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A dramatic demographic change in the labor market in recent
years has been the fast-growing number of immigrant workers. Two
questions have received considerable research attention: immi-
grants’ assimilation in the labor market and their use of public pro-
grams. We contribute new evidence on both issues. We found that
eligible immigrants were less likely to receive unemployment insur-
ance [UI] benefits than natives, after controlling for immigrant and
native differences in observed characteristics. Moreover, there are
large differences among various immigrant groups. Immigrants who
were naturalized citizens had a slightly higher UT recipiency proba-
bility than natives, whereas noncitizens had significantly lower
probabilities of filing for UI conditional on eligibility. We also found
evidence of immigrants’ assimilation in the job search outcome.
Although immigrants had longer unemployment duration than
natives on average, immigrants who have resided in the country for
a long time and were naturalized citizens had no different unem-
ployment duration than natives.

Introduction

One primary demographic change observed in the labor market in recent

years has been the rapidly growing number of immigrants. In states such as
New York, New Jersey, Florida, and Arizona, immigrants comprise more
than 15 percent of population. In California, immigrants account for almost
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one-third of the population. The immigration rate is even higher in some
urban areas. In Miami, half of the population is immigrants.! The majority of
recent immigrants came from Mexico, Central America, and several Asian
countries, such as India and China. The rising immigrant population has
important implications for labor policies and industrial relations in the future
decades, because it gradually changes the workforce composition.

To date, research surrounding recent immigrants has focused on two
issues: (1) How well do recent immigrants adjust to the labor market in the
United States? (2) Are they more likely to use public programs than natives
and, consequently, become a fiscal burden to the nation? This study touches
on both issues. With respect to immigrants” use of public programs, although
several studies have investigated the participation of immigrants in welfare
programs, finding that immigrants are more likely than natives to participate
in both means-tested cash and noncash programs (Borjas and Trejo 1991;
Borjas and Hilton 1996; Borjas 1999), there are relatively few studies that
have investigated immigrants” use of the unemployment insurance (UI) pro-
gram. The exception is Blau (1984). Blau, however, investigated immigrants’
participation in social insurance programs in general, rather than focusing on
the UI program.?

With respect to immigrants” assimilation in the labor market, studies to
date based on the U.S. data have focused on immigrants” wage and employ-
ment adjustment (Chiswick 1978, 1997; Borjas 1995). In this study, we ex-
plore immigrant and native differences in unemployment experiences.
Specifically, we compare unemployment duration of immigrants and natives
following an involuntary job separation. Immigrants may experience longer
unemployment duration before becoming re-employed, because of language
barriers, because they lack information about the labor market, or because
some jobs are not available to them.? As the result of assimilation, however,
immigrant and native differences in unemployment duration may decrease
the longer immigrants reside in the United States.

To test these hypotheses, we use recent data from the Current Population
Survey’s (CPS) Displaced Worker Supplements (DWS) and control for indi-
vidual characteristics that potentially affect the likelihood of filing a UT claim
and the duration of unemployment, which may differ between immigrants
and natives. One benefit of the DWS data is that it contains not only individ-
ual demographic characteristics such as immigrant status, but also detailed
information about characteristics of the lost job. Thus, a multivariate analysis
that controls for immigrant status and other influences is possible.

Our major findings include, first, new evidence on immigrants” assimila-
tion in the labor market, specifically, native/immigrant differences in the job
search outcomes. Immigrants had longer unemployment durations than did



MARKET ECONOMICS, HUMAN RESOURCES, COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 37

natives, all else equal. As immigrants stay longer in the United States, how-
ever, the average duration of their unemployment spells relative to natives’
decreases. For immigrants who have resided in the United States for more
than ten years and have become naturalized citizens, the difference between
their unemployment duration and that of natives was negligible. Second,
among displaced workers who qualify for UI benefits, immigrants had a lower
probability of filing for UI benefits than did natives. In addition, there were
considerable differences among various immigrant groups: citizens were
more likely to use UI than natives, whereas noncitizens—especially newly
arrived noncitizens—were significantly less likely to use UI than natives.

