white earnings differ-
ential for only the stable core of the labor force (i.e.,
the adequately employed), Mexican workers earn on the
average %$11,532 less per year than white counterparts
(results not shown). But as Model 1 in Table 5.13 shows,
when unstable active workers are included, the earnings
differential increases to $11,691. This earnings gap,
however, is substantially reduced, but after controlling for
age and education (see results for Model 2). This suggests
that the earnings differential is, to a large extent, due to
these two variables. As was shown earlier, Mexicans tend to
be younger than the majority population, and they also have
lower levels of educational attainment. Results for Model 3
indicate that the Mexican-white earnings disparity is
further reduced after controlling for occupational and
industrial location.

The next step is to estimate separate earnings
equations for Mexicans and whites, controlling for employ-
ment instability. The results are presented in Table 5.14.

This table shows that the differential effect of human
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Table 5.13. OLS Regression Model of Annual Earnings for
Males, 1986 (standard error).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Mexican
-11,691%% _1,085%* -759
(460) (412) (399)
Aye
2,236%% 1,895%%*
(53) (52)
Agesq —22 %% ~-18%%
(0.66) (0.64)
Education
2,375%* 1,703 %%
(34) (40)
Occupation
Executive, administrative, 11,444%%
and managers (426)
Professional specialty 9,11 2%%
(439)
Technical, sales and 4,014%%
administrative support (394)
Service occupations -376
(463)
Precision production, 4,345%%
craft, and repair (369)
Operators and fabric : 1,234%%
(399)

Labor —_—
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Labor
Oligopoly 9,631%%
(528)
Core 6,656%%
(259)
Periphery 2,956%*
(237)
Core utilities 9,814%%*
(363)
Periphery utilities 4,866%*
(528)
Trades -
Public 3,646%*
(443)
Intercept 26,694%% _56,474%% _48,357%%
(111) (1044) (1076)
R2 .0212 .2812 .3360
N 30,115 30,115 30,115
* p < .05

*% p < .01
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capital variables on the earnings of Mexicans and whites are
consistent with previous findings: whites realize grea ter
returns to education and age than Mexicans. For instance,
whereas the average return for each year of education for
whites was $1,821, the return for Mexicans was only $731.
Similarly, each additional year of age brought $996 to
Mexicans, while the return for whites was $1,569. Since age
is being used as a proxy for labor-market experience, this
result suggests that increased labor-market experience will
not bring them the same benefit.

Occupational location seems to be a strong predictor
of earnings for both Mexicans and whites. Mexicans in the
executive, administrative, and managerial category are
almost as highly rewarded as their white counterparts.
Mexicans in the professional specialty occupations have
higher earnings on the average than their white counter-
parts. Surprisingly, Mexican males in the technical, sales,
and administrative support category receive higher earnings
than their white counterparts. As expected, workers are
penalized for being located in the service occupations,
although coefficient for Mexicans is not statistically
significant.

Regression results also show that industrial sector
location differentially influenced earnings for both groups.

Only three industrial sector coefficients are statistically
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significant for Mexicans. As anticipated, periphery sector
location exacts a heavy penalty on Mexican males. Remark-
ably, the corresponding coefficient for whites is signed in
the opposite direction. They earn over $2,800 more relative
to those in the trades sector. Results for the core sector
suggest that even though Mexicans are present in large
numbers in this sector, they do not derive any benefits.
These results imply that Mexicans located in core-1like
sectors are excluded from entering internal labor markets.

Having experienced employment instability exerts a
heavy cost on both Mexicans and whites. The net cost of
employment instability for Mexicans is $8,326; that is, they
earn that much less per year compared to their adequately
employed counterparts. The corresponding figure for whites
is $10,669. Results (not shown) from estimating the log of
earnings indicate that Mexican male workers who experience
employment instability earn 37 percent less than their
adequately employed counterparts. Results for white males
are almost identical. Compared to fully employed white
woerkers, those who endure employment instability earn 39

percent less on the average.

Linear Regression Analyvsis: Females

The earnings differential between Mexican and white
women is $3,595 when only the stable core is included in the

sample (results not shown). But as the results of Model 1
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in Table 5.13 show, the earnings gap increases to $4,197
annually when the unstable active are included. The results
of Model 2 indicate tﬁat after adding age and schooling, the
earnings gap is substantially reduced. This process is
similar to that of males. Model 3 controls for occupational
and industrial location. Results indicate that these
variables influence the earnings determination process.

