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Introductory note: This paper is intended as the initial draft of the second chapter of a book, Global Neighborhoods: The Place of Immigrants and Minorities in a World City. Several other chapters are based on joint research with colleagues at the University at Albany: Richard Alba, Nancy Denton, Chris Smith, Todd Swanstrom, and Min Zhou. Graduate assistants Michael Dill and Brian Stults contributed greatly toward the analyses reported in this chapter. Comments are welcome, and can be sent to me at J.LOGAN@ALBANY.EDU.  





New York became the second largest city in the world (after London) by the turn of this century as a result of massive immigration from Europe. As recently as 1835, the city was mainly comprised of the descendants of earlier settlers. Only 10% of the city's residents (who then totaled 207,000) had been born abroad (Binder and Reimers 1995). In this chapter I analyze the global city that resulted from successive waves of new arrivals, peaking around 1910 but then sharply curtailed by anti�immigrant legislation after 1920. I examine in detail the legacy of what observers then called the old (from Northern and Western Europe) and the new (from Southern and Eastern Europe) immigration. I think of 1920 as a turning point because by then the bulk of Russian, Italian, and other European immigrants had reached New York and their initial places in the city were well established. They would be joined by smaller streams of Europeans in later years, but the main story of these peoples would be drawn from the experience of those already here in 1920 and their descendants. 





By then this was a city of over 5.6 million, of whom nearly 2 million (35%) were immigrants and another 2.3 million (41%) were the second�generation, the children of immigrants. How was such overwhelming growth absorbed? How were so many newcomers incorporated at this time? The answers, of course, have more than historical significance. The story of immigrant incorporation in the early 20th century has become a theoretical template against which we now assess the progress of more contemporary newcomers. Our interpretation of this history, precisely because of its timing at the formative point of urban and industrial America, identifies for us what we consider to be the deeply rooted and essential character of the nation �� the nation of immigrants, the nation of starting at the bottom and getting ahead, the nation that finds unity of purpose even as we also recognize (and sometimes glorify) our various group heritages. 





�
But 1920 was not so clearly a time of unity. Rather it was, coming at the end of eight decades of rapid change, the time when we might expect the city to have been most divided. New York, like most Northern cities, was almost entirely white (less than 3% of the residents were black or Asian), but it did not consider itself to be racially homogeneous. The "new" immigrants of the time from Southern and Eastern Europe, of whom the largest numbers were Italian and Jewish, were perceived to be different races. Anti�immigrant agitators fumed about the "degradation of the white race" caused by the influx of these groups, and such views evidently were legitimated by the national decision to put an end to it in 1922. Highly placed intellectuals attributed highly prejudicial characteristics to the new groups, as in Woodrow Wilson's complaint that "The immigrant newcomers of recent years are men of the lowest class from the South of Italy, and men of the meaner sort out of Hungary and Poland, men out of the ranks where there was neither skill nor energy, nor any initiative of quick intelligence" (quoted by Kessner 1977, pp. 25�26; Lieberson 1980, pp. 25�26 quotes comparable statements from sociologist E.A. Ross). More liberal scholars worried about the prospects for what they termed "racial" integration. Walter Laidlaw (1922, p. xxii), a sociologist and demographer whose work is the source of the best historical data on New York in this period, discussed the dilemmas of city planning with respect to residential segregation in these terms: 





"How can city planning cope with congestion due to the consciousness of kind of segregated foreign�born populations? If it deliberately attempts to deal with it in terms of racial groups, it is not silent consent but consent in the open to the continuance of segregation. Is that desirable? Shall New York be satisfied to distribute segregated foreign�born over a wider area, letting the daylight through but still continuing segregation? Are segregated racial groups more easily Americanized from the standpoint of success as well as of convenience by such a policy? Is any other policy possible?" 