The rest of report is organized as follows: section II describes the data;
section IT investigates immigrant and native differences in the UI recipiency
probability; section III presents evidence on the differences between immi-
grants and natives in unemployment duration; and a summary and conclu-
sion are contained in section IV.

Data

The data used in this study are drawn from the February 1996, 1998, and
2000 and January 2002 and 2004 DWS. Each survey consists of a random
sample of approximately 60,000 households in the United States. Since 1994,
the CPS survey asked respondents about their country of birth and, if they
were foreign born, the number of years since they immigrated. On the basis
of these two variables, respondents were classified as natives if they were
born in the United States or immigrants if they were foreign-born. The num-
ber of years since a respondent immigrated into the United States was coded
yearly by the CPS for more recent immigrants and was grouped into five- or
ten-year intervals for less-recent immigrants. Supplemental questions ask
respondents whether they have been displaced from a job within the last
three years and how long they have been unemployed before they become
reemployed. The supplemental questions also ask about the reason for dis-
placement, characteristics of the job from which the individual was dis-
placed, and whether the individual received UI benefits and exhausted
benefits.

In this study, we pool the five waves of DWS data. We limit the sample to
those 20-68 years of age at the time of the survey. In investigating the UI
claim filing decision and unemployment duration, we focus on immigrants
who are potentially eligible for UI benefits. It is important to control for eligi-
bility because immigrants may have a lower Ul filing rate due to ineligibility.
Because the DWS only asked whether respondents received Ul benefits, but
not their eligibility status, we have taken several steps to determine whether
they are eligible.
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The UI program is a federal-state administered program. Each state
specifies monetary and nonmonetary requirements to qualify for UI benefits.
Nonmonetary requirements include that a person must have worked in a
covered industry, and must not quit her job or have been fired for cause.
Respondents in the DWS consist of workers who lost their jobs because of
plant closings, positions being abolished, or insufficient work. Therefore, no
individual in the sample would be disqualified for UI based on the reason for
job loss.* Because unemployment insurance does not necessarily cover farm
workers or servants, we exclude displaced workers who worked at agricul-
tural jobs or in private households in the lost job.

Monetary requirements vary considerably across states.” On the basis of
earning information contained in the DWS, it is difficult to accurately deter-
mine whether a displaced worker in a certain state satisfies the state’s earn-
ing or work requirements for UI eligibility. If one has worked full time at the
federal minimum wage for half a year during the base year period, however,
he or she would satisfy any work or earning requirement of any state. There-
fore, we assign eligibility to displaced workers who have worked full time and
had no less than half-year tenure at the predisplacement job. We also used
two less restrictive eligibility criteria: having worked full time for no less than
half a year or part time for the entire year at the predisplacement job, and
having worked full time for no less than a quarter of year or part time for half
a year at the predisplacement job.® On the basis of any type of eligibility cri-
teria, the difference in the eligibility rate between immigrants and natives is
small and statistically insignificant.

In addition, the level of UI benefits may affect the individual’s decision
to file a UI claim and, through the reservation wage, may also affect re-
employment rates and unemployment durations. Because the DWS did not
ask the benefit amount that an individual received, we imputed the weekly
benefit amount for which the individual was potentially eligible, by use of
usual weekly earnings in the lost job and the state of residence reported in
the survey and state benefit information provided by the U.S. Department of
Labor (various issues).”

Immigrant Status and the Receipt of Ul Benefits

First, we estimated the Ul recipiency rates for the native and immigrant
population by use of the survey sampling weights. The UI recipiency rate for
immigrants is 48 percent and 51 percent for natives. Therefore, it is estimated
that eligible immigrants are 3 percent less likely to receive UI benefits. This
difference is statistically significant after taking into account of the sample
variance. One question is whether this difference is due to immigrant and
native differences in individual characteristics or due to immigrant status.
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To investigate this question, we estimated multivariate probit models
that controlled for individual demographic, educational, economic, and labor
market characteristics, which potentially affect whether one receives UL
The demographic variables include whether an individual was the head of
household, age at the time of job loss, gender, race, and marital status. The
labor market and economic characteristics include variables pertaining to
the lost job, such as industry, occupation, tenure at the lost job, and reasons
for job loss, and whether an individual received advance notice of job loss. In
addition, we control for state of residence and the metropolitan residence
status. To allow for cyclical effects on UI claim filing propensities, we
included controls for the year of job loss and the state unemployment rate.
We also included the weekly benefit amount (WBA) of UI because higher
WBAs have been found to increase the Ul filing rate among displaced work-
ers (McCall 1995; Anderson and Meyer 1997). Moreover, because the DWS
is conducted every two years but asks respondents about job loss that
occurred as long as three years before the survey, survey differences can be
identified; thus, we included controls for the year of survey.