Table 5.14 displays the results for the earnings
model that includes employment instability. As anticipated,
gains from human capital variables for Mexican females are
lower than for their white counterparts. Specifically, the
return per additional year of education for Mexicans is
$512, which is less than half that of whites. However, the
difference in the returns to age are not as pronounced.

The results for occupational grouping indicate that
Mexican females gain in the executive, administrative, and
managerial category. Likewise, Mexican females in the
professional specialty category realize a benefit. On the
other hand, white females in the technical, sales, and
administrative support category gain relative to those in
the labor category; however, no gain accrues to Mexican
females similarly situated.

Location in core-like industrial sectors appears to

have a significant effect on earnings for females. Although



Table 5.14.

OLS Regression Model of Annual

Males, 1986 (standard error)
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Earnings for

Mexican White
Age
956 *** 1,569%%
(110) (54)
Agesy -9%% —15%%
(1) (.66)
Education
731%% 1,821%%
(57) (43)
Occupation
Executive, administrative, 8,374%% 8,735%%*
and manayers (1096) (447)
Professional specialty 8,077%% 6,273%%*
(1060) (460)
Technical, sales, and 2,685%% 1,950%%
administrative support (767) (415)
Service occupations -1,029 -1,371%*
(732) (490)
Precision production, craft, 3,354%% 3,100%*
and repair (588) (393)
Operators and fabricators 1,513% 379
{658) (423)

Labor



Table 5,14--Continued

Mexican White
Industry
Oligopoly 1,301 8,954%%
(1541) (532)
Core 823 6,031**
(559) (266)
Periphery -1,099%* 2,820 %%
(494) (244)
Core utilities 6,195%% 8,833*%
(1087) (367)
Periphery utilities -295 4,555%%
(1162) (539)
Trades -— -
Public 5,11 7% 2,2009%%
(1204) (450)
Unstable -8,326%*% -10,669%%*
(433) (256)
Intercept -12,767%* -39,216%%
(2064) (1156)
R2 0.4518 0.3654
N 1,755 28,360
* p < .05

*%k p < .01



Table 5.15.
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OLS Regression Model of Annual Earnings for
Females, 1986 (standard error).

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Mexican
-4,197 %% -35 44
(372) (377) (316)
Ayge
1,247%*% 1,012%%
(39) (37)
Agesq ~13%% -11%%
(0.49) (0.46)
Education
1,672%% 1,083%*%
(30) (34)
Occupation
Executive, administrative, 9,251 %%
and managers (503)
Professional specialty 8,452%*
(489)
Technical, sales, and 3,360%*
administrative support (458)
Service occupations -7
(480)
Precision products, 4,720%*
crafts, and repair (599)
Operators and fabricators 1,232%
(507)

Labor



Table 5.15--Continued
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Industry
Oligopoly 8,681 %%
(519)
Core 3,355%%
(214)
Periphery -135
(167)
Core utilities 4,484 %%
"(239)
Periphery utilities 2,689%*
(628)
Trades -
Public 2,732%%
(324)
Intercept 15,796*%% ~32,575%% _25,6425%%
(80) (784) (905)
R2 .0066 .2187 .3166
N 18,773 18,773 18,773
* p < .05

** p < .01
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Table 5.16. OLS Regression Model of Annual Earnings for
Females, 1986 (standard error)
Mexican White
Age
690%** 753%%
(103) (36)
Agesy -8%%* -8**
(1.4) (0.5)
Education
512%% 1,113%%
(64) (33)
Occupation
Executive, administrative, 7,664%% 6,271 %%
and managers (1168) (502)
Professional specialty 6,261 %% 5,817%%
(1060) (488)
Technical, sales, and 730 1,276%*%
administrative support (865) (459)
Service occupations -422 -843%*
(852) (481)
Precision products, craft, 2,115% 3,306%%
and repair (1090) (598)
Operators and fabricators 146 256
(926) (508)

Labor



Table 5.16--Continued
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Mexican White
Industry
Oligopoly 6,700%* 8,106%%*
(1428) (502)
Core 1,289% 3,241 %%
(571) (207)
Periphery -518 483 %
(430) (163)
Core utilities 3,838%* 4,025 %%
(711) (230)
Periphery utilities -317 2,264%%
(2091) (603)
Trades - -
Public 1,713% 2,346%%*
(834) (314)
Unstable -7,034%% -8,565%%
(395) (163)
Intercept -7,071 %% -16,573%*%
(2165) (909)
R2 0.5390 0.4038
N 868 17,905
* p < .05

*% p < .01
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Mexican females in these sectors gain, they do not realize
as much as white females in the same Sectors.

