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I.  OVERVIEW 



Issues and Papers 

• Broadly—the functioning of labor markets and the 
determinants and effects of human capital 
formation. 

• Main contribution of the papers is to illustrate how 
the tools of modern labor economics can be applied 
in history (and how historical samples can inform our 
understanding of modern labor markets). 



 

II. ABRAMITZKY, BOUSTAN, AND ERIKSSON 

“A NATION OF IMMIGRANTS:  ASSIMILATION AND 
ECONOMIC OUTCOMES IN THE AGE OF MASS 

MIGRATION” 



Issue 

• 1850-1913 referred to as the Age of Mass Migration 

• 30 million Europeans immigrated to the United 
States. 

• Question ABE focus on is:  How did they fare? 

• Did they initially earn less than native workers? 

• Did their earnings catch up after they had been 
here for many years? 



Previous Literature 

• Looked at earnings of immigrants in a cross section. 

• Found that recent immigrants earned less than 
immigrants who had been in the US a long 
time. 

• Possible problems: 

• Changes in immigrant skill over time. 

• Negative selection in return migration. 



Types of Samples 

• Cross section 

• Repeated cross section 

• Panel 



Data Sources 

• IPUMS:  5% sample of the individual census returns 

• Get sample of native-born and immigrant men 
in 1900, 1910, and 1920. 

• Panel 

• From IPUMS get sample of men 18-35 in 1900. 

• Match by name and other information through 
the 1910 and 1920 censuses (on Ancestry.com). 

• For immigrants from some smaller countries, 
use Ancestry.com to get a full count and follow 
those through later censuses. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Abramitzky, Boustan, and Eriksson, “A Nation of Immigrants” 



Outcome Measure 

• Historical census does not have earnings data. 

• Use occupation as a proxy. 

• Researchers have linked occupations to earnings in 
1950 (and also 1901). 

• Possible issues? 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Abramitzky, Boustan, and Eriksson, “A Nation of Immigrants” 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Abramitzky, Boustan, and Eriksson, “A Nation of Immigrants” 



Estimating Equation 

• Comparing occupational mobility for native-born 
workers and immigrants. 

 

 
• i indexes individual; j indexes country of origin; m is 

year of arrival; t is census year. 

•        is five indicator variables for length of time an 
immigrant has been in the U.S.:  0-5 yrs., 6-10, 11-20, 
20-30, more than 30. 

•      is a dummy for if immigrant came after 1890. 

 
 

 



What Do ABE Think They Learn from Comparing 
the Results of Different Samples? 

• Comparing the results of the cross section and the 
repeated cross section (including the dummy for 
arrival after 1890) can show the effect of changes in 
immigrant skills. 

• Comparing the results of the repeated cross section 
and the panel can show the importance of negative 
selectivity in return migration. 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Abramitzky, Boustan, and Eriksson, “A Nation of Immigrants” 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Abramitzky, Boustan, and Eriksson, “A Nation of Immigrants” 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Abramitzky, Boustan, and Eriksson, “A Nation of Immigrants” 



Heterogeneity of Effects of Time in U.S. by 
Country of Origin 

 

 

• Interact time-in-country dummies with country-of-
origin fixed effects. 

• Can show if initial penalty and convergence differs by 
sending country. 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Abramitzky, Boustan, and Eriksson, “A Nation of Immigrants” 



Change in Skill of Arrival Cohorts by Country of 
Origin 

 

 

• Break immigrants into four arrival cohorts (rather 
than two):  1880-85; 1886-90; 1891-95; 1896-1900. 

• Estimate equation (1) interacting country fixed effect 
and arrival cohort. 

• Picture shows difference between arriving 1880-85 
and 1896-1900. 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Abramitzky, Boustan, and Eriksson, “A Nation of Immigrants” 



Selectivity of Return Migration by Country of 
Origin 

 

 

• Look at change from 0-5 years versus 21-30 by 
country of origin in both the panel and the repeated 
cross section. 

• Figure plots the difference in that change in the two 
samples.  

• A negative number implies negative selectivity in 
return migration. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Abramitzky, Boustan, and Eriksson, “A Nation of Immigrants” 



Evaluation 

• Paper might have benefited from fewer pieces, each 
done more thoroughly. 

• Ultimately, very good. 

• Challenged the conventional wisdom. 

• Helpful for seeing interesting data collection 
and empirical tests. 

• Great care is needed with big data sets. 



 

II. HOYT BLEAKLEY 

“DISEASE AND DEVELOPMENT:  EVIDENCE FROM 
HOOKWORM ERADICATION IN THE AMERICAN SOUTH” 



Issue 

• Effect of a major public health intervention:  
Hookworm eradication in the American South 

• Rockefeller Sanitary Commission 

• Surveyed counties on prevalence of hookworm. 

• Then over a short period (1910-1915) did a 
major treatment and prevention campaign. 



Bleakley’s Identification Strategy 

• Intervention was effectively random. 

• Based on new medical information and 
philanthropic program. 

• Important cross section variation. 

• Hookworm was much more prevalent in some 
areas than others. 

• So, areas with higher initial infection rates 
benefited more from eradication. 



Key Variable 

 

•        is hookworm infection rate among children in 
area j at time of initial survey. 

•         is a dummy for if year t is after the treatment 
campaign (1910-1915). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Bleakley, “Disease and Development” 



Bleakley’s Difference-in-Difference Specification 

Pre-Treatment Post-Treatment 

No Infection Area δ1 + δN δ2 + δN 

50% Infection Area δ1 + δH β(.5) + δ2 + δH 

How much does schooling rise post-treatment for no infection area?  δ2 -  δ1 
 
How much does schooling rise post-treatment for high (50%) infection area?  
β(.5) + (δ2 - δ1) 
 
So β(.5) shows the effect on schooling post-treatment of a high (50%) infection area 
versus a no (0%) infection area. 