Columns (1) to (3) of Table 1 report the marginal effect of multivariate
probit estimates of receiving Ul conditional on eligibility. The marginal
effect is calculated at the means of independent variables. As can be seen in
column (1), immigrants had a 6 percent lower UI recipiency probability than
natives. This result suggests that, after immigrant and native differences in
observable characteristics have been statistically controlled, immigrants
appear to be even less likely than natives to use the UI program.

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 denied noncitizens the right to receive most types of public assistance.
Eligibility for UI benefits, however, does not depend on citizenship. Never-
theless, noncitizens may be less likely to claim benefits if they mistakenly
believe that Ul is such a public assistance program and, hence, do not qual-
ify for the benefits, or if they choose not to file due to the concern that claim-
ing benefits may jeopardize their naturalization process. In column (2) of
Table 1, we divided immigrants into citizen and noncitizen groups. The two
groups appear to have a very different Ul filing probability. All else equal,
noncitizens were 15 percent less likely to claim benefits than natives,
whereas immigrants who are citizens were 4 percent more likely to claim
benefits, although the later result is not statistically significant.

Moreover, recent immigrants may be less likely to claim benefits if they
lack knowledge about how to file a UI claim. As an immigrant’s stay length-
ens in the country and they acquire such knowledge, they may become more
likely to claim benefits. To test this hypothesis, in column (3) of Table 1, we
further divided immigrants into four groups: recent noncitizens, recent citizens,
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TABLE 1
Multivariate Probit Estimates of the Probability
of Receipt of UI benefits (Marginal Effect)

(1) (2) (3)
All Immigrants —0.057#%*
(0.020) — —
Citizen Immigrant — 0.043
(0.027) —
Non—citizen Immigrant — —0.154%#*
(0.024) —
Recent Citizen Immigrant — — 0.015
(0.072)
Recent Noncitizen Immigrant — — —0.258%##
(0.030)
Nonrecent Citizen Immigrant — — 0.044
(0.028)
Nonrecent Noncitizen Immigrant — — -0.073**
(0.033)
Sample size 9314 9314 9314
Log likelihood -5901.71 -5883.42 -5873.704

Source: February 1996, 1998 and 2000, and January 2002 and 2004 CPS, DWSs.

Notes: The model is estimated for the sample of individuals eligible for UL UT eligibility equals
one if the displaced job was full time with tenure greater than half a year. Standard errors are
in parentheses. One, two, and three asterisks indicate significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent
significance level, respectively. All columns control for individual characteristics including age,
age square divided by 100, gender, race, education, marital status and whether the individual is
a household head, and characteristics of the displaced job, including whether the individual was
a union member or covered by a labor contract, whether has received an advance notice of job
loss, tenure, and reasons for displacement. All specifications also control for the imputed weekly
benefits amount that an individual is potentially eligible for, effects of industry and occupation
of the lost job, survey cohorts, state, and large cities where an individual resides. Large cities
include Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, Dallas, Denver, Detroit, Honolulu, Houston, Los Angles,
Miami, Minneapolis—St. Paul, New York City, Newark, Oakland, Philadelphia, Phoenix, Pitts-
burgh, Sacramento, San Diego, San Francisco, San Jose, Seattle, Tampa, and Washington, DC.

nonrecent noncitizens, and nonrecent citizen immigrants. Immigrants who
resided in the United States for less than ten years are classified as recent
immigrants, and those who resided in the United States for ten years or
longer are classified as nonrecent immigrants. The result in column (3) sup-
ports the view that nonrecent immigrants are more likely to claim benefits
than recent immigrants. The result also shows that both recent and nonre-
cent immigrants who are citizens are 1-4 percent more likely to receive ben-
efits than natives. Although these effects are not statistically significant, they
suggest that immigrants who have naturalized may be more likely to use UI
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than natives. In contrast, both recent and nonrecent noncitizens had a lower
recipiency probability than natives.