These divisions that were so visible in 1920 are the basis for what we now call "white ethnic groups." I save for the next chapter the thorny question of what later happened to white ethnicity in New York when, after mid�century, European immigrants had been joined in large numbers not only by black and Puerto Rican migrants,but also by the most recent wave of immigration from the Caribbean, Latin America, and East Asia. The point on which scholars agree is that the early 1900s must have been a high point for the segmentation of the population according to their origins. The social networks through which people came to America were so tightly organized that Italians on a single street in Manhattan's Little Italy (Elizabeth Street, as documented by Gabaccia 1984) were still sorted out into parts of the street by the specific region of Sicily that they came from. Barton (1975, p. 54) makes a similar observation for immigrants from Sicily and Abruzzi in Cleveland: in this period "half of the Italian arrivals moved from [one of] ten villages in southern Italy to major village concentrations in Cleveland." Hence for people from different villages and regions even to "become Italian" under the common conditions in which they found themselves in New York would represent a substantial accommodation to their new environment. If some Italians were already "becoming American" in the sense of moving into jobs or neighborhoods more characteristic of third� or fourth�generation residents, we should expect such cases to be rare. 





�
The plan of this chapter is to examine closely the occupational patterns of white ethnic groups in New York City as revealed in census data from 1920 and to follow changes in these patterns through 1960. These data extend the research on Italians and Jews in this city by historian Thomas Kessner (1977) and sociologist Suzanne Model (1985). Kessner and Model each worked from the original census manuscripts to glean information about individuals and households. A large sample of records from the 1920 census have now been made available through the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) project at the University of Minnesota directed by Steven Ruggles. The sample will be 1�in�100 when completed; I use the current 1�in�204 sample that includes 10829 persons aged 18�65 with codeable occupations. Therefore it is feasible to study more groups than before, and �� of most interest �� to compare Italians and Jews (the newest immigrants) to Germans, Italians, and English (immigrants who arrived in greater numbers in the mid�19th century) and with third� and later�generation whites (those whose parents were born in the United States, whom I shall refer to as "native whites" or simple "natives"). 





This analysis serves as a baseline for studying subsequent change in these patterns in the next chapter. It also makes possible some comparisons among and within groups that reveal processes of incorporation and exclusion that affected the city's residents. Expanding the range of comparisons in previous studies of New York, I ask how the Jews and Italians compare both to one another and to the "old immigration" groups of English, Germans, and Irish�� and how the latter fared in comparison to native whites. Further, within each group, what is the difference between the second generation (born in the U.S.) and immigrants, or between recent and more established immigrants? 





The ethnic segmentation of the urban economy, 1920 





New York was a trading center in 1920 (due especially to its port facilities), a retail center (servicing its large population), and a financial and corporate headquarters center. Because of its size, it was a major locus of manufacturing production for the nation, although the proportion of the labor force in manufacturing was actually much lower in New York than in other major cities. Most relevant to the following analysis, New York specialized in light manufacturing and especially the garment industry. In1909 women's and men's clothing manufacture together employed 162,000 persons, printing employed 66,000, and the next largest was tobacco with only 23,000 (Model 1985). This is why so many historical accounts emphasize the ethnic composition of New York's "needle trades," which continue today to be a key employer of immigrants. 





�
New York is among the 66 North cities included in an important study of socioeconomic inequalities in 1900 conducted by Lieberson (1980). Lieberson's principal purpose was to compare white immigrants to blacks, a question that I turn to in a later chapter. Relevant here are his findings on the differences among white ethnic groups. He shows first of all that native whites had considerable occupational advantages over white immigrants. For example, white natives were over�represented on average by a factor of three in professional occupations. There were further gaps between earlier immigrant groups �� Germans and Irish �� and later immigrant groups. Germans and Irish were more likely to be professionals, bankers, or clerks; Russians and Italians were more likely to work in personal and domestic services. Lieberson found the older and newer immigrant groups were about equally represented in manufacturing. But Russians were concentrated in the garment trades (most pertinent to New York), Italians as masons and cotton mill workers, Irish as plasterers and plumbers, and Germans as bakers, butchers, and cabinetmakers. These occupational niches suggest that urban economies were highly differentiated by ethnicity. The hierarchy identified by Lieberson is entirely consistent with his concept of an ethnic queue: natives at the top, followed by Germans and Irish, and with Russians and Italians at the bottom. Even the recently arrived Northwest Europeans, he argues, had advantages over people coming from the same time from Southern and Eastern Europe: they found coethnic and family support networks in place, a "more favorable attitude" on the part of established residents, and job opportunities from native whites of the same ethnic origin (1980, pp. 26�27). 