Outcome (such as School Attendance) 



Bleakley’s Data 

• Hookworm prevalence by county from RSC survey. 

• Group counties into state economic areas 
(SEAs). 

• Outcomes and individual controls. 

• IPUMS for 1900−1950, children 8-16. 

• Binary indicators for human capital (school 
enrollment, full-time attendance, literacy). 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Bleakley, “Disease and Development” 
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From:  Bleakley, “Disease and Development” 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Bleakley, “Disease and Development” 



Other Specifications 

• Include an area-specific trend. 

 

• Include controls for state-level shocks and policy 
changes (such as compulsory attendance and child 
labor laws). 

• Allow for mean reversion across areas. 

• Use an alternative data set that has infection rate by 
state of birth in 1921. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Bleakley, “Disease and Development” 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Bleakley, “Disease and Development” 



Indirect Least Squares 

• Another way to do IV. 

• Regress outcome (such as enrollment) on 
instrument. 

• Regress explanatory variable (such as decline in 
infection) on instrument. 

• Take the ratio.  (In the case of enrollment,       
0.09/0.44 = 0.2). 

• Implies that a child infected with hookworm was 20 
p.p. less likely to be enrolled in school. 



Falsification Test 

• Looks at adults 25-55 in 1910 and 1920 census. 

• Literacy, labor force participation, occupational 
score. 

• Adults were past the age of schooling and had much 
lower infection rates. 

• So, would not expect to see an impact of 
eradication campaign. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Bleakley, “Disease and Development” 



Estimating Possible Long-Term Effects 

• Exposure to the eradication campaign (Expik) is 0 for 
older cohorts, rises linearly for those born in the 19 
years before 1910, and then stops at 19 for younger 
cohorts. 

 

• δj is an area fixed effect; δk is a cohort fixed effect. 

• Data are by state and birth year. 

• Outcome measures are literacy, earnings (from 1940 
census), and years of schooling. 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

From:  Bleakley, “Disease and Development” 



Evaluation 

• Interesting and important question. 

• Impressive data collection. 

• Some very nice empirical techniques. 

• Distressed by sloppiness and quickness. 



 

IV. SURESH NAIDU AND NOAM YUCHTMAN 

“COERCIVE CONTRACT ENFORCEMENT:  LAW AND THE 
LABOR MARKET IN NINETEENTH CENTURY INDUSTRIAL 

BRITAIN” 



Some Issues Raised by the Paper 

• Labor market institutions intermediate between 
coercion and free markets. 

• Potential benefits to worker of institutions that limit 
their choices. 

• Effects of such institutions more broadly. 

• If the institutions benefited workers and employers, 
why were they eliminated? 



Master and Servant Law 

• Until 1875, British workers could be criminally 
prosecuted for breaching their employment 
contracts. 

• Prosecutions were common. 



 

 

From:  Naidu and Yuchtman, “Coercive Contract Enforcement” 

“Panel A … shows the total number of Master and Servant prosecutions per year,  
with the number of vagrancy and begging prosecutions also plotted.” 



Theory – Super-Simple Version 

• Assumptions: 
• Risk neutral employer and risk averse worker. 
• Uncertainty about the outside wage. 
• The efficient allocation is for the worker to always 

work for the firm. 

• If the worker can commit, the equilibrium is for the 
employer to bear all risk:  the worker’s wage does not 
depend on the outside wage. 

• Eliminating the worker’s ability to commit destroys the 
full-insurance equilibrium:  in every state, the worker’s 
wage cannot be less than the outside wage. 



The Theory When Prosecution Is Costly and 
Sometimes Unsuccessful 

• When the outside wage ≤ the contracted wage:  the 
worker does not breach the contract. 

• When the outside wage is slightly above the contracted 
wage:  the worker breaches the contract, and the 
employer does not prosecute. 

• When the outside wage is moderately above the 
contracted wage:  the worker does not breach. 

• When the outside wage >> the contracted wage:  the 
worker breaches, and the employer prosecutes. 

• Robustness? 



Predictions 

• More prosecutions when the labor market is 
stronger. 

• Wages respond more to labor demand shocks after 
repeal. 

• Repeal raises average wages. 



Key Prediction:  More Prosecutions When the 
Labor Market Is Stronger 

• Panel data by county or district, mainly 1858–1875. 

• Focus on labor demand shocks by industry and the 
regional variation in industrial composition. 

• Labor demand shocks:  Coal price, iron price, ratio of 
the price of cotton textiles to the price of raw cotton. 



 

 

From:  Naidu and Yuchtman, “Coercive Contract Enforcement” 



Baseline Specification 



 

 

From:  Naidu and Yuchtman, “Coercive Contract Enforcement” 



 

 

From:  Naidu and Yuchtman, “Coercive Contract Enforcement” 



 

 

From:  Naidu and Yuchtman, “Coercive Contract Enforcement” 



Concerns? 

• Drivers of all prosecutions vs. Master and Servant 
prosecutions. 

• Union activity. 

• Sensitivity to the last few years of the sample. 

• Other? 



A Little on the Other Predictions 

• Wages respond more to labor demand shocks after 
repeal. 

• Repeal raises average wages. 



Why Repeal? 

• The law could also be used to prosecute union 
activity. 

• Naidu and Yuchtman argue that it was therefore the 
rise of trade unions that led to repeal. 

• Could union activity have been permitted while 
keeping the beneficial aspects of the law? 



Final Comments 
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