Borjas and Trejo (1991) and Borjas and Hilton (1996) examined immi-
grants’ use of welfare programs in the United States. They found that immi-
grants were more likely to receive cash or noncash welfare benefits than
natives. Because of data limitations, they did not distinguish citizen and
noncitizen immigrants. Our analysis of immigrants” receipt of UI benefits
suggests that different immigrant groups may differ greatly in the likelihood
of using public programs. With regard to UI, the 6 percent lower probability
of filing a UT claim among immigrants is primarily due to the low recipiency
rate of recent and noncitizens, whereas immigrants who have naturalized
may be more likely to use UI than natives.

The estimates for the other predictor variables did not change substan-
tially across the specifications reported in Table 1. The sign and magnitude of
the estimates are as expected and consistent with previous research in the lit-
erature. For example, an increase in the UI weekly benefit amount was
found to increase the probability of filing a claim, but at a decreasing rate
(the quadratic term of WBA is significantly negative.) This is consistent with
results in Anderson and Meyer (1997) and McCall (1995). For brevity, we
did not report these estimates in this report.

Immigrant Status and Unemployment Duration
of Displaced Workers

Another issue that has received much attention is immigrants™ adjust-
ment to the labor market in the host country. As immigrants stay longer in
the host country, they receive a higher wage, their unemployment rate
decreases, and they work in better occupations (Chiswick 1978, 1997; Borjas
1995; Green 1999). In this report, we provide evidence on immigrants’
assimilation with regard to job search and the reemployment outcome.
Specifically, we investigate whether displaced immigrants experience longer
unemployment durations than natives and whether this difference declines
with the length of an immigrant’s length of stay in the United States.

A complication in studying immigrants’ assimilation in the job search
outcome is that an immigrants’ rate of reemployment may differ from that of
natives for several reasons. Recent immigrants may be less likely to receive a
job offer for reasons such as language barrier, discrimination, the lack of
familiarity with the labor market, or the perception that the educations they
received in their home country are not equivalent to a similar degree of edu-
cation in the United States. Although such a decrease in the arrival rate of
job offers may result in a lower reservation wage, the offset is usually incom-
plete leading to an overall decrease in the reemployment rate. Recent immi-
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grants, however, may have lower reservation wages than natives because they
face greater borrowing constraints and, hence, have less ability to smooth
consumption during unemployment. This would lead to higher reemploy-
ment rates among immigrants.

First, we calculated the empirical reemployment hazard for immigrants
and natives in each week following the job separation. The empirical hazard
is measured by the ratio of the number of people who become reemployed
in a week over the total number of people at risk in that week. Because these
hazard estimates are very small and therefore the differences between dif-
ferent groups are difficult to see clearly on the graph, we smooth the esti-
mates by use of the kernel density smoothing techniques.

Figure 1 presents the smoothed reemployment hazard estimates for im-
migrants and natives. In the first 20 weeks or so, immigrants appear to have
had slightly higher reemployment hazards than natives. After 60 weeks, how-
ever, immigrants had lower reemployment hazard than natives. Figures 2
and 3 show the reemployment hazards for citizens and noncitizens and for
recent and nonrecent immigrants, respectively. In Figure 2, noncitizen
immigrants had a noticeably higher reemployment hazard than natives in the
first 25 weeks, and, in Figure 3, recent immigrants had substantially higher
reemployment hazards than natives in the first 28 weeks. It is in the second
and third year following the job loss that noncitizen and recent immigrants
had notably lower reemployment hazards than natives.