Thernstrom's (1973) study of Boston reaches a similar conclusion with respect to intergenerational mobility, comparing first generation immigrants, second generation, and native whites. The foreign�born in 1850�1859 (when they were predominantly Irish) and in 1880�1889 (when they were predominantly Southern and East European) were much less likely than natives to gain access to white collar occupations. The foreign�born were less likely to rise from blue�collar to white�collar occupations, and they were twice as likely to fall. The second�generation children of immigrants achieved an intermediate position by 1890, and they demonstrated greater likelihood of upward mobility than did the foreign�born. 





Zunz (1982) presents still more support for this pattern in his study of Detroit in 1900. The highest ranked group was native whites, of whom 55% of heads of households had white collar occupations, followed by second�generation British (50%) and British immigrants (32%). The Irish and Germans were next, more highly represented in skilled jobs (42%) than unskilled jobs (27%). Among more recent immigrant groups, Russians were more likely unskilled (40%) than skilled (32%), and Poles were highly concentrated among the unskilled (62%). 





One source for doubt in interpreting these patterns as evidence of a simple queue based on a group's time of arrival is that substantial differences have been found between Jews and Italians, who arrived in large numbers in most cities after 1890. Model (1985) emphasizes Italians' concentration in relatively low�status personal service trades �� they comprised half the barbers in New York City in 1900, for example. Jews, on the other hand, were disproportionately found in light manufacturing, especially the garment industry. And an unusually high proportion of them were proprietors, foremen, and in other relatively high�status occupations by 1908 (Model 1985, p. 130). Such distinctions were clear as early as 1880, when Kessler (1977) found scarcely any unskilled workers among Jewish household heads. but a large proportion among Italians. Kessler describes an upward trajectory for both groups between 1880 and 1905, but for Italians a welcome decline in unskilled laborers was counterbalanced by their diminishing presence among lower white collar workers. For Jews, the proportion in skilled labor declined in favor of both lower and upper white collar jobs. In Boston, too, a much higher proportion of Jewish male household heads (45%) than Italians (22%) were in business, and a much lower proportion were in unskilled and domestic service jobs (3% compared to 39% �� Thernstrom 1973, p. 137). 





�
Such findings show that time of arrival is only one factor in determining the hierarchy of ethnic groups, and the model of the ethnic queue also therefore takes into account group origins and mobility strategies as determinants of the pace of assimilation into the mainstream society (see especially Glazer and Moynihan 1963, Lieberson 1963, and Thernstrom 1973). Jews from Eastern Europe were mainly from urban settings, while Italians were predominantly rural. Jews came to New York to stay, having escaped from a threatening homeland, while many Italians planned to return soon to their home villages (and the majority did leave after a few years). Jews moved quickly toward full participation in the public schools, while Italians lagged considerably (on this point, see especially Jacobs and Greene 1994). Model (1985, pp. 60�63) traces these differences specifically to the higher socioeconomic origins of Jewish immigrants and immediate advantages on arrival in New York. Jews had developed partially self�sufficient urban enclave economies in Europe, she argues, and they were prepared to move into a wide range of occupations in New York: 





1. Data on Jews in Russia in 1897 show that a majority were employed in industry, and of these about half were in clothing manufacture. Another source for the same period estimates that as many as 31% were engaged in trade. 





2. The U.S. Immigration Commission Reports of 1911 provided information on the previous work experience of immigrants arriving in the period 1899�1910. Among Russian Jews, only 2% had worked in agriculture, while 37% reported experience in clothing or shoe production, 9% in construction, 5% in trade, and 23% as domestic servants or unskilled labor. 





3. According to the 1909 Report of the Commission of Immigration of the State of New York, in the previous year only 38% of Jewish immigrants paid their own passage to America, compared to 62% of Southern Italians. While this might be taken to mean that Jews were poorer than Italians in their homelands, Model emphasizes a different implication: that Jews were more likely than Italians to have strong ties to people already in New York. 