Last, employment instability negatively affects
earnings for Mexican and white females. On average, Mexican
females earn $7,034 less per year than workers who were
adequately employed. The corresponding figure for white
females is $8,565. The same model was estimated for the log
of earnings. The results (not shown) indicate that Mexican
women who endure employment instability earn 35 percent less
than their adequately employed counterparts. The corres-
ponding figure for white women is 32 percent.

Comparison Between Males
and Females

The most salient difference among demographic groups
in this study is that human capital variables do not yield
comparable returns to Mexican and whites. Most notably,
education realizes lower returns to Mexicans than to whites.
In general, the returns to age (i.e., labor-market experi-
ence proxy) for females are much lower than for males. This
may be symptomatic of their greater employment instability.

Males benefit more than females from location in
managerial and other professional occupations. Generally
speaking, Mexican males and females seem to realize greater
benefits in these occupations than their white counterparts.

Service occupation location is detrimental to both Mexicans
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and whites. Although the coefficients are not statistically
significant for Mexicans, they occur in the hypothesized
direction. The precision production, craft, and repair
occupations also benefit minority and majority workers.

With the exception of Mexican males in the core
utilities sector, all other groups benefit from location in
core-like industrial sectors. The public sector yields
benefits across all demographic groups. Finally, employment

instability is highly detrimental to all demographic groups.

Conclusion

The descriptive analysis suggests that human capital
stock (e.g., schooling) provides different degrees of
protection from employment instability to Mexican and white
workers. QRegardless of the amount of human capital stock,
Mexican workers tend to face higher risks of employment
instability than white workers with comparable amounts of
human capital. It was also found that location in the
economic structure offered differential protection from
employment instability to Mexican and white workers. For
instance, Mexican workers located in core-like sectors were
more prone to employment instability than similarly located
white workers.

Overall, multivariate analysis results support the
hypotheses generated about the effect of human capital and

structural factors on earnings. The findings unequivocally
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show that whites receive higher returns to human capital
variables than Mexicans. It was also demonstrated that
occupational position and industrial sector location are
important determinants of earnings. Mexican workers located
in the most vulnerable industrial sectors tend to earn less
than white workers similarly located. But even when Mexican
workers are located in sectors that are more likely to
provide stable employment, their earnings are far below
those of their white counterparts. However, Mexican workers
who attain upper white-collar jobs are more 1likely to be
protected from employment instability and to have earnings
above those of whites in the same occupations.

Particularly interesting is the magnitude of the
employment instability effect on earnings. Employment
instability exacts a heavy cost on all workers. Workers who
experience employment instability see their annual earnings
reduced by over one-third relative to those who are full-
time, year-round workers. But since Mexican workers earn
less than whites, on average, the cost of employment insta-
bility is more severe for Mexicans.

What are the implications for ethnic stratification?
The findings demonstrate that Mexican workers are more
susceptible to employment instability than white workers.
In large measure, this is the consequence of the unegual

distribution of Mexican workers in the economic structure.
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Findings also revealed that the exclusion of unstable active
workers from earnings analysis tends to minimize the

disparity between Mexican and white workers.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSIONS

The major theme of this study has been that minority
group ascription influences labor force participation.
Overall findings support the notion that ethnicity is a
strong predictor of inequality in labor force activity and
outcomes. However, ethnic ascription by itself does not
explain the divergent labor force outcomes between Mexican
origin and white workers: human capital endowments and
location in the economic structure also account for the
unequal labor force outcomes experienced by these two
groupé.