This result suggests that some groups of immigrants, especially recent
noncitizens, may have lower reservation wages than natives and, thus, become
reemployed more quickly in the first several months after job separation.
Among those who were not able to find jobs quickly, however, immigrants
appear to have more difficulty than natives in subsequently finding a job.
These results could also potentially be explained by differences in observable
characteristics between natives and immigrants.

To investigate immigrant and native differences in unemployment dura-
tions while controlling for other observable differences in characteristics that
may influence unemployment durations, we employ a proportional hazard
(PH) model. We take several measures to ensure consistent estimates. First,
we do not assume any functional form for the baseline hazard and, instead,
use a flexible baseline hazard specification, as in Meyer (1990) and McCall
(1996). Second, we incorporate unobserved heterogeneity in the duration
model and assume that it has a mass-point distribution with three points of
support (see Heckman and Singer 1984).8

The model is specified as follows:

P(T:k|X,K>k— 1,0) = 1 —exp(- exp(o + B'%)0)
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FIGURE 3

Smoothed Hazard Estimates
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Source: February 1996, 1998 and 2000, and January 2002 and 2004 CPS, DWSs.

Notes: Smoothed hazard estimates are calculated as a weighted kernel density estimate utiliz-
ing the estimated hazard contribution, Aﬁ(tj) = ﬁ(t].) - I:I(t] _,), where I:I(tj) indicates the ratio
of the number of individuals who exit unemployment at time tj over the number of indificuals
at risk at tj. The bandwidth used in the calculation is the estimated “optimal” bandwidth that
minimizes the mean integrated square error. The estimates are obtained for individuals poten-
tially eligible for UI. UI eligibility equals one if the displaced job was full time with tneure
greater than half a year. The sample size is 9314.

where o is the baseline hazard parameter, B is a J-dimensional vector of
parameters measuring the effect of explanatory variables on the conditional
probability of reemployment into a job at time k, and 0 indicates unobserved
heterogeneity. Explanatory variables include demographic variables, educa-
tion, characteristics of the displaced job, tenure at the lost job, and the con-
trol for the year of displacement, survey dummies, as well as the fixed effect
of state.

One of the explanatory variables is whether an individual received
unemployment insurance benefits. The receipt of unemployment insurance
benefits and a higher benefit level may increase the individual’s reservation
wage and lower the probability of accepting a job and, thus, the probability

of reemployment. Empirical evidence to date has supported this prediction
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(Meyer 1990; Fallick 1991).As shown in the previous section, immigrants
and natives, as well as different immigrant groups, have different Ul recipi-
ency rates. We control for the receipt of UI benefits in the hazard model to
isolate the effect due to immigrant status and the effect due to immigrant
and native differences in the Ul recipiency probability.

The receipt of unemployment insurance benefits could potentially be
endogenous because those who anticipated longer unemployment duration
may be more likely to file for the benefits. To correct for this endogeneity,
one can introduce an instrumental variable that directly correlates with the
UI filing decision but indirectly affects unemployment duration. Because
any variable impacting the Ul filing decision would potentially also affect
unemployment duration, a valid instrumental variable cannot easily be
found. Thus, we take a different approach and estimate the Ul filing decision
and the PH model simultaneously by use of the maximizing likelihood esti-
mation (MLE) method. The identification of this kind of mixed model is dis-
cussed in McCall (1996).

The Ul filing decision is specified as follows:

P(UI =1 |z,9u )=1- exp(— exp(ﬁu'z)6“>

where B is an L-dimensional vector of parameters measuring the effect of
explanatory variables on the probability of receiving UI, and 6, is an unob-
served variable in the UI filing decision that is allowed to be correlated with
the 0 in the PH model. Thus, we estimate six location parameters (6, 6, ,),
(0,, 6,,), (6,, 6,,) and two parameters representing the fraction of each
support.

Table 2 reports hazard estimates for immigrant variables. For brevity, haz-
ard estimates of other explanatory variables are not reported. Column (1)
shows that immigrants had a significantly lower reemployment hazard than
natives. When separating immigrants by citizenship status, as can be seen in
column (2), citizen immigrants had a slightly lower reemployment hazard
than natives, whereas noncitizens had a significantly lower reemployment
hazard. This large difference between citizen and noncitizen immigrants may
partly be explained by the fact that noncitizens cannot be employed in federal
agencies, defense industry jobs, or state and local government jobs involving
public safety, such as police officers, all of which require citizenship.