Hence the contrast between Jews and Italians is generally understood as supporting this refinement of the queuing model: new groups tend to enter at the bottom, but the rate at which they move upward depends on how well their backgrounds and motives fit with the requirements of the established order. Most important, it does not challenge the overall ranking of native whites, old immigrants, and new immigrants. The following analysis, because it examines all of these groups at the same time and in the same way, provides a more rigorous test of that model, and I reach a different conclusion. 





Measuring Labor Force Position and Ethnicity in 1920 





I have made several important choices in how to use the available census data to describe the socioeconomic positions of white ethnic groups in New York in 1920. The first is how to measure socioeconomic status. The 1920 census did not gather information on income, the most conventional indicator, and the only measure of education is literacy (in English or another language). Therefore, like the other historical studies cited above, I focus on people's position in the labor force. The census offers three kinds of information: 





1. Occupation. 





�
The census classified people into 443 distinct occupational categories. I have recoded these into 43 broader occupations (including a large "unknown" category). In the process, I kept separate those occupations that had the largest numbers, and where possible I also retained occupations with a distinctive ethnic composition. (For example, I kept "butchers" separate from "grocers" or "other retail dealers" in part because there is a substantial number of butchers and in part because more than a third of butchers were of German birth or heritage.) In studies of individual mobility it is more common to rank occupations into four or five categories (such as Kessner's categories of high white collar, low white collar, skilled blue collar, semiskilled blue collar, and unskilled blue collar). Mobility researchers often simplify in this way to reduce to a manageable level the number of discrete combinations of where people start and where they end up (a 5 X 5 table yields only 25 possibilities, whereas a 45 X 45 table would result in 2025 combinations to study). Lieberson's (1963) examination of occupational dissimilarity among white ethnic groups in 1950 was limited by his data source to eight non�farm categories. For my purpose, though, there is no obstacle to having many categories, and doing so preserves much of the ethnic differentiation in occupations that is found in the original (that is, unrecoded) table. This fine level of detail is also feasible because of the large sample size (over 10,000 persons in the labor force in the IPUMS sample for New York City) compared to other historical studies. 





2. Industry and class of worker 





I use a second pair of indicators together: the industry in which a person works and whether the person is an owner (or self�employed) or an employee. The concepts of occupation and industry overlap somewhat, especially as measured in the 1920 census where many occupational titles (e.g., "semiskilled worker in men's clothing manufacture") include information on the industrial sector. Occupation and class of worker also overlap (the occupation of "retail proprietor" includes only owners and self�employed people). These variables are not the same, however. The notion of "industry sector" as applied to ethnic differentiation responds to the observation that in some cases it is not just a particular occupation that draws members of a given ethnic group but a whole industry. And within that industry, a person might begin as an unskilled worker, move up to a skilled job, and perhaps even open a new business. "Ownership" is a particularly relevant status because it is evidently a different situation for an ethnic group to be disproportionately represented as owners in an industry or only as workers. Owners may earn more, and they may recruit a labor force of their own ethnic background, multiplying the group's employment possibilities. I will return to these substantive questions below in the course of presenting the findings. 





Class of worker was coded in 1920 as employer (3.3% of cases in this sample), self�employed (10.8%), and employee (85.9%). Although it would be interesting to maintain the distinction between employer and self�employed (because only the former recruit other workers to their businesses), it proved impractical to do so within categories of industry��there are simply too few employers to yield reliable results at this level of detail. It is useful to bear in mind in this analysis that the majority of what I term "owners" are actually self�employed, by about a 3 to 1 ratio. It is also relevant that this ratio is about the same for members of every white ethnic group, with the exception of Italians. Italians in 1920 have a relatively high percentage of self�employed persons (15.3%), but a lower than average percentage of employers (2.5%). 





A total of 158 industries were identified in the 1920 census, and I have recoded these into 38 broader categories (including an "unknown or not yet coded" category that in this case encompasses about 20% of the sample). Four categories (public administration, railroads, telecommunications, and utilities) include almost no owners. 