The findings, for example, indicate that neither age
nor schooling seem to provide Mexican workers with the same
protection from employment instability as they provide to
whites. These human capital endowments also show the same
pattern in relation to their returns to earnings. Findings
also indicate that even when Mexican workers gain access to
positions in the economic structure that should insulate
them from labor underutilization, there is no effect. The
salient exception is location in upper white-collar jobs.
In general, despite location in sheltered occupations and

industrial sectors, Mexican workers are more prone to
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employment instability than their white counterparts.
Likewise, location in core-like sectors does not yield the
same earnings returns for Mexican and white workers.
Mexican workers receive lower returns than their white
counterparts.

These results suggest that occupations and indus-
trial sectors are segmented along ethnic lines. The impli-
cation is that Mexican workers are excluded from internal
labor markets. In short, ethnicity influences labor force
outcomes but other variables, such as schooling and occupa-
tional position, also play a role in structuring inequality.

In this study, quality of labor force activity has
been used as an indicator to gauge the degree of economic
integration of Mexican origin workers. The quality of work
force activity was assessed in terms of the adegquacy of
Mexican workers' labor utilization relative to that of their
white counterparts. To measure the degree of adequate labor
force participation, the Labor Utilization Framework was
employed. Propensity for underutilization, or underemploy-
ment, was modeled borrowing from the social stratification
literature--particularly, the economic segmentation
literature. This study also evaluated the effect of
employment instability on earnings. Ultimately employment

instability translates into labor-market-related hardship.
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The Prevalence of Underemployment,
1976-1987

Results discussed in Chapter 2 unequivocally show a
substantial increase between 1976 and 1987 in the level of
underemployment endured by Mexicans relative to whites.
Results also revealed the chronicity of joblessness among
Mexican workers. But perhaps more importantly, the results
unmasked the extent of labor underutilization among Mexican
workers. Besides unemployment, Mexican workers experience
many other forms of employment instability: involuntary
part-time work, intermittent employment, and inadequate
earnings, However, no evidence was found that would support
the notion that the upswing in underemployment is due to
labor force detachment in the form of discouragement. There
is increasing evidence that growing labor force detachment
for other minority groups, such as blacks and Puerto Ricans,

has resulted in greater social dislocation.

Determinants of Underemployment

Although this study does not examine causes for the
increase in labor underutilization between 1976 and 1987, it
does provide a model for its determinants based on cross-
sectional data (i.e., March 1987). Based on the analyses in
Chapter 3, the profile that emerges is that young, poorly
educated Mexican workers are more vulnerable to under-

employment than their white counterparts; that Mexican
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incumbents of service or low-skill, blue-collar occupations
are rendered more vulnerable to underemployment than whites;
and that the risk of underemployment is higher for Mexicans
than whites located in the periphery or trades sectors.

Evidence also indicates that education does not seem
to offer the same insulation from underemployment to
Mexicans as it offers whites. However, the importance of
schooling as a means of achieving upward social mobility
should not be ignored. Likewise, age does not protect
Mexican workers from labor underutilization to the same
degree that it protects whites.

Results obtained in Chapter 4 suggest that the lack
of structural assimilation vis-a-vis employment stability of
Mexicans cannot be attributed to its immigrant component,
although limited English language ability does seem to play
an important role in shaping the quality of labor force
participation.

Given this profile of underemployment among workers
of Mexican descent, one may expect high levels of underem-
ployment to persist in the near future., Besides their low
levels of education and their concentration in vulnerakle
sectors of the economy, young workers face the possibility
of a "scarring effect." That is, young workers entering the

labor force who experience underutilization in their early
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work careers may wind up experiencing recurrent employment

instability.

Underemployment and Ethnic Stratification

The degree of integration of an ethnic group in a
multi-ethnic society is determined by the resources it
controls. It follows that the greater the extent of inte-
gration, the higher its ranking will be relative to other
ethnic groups. In terms of labor force integration, an
ethnic group may be said to be fully integrated in the labor
force if its labor force activity resembles that of the
dominant group. The ability of minority groups to compete
in the labor market to a large extent depends on the control
the group has over social resources, such as schooling and
access to occupations in the primary labor market. These,
in turn, determine earnings. Thus, labor force participa-
tion is linked to ethnic stratification.