When we further divided immigrants into recent and nonrecent groups,
we found evidence that supports the immigrant assimilation hypothesis for
job search outcomes. For both citizen- and noncitizens, nonrecent immi-
grants, all else equal, had higher reemployment hazard rate than recent
immigrants. Compared to natives, recent immigrants had substantially lower
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TABLE 2

Proportional Hazard Estimates

Hazard Estimates

(1) (2) (3)
All Immigrants —0.241%#*
(0.062) — —
Citizen Immigrant — -0.019
(0.079) —
Noncitizen Immigrant — —0.385%#*
(0.084) —
Recent Citizen Immigrant — — -0.222
(0.227)
Recent Noncitizen Immigrant — — -0.420%#*
(0.125)
Nonrecent Citizen Immigrant — — -0.001
(0.083)
Nonrecent Noncitizen Immigrant — — —0.342%#*
(0.106)
Samp]e size 9314 9314 9314
Log likelihood —32780.42 —32760.05 -32750.09

Source: February 1996, 1998 and 2000, and January 2002 and 2004 CPS, DWSs.

Notes: The model is estimated for the sample of individuals eligible for UI. UT eligibility equals
one if the displaced job was full time with tenure greater than half a year. Standard errors are
in parentheses. One, two, and three asterisks indicate significance at the 10, 5, and 1 percent
significance level, respectively. All specifications correct for the selectivity due to the UI receipt
by estimating the UT receipt equation and proportional hazards simultaneously. Both the UT
receipt equation and the proportional hazard model control for individual characteristics
including age, age square divided by 100, gender, race, education, marital status and whether
the individual is a household head, and characteristics of the displaced job, including whether
the individual was a union member or covered by a labor contract, whether has received an
advance notice of job loss, tenure, and reasons for displacement. Both also control for the
imputed weekly benefits amount that an individual is potentially eligible for, effects of industry
and occupation of the lost job, survey cohorts, and state where an individual resides. The pro-
portional hazard model also controls for whether the individual received UT and the interaction
of UT with the weekly benefits amount.

reemployment hazard rates. This suggests that, for recent immigrants, those
factors described above that increase unemployment durations relative to
natives appear to dominate.

We also noticed that nonrecent citizen’s reemployment rates following
job displacement were not statistically different from natives, whereas non-
recent noncitizens had a significantly lower reemployment hazard. Because
most immigrants become naturalized citizens after a sufficiently long stay the
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host country, nonrecent noncitizens are a small group of immigrants. That
they choose not to become naturalized may reflect their low attachment to
the host country, which may explain their being less assimilated than those
who have naturalized. Another explanation is that nonrecent noncitizens are
most likely to be illegal immigrants who came to the United States illegally
and do not qualify to become a citizen even though they have resided in the
country for a long time. Their illegal status may also explain their lower
reemployment hazard in job search. Since the DWS data do not have infor-
mation about whether immigrants are legal or illegal, we cannot explore this
hypothesis in further detail.

Because it is difficult to interpret the size of hazard estimates, we used
our estimates to calculate mean and median unemployment durations for
natives and immigrants. They are shown in Table 3. The maximum unem-
ployment spell in the data is 160 weeks. Some respondents have not become
reemployed by the time of survey and, therefore, were treated as censored
observations in the empirical analysis. The estimates show that the mean and
median unemployment durations of immigrants are approximately one to
three weeks longer than the unemployment durations of natives, except for
immigrants who have stayed in the country for a long time and have natural-
ized. For them, the differences were negligible.

Conclusion

One of the most dramatic demographic changes in the labor market in
recent years has been the increase in the number of immigrant workers. Two
questions concerning immigrants have received considerable research atten-
tion: immigrants” assimilation in the labor market and their use of public pro-
grams. We contribute new evidence on both issues.

TABLE 3
Predicted Median and Mean Unemployment Duration
Mean Duration Median Duration
Natives 22.04 7.00
Recent Citizen Immigrant 23.50 7.88
Recent Non-citizen Immigrant 24.83 9.31
Non-recent Citizen Immigrant 22.04 7.01
Non-recent Non-citizen Immigrant 24.31 9.11
Sample size 9314 9314

Source: February 1996, 1998 and 2000, and January 2002 and 2004 CPS, DWSs.

Notes: The predictions are based on the sample of individuals eligible for UL UT eligibility
equals one if the displaced job was full time with tenure greater than half a year. The mean and
median duration are calculated based on the hazard estimates reported in column 3 of table 2.
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In particular, we examined immigrants’ receipt of unemployment insur-
ance benefits. Unlike welfare programs, the UI program has strict earning
and work requirements as well as nonmonetary requirements for eligibility.
These requirements, however, do not differ by immigrant status. Conditional
on eligibility, we found that eligible immigrants were 6 percent less likely to
file for UI benefits, all else equal. We also found that there were sizeable dif-
ferences among various groups of immigrants in the Ul filing probability.
Citizen immigrants, both those who recently arrived and those who have
stayed a long time in the United States, were a few percent more likely to
claim benefits than natives. Noncitizens, especially recent noncitizens, were
significantly less likely to claim benefits than natives.

After controlling for immigrant and native differences in the receipt of
UI benefits and other characteristics that potentially affect the reemploy-
ment probability and unemployment duration, we found that, on average,
periods of unemployment were one to two weeks longer for immigrants than
for natives. There is, however, evidence suggesting immigrants’ assimilation
in terms of the job search outcome. This is shown in that immigrants who
have resided in the United States for a long time had shorter unemployment
duration than those who have arrived recently. In particular, nonrecent
immigrants who have naturalized had no different unemployment duration
than natives.
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Notes
1. The immigrant rates are estimated base on the January 2004 CPS data.

2. There have been studies investigating immigrants’ receipt of Ul in other countries,
for example, in Canada, Baker and Benjamin (1995), Siklos and Marr (1998), and Cross-
ley, McDonald, and Worswick (2001); and, in Australia, Nahid and Shamsuddin (2001).

3. For examples, jobs in the federal agencies, think tanks, defense industry, or state
and local government jobs involving public safety, such as police officers, require citi-
zenship.

4. We exclude individuals if the reason for job loss is not reported.

5. Twenty-four states require that workers earn a certain dollar amount in the highest
quarter (HQ) of their base period and that the total earnings in the base period be a mul-
tiple of 1.5 or 1.25 times HQ earnings. Twelve states first compute the weekly benefit
amount that a worker would qualify for (typically equal to a 1/26 of HQ earnings) and then
specify a multiple of this amount as the base period earnings required for eligibility (The
multiple ranges from twenty-six to forty times the weekly benefit amount). Tivelve states
use the flat earning requirement, which specifies a certain dollar amount of total earnings
for the base period ranging from $1,000 in the lowest state and $2,800 to the highest. Flat
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earning requirements are also accompanied by quarterly distribution requirements to pre-
vent qualification on the basis of a single short-time job. Finally, three states require a min-
imum number of 20 weeks, or 680 hours, of work for the base period (U.S. Department of
Labor 2003).

6. Regression results of using the other two eligibility criteria are very similar to those
reported here. For brevity, we do not report these results.

7. Contact the authors for details.

8. The mass-point method of estimating the unobservable has an advantage over
specifying the distribution functional form for the unobservable, such as gamma or inverse
Gaussian distribution, because it is essentially nonparametric and is therefore more
robust.

References

Anderson, Patricia M., and Bruce D. Meyer. 1997. “Unemployment Insurance Take-Up
Rates and the After-Tax Value of Benefits.” Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol.
112, no. 3, pp. 913-37.

Baker, M., and D. Benjamin. 1995. “The Receipt of Transfer Payments by Immigrants to
Canada.” Journal of Human Resources, Vol. 30, no. 4, pp. 650-76.

Blau, Francine 1984. “The Use of Transfer Payments by Immigrants.” Industrial and
Labor Relations Review, Vol. 37, no. 2, pp. 222-39.