Since not all ethnic groups participate equally in
the labor force, the degree of integration of a minority
group may be gauged by the extent that its participation
parallels that of the majority group. The focus of this
study has been on one aspect of the economic integration of
the Mexican origin population; mainly, its labor force
integration. It is important to examine the labor force
participation of minority groups because work-related income

and occupational identities are conferred upon those in the
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work force. Since the main resource that Mexicans possess
is employment, then the quality of that employment becomes
the cornerstone to understanding the degree of economic
integration of the group. For instance, a full-time job is
qualitatively and quantitatively different from a part-time
job. Thus, the LUF has proven to be a useful scheme to
gauge these characteristics of employment. Consequently,
the greater the prevalence of underemployment, the greater
the lack of control over a key economic resource; mainly,
their jobs.

Results presented in this study clearly demonstrate
that workers of Mexican origin are at a disadvantage in
several indicators of structural assimilation. Analysis has
shown that the educational attainment of Mexicans is below
that of their white counterparts. Inequality in the occu-
pational distribution of Mexicans relative to whites has
persisted. Mexicans tend to be heavily concentrated in the
periphery and trades sectors. But even when Mexicans are in
structural positions that should protect them from under-
employment, they are still vulnerable to it. Evidence
indicates that these workers wind up in the secondary labor
market. Last, the earnings analysis revealed the importance
of including the unstable active in the study of ethnic

stratification.
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Policy Implications

There are several avenues 0peh to policy makers to
ameliorate the extent of underemployment. For instance, to
reduce the overall level of Jjoblessness, employment service
agencies could improve their information and referral serv-
ices. Another way to improve the situation of underemployed
workers is by providing them with job-training programs that
would upgrade their skills. Since involuntary part-time
workers are partially unemployed, they should be eligible to
receive unemployment insurance benefits. After all, their
"partial"™ unemployment is not voluntary. Adopting such a
policy should attenuate the economic hardship associated
with part-time employment.

Since a large proportion of the underemployed are
low income, hardship endured by workers can be reduced
through fiscal policy. A powerful tool available is the
manipulation of tax rates. Presently, the earned-income
credit benefits only heads of households. In other words,
to be eligible to receive an earned-income credit, the
taxpayer must have dependent children at home. In essence,
earned-income credit is a negative income tax. Taxpayers
who do not circumvent a pre-established income level may be
ineligible to receive a credit from the Internal Revenue

Service.
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Future Research

Future research should address the disproportionate
allocation of Mexican workers into the most vulnerable
occupations and industrial sectors in the economy and their
underrepresentation in sheltered occupations and industrial
sectors. Since studies have shown that schooling plays an
important role in sorting individuals into the primary labor
market (i.e., core-like sectors and upper-white collar
occupations, Sakamoto and Chen 1991), future research should
examine the role played by education in the allocation
process for the Mexican origin population. Of particular
importance is the issue of the quality of education that
Mexicans in the United States receive. The differential
returns to schooling experienced by Mexicans relative to
whites may be due to their inferior schooling.

This study has demonstrated that employment insta-
bility "“costs" the marginal Mexican worker in the form of
reduced annual earnings. There are three ways in which
future research could further examine this issue. First,
additional empirical work must be conducted that follows
workers over several years. Causes of the growth in
underemployment over time must be ascertained. What needs
to be done is to follow workers as they move in and out of
various statuses of underutilization and adequate employ-

ment.
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Second, one of the drawbacks in the current study of
underemployment is that its measurement is focused at the
individual level. Future studies of underemployment should
transcend individualized measurement and analyze the labor
force activity of all household members. This strategy
should provide a better picture of labor-market-related
hardship. After all, the concept of hardship does not occur
only at the individual level, but rather at the household
level. This analytical strategy should prove particularly
useful since household members tend to pool their resources.
Third, workers located in voluntary underutilized
positions should be included in future studies of underuti-
lization, especially when examining the labor force activity
of women. Although these statuses are not considered forms
of underemployment, they nonetheless represent marginal
positions in the labor force.
Another direction, yet, is ethnographic research.
Little in the way of contemporary community studies have
addressed the issues of job displacement (cf. Pappas 1989).
The sociological tradition of ethnographic work with
marginal members of society has been lost. Works such as

Tally's Corner need to be conducted to flesh out the

profiles that are emerging about marginality in general and
underemployment in particular. Some of the questions that

ethnographic work should address are: how do marginal
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workers survive? And, to what extent do marginal workers
rely on the informal or even extra—leéal market to supple-
ment their income?