Borjas, George ., and Stephen J. Trejo. 1991. “Immigrant Participation in the Welfare
System.” Industrial and Labor Relations Review, Vol. 44, no. 2, pp. 195-221.
Borjas, George J. 1995. “Assimilation and Changes in Cohort Quality Revisited: What
Happened to Immigrant Earnings in the 1980s?” Journal of Labor Economics, Vol.

13, no. 2, pp. 201-45.

Borjas, George [., and L. Hilton. 1996. “Immigration and the Welfare State: Immigrant
Participation in Means-Tested Entitlement Programs.” Quarterly Journal of Eco-
nomics, Vol 111, no. 2, pp. 575-604.

Borjas, George J. 1999. “Immigration and Welfare Magnets.” Journal of Labor Economics,
Vol. 17, no. 4, Part 1, pp. 607-37.

Bratsberg, Bernt, James F. Ragan, Jr., and Zafar M. Nasir. 2002. “The Effect of Natural-
ization on Wage Growth: A Panel Study of Young Male Immigrants.” Journal of
Labor Economics, Vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 568-97.

Budd, John W,, and Brian P. McCall. 1997. “The Effect of Unions on the Receipt of
Unemployment Insurance Benefits.” Industrial and Labor Relations Review, Vol.
50, no. 3, pp. 476-92.

Budd, John W, and Brian P. McCall. 2004. “The Effect of Unions on the Receipt of
Unemployment Insurance Benefits: Evidence from the CPS.” Industrial Relations,
Vol. 43, no. 2, pp. 339-55.

Chiswick, Barry R. 1978. “The Effect of Americanization on the Earnings of Foreign-born
Men.” Journal of Political Economy, Vol. 86, no. 5, pp. 897-922.

Chiswick, Barry R. 1997. “The Labor Market Status of Immigrants: Effects of the Unem-
ployment Rate at Arrival and Duration of Residence.” Industrial and Labor Rela-
tions Review, Vol. 50, no. 2, Pp- 289-303.



50 LERA 57TH ANNUAL PROCEEDINGS

Crossley, Thomas F., James T. McDonald, and Christopher Worswick. 2001. “Immigrant
Benefit Receipt Revisited: Sensitivity to the Choice of Survey Years and Model
Specification: Comment.” Journal of Human Resources, Vol. 36, no. 2, pp. 379-97.

Devine, Theresa J., and Nicholas M. Kiefer. 1991. Empirical Labor Economics: the Search
Approach. New York: Oxford University Press.

Fallick, Bruce C. 1991. “Unemployment Insurance and the Rate of Re-Employment of
Displaced Workers.” Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 73, no. 2, pp. 228-33.

Green, David A. 1999. “Immigrant Occupation Attainment: Assimilation and Mobility
over Time.” Journal of Labor Economics, Vol. 17, no. 1, pp. 49-79

Heckman, James J., and Burton Singer. 1984. “A Method for Minimizing the Impact of
Distributional Assumptions in Econometric Models for Duration Data.” Economet-
rica, Vol. 52, no. 2, pp. 271-320.

McCall, Brian P. 1995 “The Impact of Unemployment Insurance Benefit Levels on Recip-
iency.” Journal of Business and Economic Statistics, Vol. 13, pp. 189-98.

McCall, Brian P. 1996. “Unemployment Insurance Rules, Joblessness, and Part-Time
Work.” Econometrica, Vol. 64, no. 3, pp. 647-82 .

Meyer, Bruce D. 1990. “Unemployment Insurance and Unemployment Spells.” Econome-
tria, Vol. 58, no. 4, pp.757-82.

Nahid, Asifa, and Abul Shamsuddin. 2001. “Immigration and the Unemployment Benefit
Programme in Australia.” Applied Economics, Vol. 33, no. 12, pp. 1587-97.

Siklos, Pierre L., and William L. Marr. 1998. “The Unemployment Insurance Compensa-
tion Experience of Immigrants in Canada, 1980-1988.” Journal of Population Eco-
nomics, Vol. 11, pp. 127-47.