In sum, the present study has raised other questions
associated with labor force participation issues. It has
also called attention to the increasing underemployment gap
between Mexican and white workers. This analysis has also
presented and discussed a model of the determinants of labor
underutilization. This model has also demonstrated the
importance of economic segmentation theory in explaining
underemployment propensities. By extending the concept of
current underemployment to employment instability as
proposed by Clogg, Eliason, and Wahl (1990), this study has
also attempted to link the study of employment instability

to the process of ethnic stratification.



APPENDIX A

DETAILED OCCUPATION RECODES
(Based on 1980 Census Classification)
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Detailed Occupational Recode
Administrators and Officials

Public Administration 01
Managers and Administrators

Except Public Administration 02

Salaried 03

Self-employed 04
Management Related Occupations 05
Accountants and Auditors 06
Engineers, Architects, and Surveyors 07
Engineers 08
Natural Scientists and Mathematicians 09
Computer Systems Analysts and Scientist 10
Health Diagnosing Occupations 1
Physicians and Dentists 12
Health Assessment and Treating Occupations 13
Teachers, Librariané, and Counselors 14
Teachers, except Postsecondary 15
Other Professional Specialty Occupations 16
Health Technologists and Technicians 17
Engineering and Science Technicians 18
Technicians, except Health Engineering and Science 19
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Detailed Occupational Recode
Supervisors and Proprietors, Sales Occupations 20
Sales Representatives, Commodities and Finance 21
Other Sales Occupations 22
Computer Equipment Operators 23
Secretaries, Stenographers, and Typists 24
Financial Records Processing Occupations 25
Other Administrative Support Occupations, 26
including Clerical ‘
Private Household Service Occupations 27
Protective Service Occupations 28
Food Service Occupations 29
Health Service Occupations 30
Cleaning and Building Service Occupations 31
Personal Service Occupations 32
Farm Operators and Managers 33
Farm Occupations, except Managerial 34
Related Agricultural Occupations 35
Forestry and Fishing Occupations 36
Mechanics and Repairers 37
Construction Trades and Extractive Occupations 38
Carpenters 39
Supervisors, Production Occupations 40
Precision Metal Working Occupations 41
Other Precision Production Occupations 42
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Detailed Occupational Recode
Machine Operators and Tenders, except Precision 43
Fabricators, Assemblers, and Hand Working 44
Occupations

Production Inspectors, Testers, Samplers, 45
and Weighers

Transportation Occupations 46
Material Moving Equipment Operators 47
Construction Laborer 48
Freight, Stock and Material Handlers 49
Other Specified Handlers, Equipment Cleaners, 50
and Helpers

Laborers, except Construction 51
Armed Forces, Currently Civilian 52




APPENDIX B

CLASSIFICATION OF INDUSTRIAIL SECTORS
(Based on Kaufman, Hodson, and Fligstein 1981)

Oligopoly

Office and accounting machines

Electronic computing equipment

Motor vehicles and motor vehicle equipment
Photographic equipment and supplies

Drugs and medicines

Petroleum refining

Miscellaneous petroleum and coal products

Core

Crude petroleum and natural gas extraction

Glass and glass products

Cement, concrete, gypsum, and plaster products
Structural clay products

Pottery and related products

Miscellaneous nonmetal mineral and stone products

Blast furnaces, steel works, rolling and finishing mills

Other primary iron and steel industries

Primary aluminum industries

Other primary nonferrous industries

Cutlery, hand tools, and other hardware
Fabricated structural metal products

Metal stamping

Miscellaneous fabricated metal products
Nonspecific metal industries

Engines and turbines

Electrical machinery, equipment and supplies, n.e.c.
Cycles and miscellaneous transportation equipment
Meat products

Dairy products

Canning and preserving fruits, vegetables and sea foods

Grain-mill products

Bakery products

Confectionery and related products

Miscellaneous food preparation and kindred products
Knitting mills products

Dyeing and finishing textiles, except wool and knit goods
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Floor coverings, except hard surface

Yarn, thread, and fabric mills

Apparel and accessories

Pulp, paper, and paperboard mills

Miscellaneous paper and pulp products

Paperboard containers and boxes

Printing, publishing, and allied industries, except
newspaper

Industrial chemicals

Plastics, synthetics and resins, except fibers

Soaps and cosmetics

Paints, varnishes, and related products

Agricultural chemicals

Miscellaneous chemicals

Not specified chemicals and allied products

Wholesale

Farm machinery and equipment

Construction and material handling machines
Farm machinery and equipment

Railroad locomotives and equipment

Mobile dwellings and campers

Legal services

Engineering and architectural services
Accounting, auditing, and bookkeeping services
Miscellaneous professional and related services
Motor vehicles and equipment

Drugs, chemicals, and allied products

Dry goods and apparel

Food and related products

Farm products~--raw materials

Electrical goods

Hardware, plumbing, and heating supplies

Not specified electrical and hardware products
Machinery equipment and supplies

Metals and materials, n.e.c.

Petroleum products

Scrap and waste materials

Alcoholic beverages

Paper and its products

Lumber and construction materials

Wholesaler, n.e.c.

Not specified wholesale trade
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Periphery

Metal mining

Coal mining

Nonmetallic mining and quarrying, except fuel
Logging

Sawmills, planning mills, and mill work
Miscellaneous wood products

Screw machine products

Radio, TV and communication equipment
Aircraft and parts

Ship and boat building and repairing
Scientific and controlling instruments
Optical and health services supplies
Watches, clocks, and clockwork operated devices
Miscellaneous manufacturing industries
Miscellaneous textile mill products
Miscellaneous fabricated textile products
Rubber products

Miscellaneous plastic products

Tanned, curried, and finished leather
Leather products, except footwear
Department and mail order establishments
Limited price variety stores

Vending machine operators

Direct selling establishments
Miscellaneous general merchandise stores
Dairy products stores

Retail bakeries

Food stores, n.e.c.

Advertising

Services to dwellings and other buildings
Commercial research, development, and testing
Employment and temporary help agencies
Business management and consulting services
Computer programming services

Detective and protective services
Business services, n.e.c.

Automobile services, except repair
Automobile repair and related services
Electrical repair shops

Miscellaneous repair services

Hotels and motels

Lodging places, except hotels and motels
Beauty shops

Barber shops

Shoe repair shops

Dressmaking shops

Miscellaneous personal services

Theaters and motion pictures

287



288

Bowling alleys, billiard and pool parlors
Miscellaneous entertainment and recreation services

Small Shop

Furniture and fixtures
Newspaper publishing and printing
Footwear, except rubber

Retail

Lumber and building material retailing
Hardware and farm equipment stores

Grocery stores

Motor vehicle dealers

Tire, battery, and accessory dealers
Gasoline service stations

Miscellaneous vehicle dealers

Apparel and accessories stores, except shoe stores
Shoe stores

Furniture and home furnishings stores
Household appliances, TV, and radio stores
FParm and garden supply stores

Jewelry stores

Fuel and ice dealers

Retail florists

Miscellaneous retail stores

Not specified retail trade

Offices of physicians

Offices of dentists

Core Utilities and Finance

Radio broadcasting and television
Electric light and power
Electric-gas utilities

Gas and steam supply systems
Banking

Credit agencies

Insurance

Periphery Utilities

Water supply
Sanitary services
Other and not specified utilities



289

Core Transport

Railroad and railway express service

Street railways and bus lines

Water transportation

Air transportation

Telephone (wire and radio)

Telegraph and miscellaneous communication services

Periphery Transport

Trucking service

Warehousing and storage

Pipe lines, except natural gas
Services incidental to transportation

Local Monopoly

General building contractors

General contractors, except building
Special trade contractors

Taxicab service

Offices of health practitioners, n.e.c.
Health services

Educational and Nonprofit Services

Private household

Elementary and secondary schools
Colleges and universities
Libraries

Educational services, n.e.c.

Not specified educational services
Museums, art galleries, and zoos
Religious organizations

Welfare services

Residential welfare facilities
Nonprofit memberships organizations

Agriculture

Agricultural production

Agricultural services, except horticultural
Horticultural services

Forestry

Fisheries
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Brokers

Security, commodity brokerage, and investment companies

Real Estate

Real estate, including real estate-insurance-law offices

Ordnance

Ordnance

Tobacco

Tobacco manuf acturers

Public Administration

Postal service

Federal public administration
State public administration
Local public administration
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