3. Occupational standing 


�
The IPUMS data file also includes a much simpler and widely used measure of the socioeconomic standing of occupations (termed the SEI). The SEI is based on the average education and earnings of persons in each occupation as measured in 1950. Although the relative standing of occupations does change over time, the overall distribution is thought to be stable. The SEI is convenient as a shorthand way of evaluating how low or high an ethnic group ranks in occupational achievement. Its value ranges from 4 to 96 in this sample (to illustrate: for the recoded occupational categories used here, the average value for a semiskilled men's garment worker is about 19, for a printer it is 44, and for a teacher it is 68). 





These choices of measures of labor force position, particularly the level of detail for occupation and industry, are consequential. I believe that using much broader categories would obscure much of the ethnic differentiation that really did exist in 1920. Another choice is to include both men and women in the analysis. Some studies have included only men, others only heads of households or male heads of households. This has been done either for practical reasons (to reduce the sample size to a manageable number), for methodological ones (the difficulty of finding cases in the census manuscripts or city directories), or on substantive grounds (men may have been the main breadwinners in some times and places, or the socioeconomic position of households may have been most influenced by the occupation of the household head). I include all persons in the most likely working age range of 18 to 65 for whom occupational status (SEI) is reported. Of these, more than a quarter (27.2%) are women. Certainly the exclusion of such a large portion of the labor force would be undesirable. 





I note two main tendencies with respect to gender. First, the overall ratio of men to women (3 to 1) holds approximately for members of most ethnic groups, with two main exceptions. Among the Irish, women comprise a higher share of workers (36%); among Italians, they comprise only 19%. Second, the occupational distributions of men and women differ along familiar lines. Among the larger occupational categories, women comprise less than a tenth (in most cases, less than one percent) of bakers, masons, carpenters, printers, electricians, manufacturing foremen and officials, manufacturing laborers, machinists and mechanics, painters and plasterers, plumbers, semiskilled metalworkers, shoemakers, tailors, longshoremen, chauffeurs and drivers, teamsters, butchers, retail dealers, wholesalers, and public workers. In these occupations, comparisons among ethnic groups are unaffected by my inclusion of women in the sample. But another set of occupations are largely female, and in some of these it is women who establish an ethnic niche (for example, the high proportion of domestic servants in New York who were first�generation Irish immigrant women). Ignoring the occupations of women would fail to identify important positions in the economy that ethnic communities relied on for sustenance. Women are two�thirds or more of all dressmakers, milliners, semiskilled women's garment workers, teachers, domestic servants, and stenographer/typists. 





�
Yet another decision is how to define white ethnic groups. The 1920 census provides two relevant kinds of information. The first is place of birth, and I rely mainly on this indicator of ancestry. "Native whites" are persons born in the United States and whose parents were also both born in the United States. "Second�generation ethnics" are whites born in the United States, at least one of whose parents was born abroad. They are further categorized by parents' country of birth. "First�generation ethnics" are white immigrants, again classified by country of birth. The European ethnicities separately reported here, in order of their numbers in the labor force, are Irish, Russians, Germans, Italians, Austrians, English, Polish, Hungarians, and Swedes. These groups can be thought of as representing the "old" and "new" immigrations of the 19th century. This standard classification is mostly well reflected in the proportion of their members who are second�generation. Those with a majority born in the U.S. are Irish, Germans, and English. All of the other groups include at least two�thirds foreign�born. I will classify Swedes as among the new immigrants for this reason, recognizing that most authors have considered them an old immigrant group. 





These definitions of "generations of immigrants" can be applied consistently over time, as long as people's country of birth and their parents' country of birth are known. But the actual meaning of each category changes over the decades. "Native whites" (of native parentage) in 1900 or 1920 were predominantly comprised of the third and fourth generation descendants of Anglo�Saxon immigrants. If native whites differed at that time in some way from other groups, we might attribute the difference to their standing as third or later generation Americans. But the difference could equally be attributed to their English, Scottish, German, or Irish backgrounds, or to the specific circumstances under which their ancestors entered North America. This ambiguity is consequential for a study like this one, in which group differences are tracked past mid�century (in this chapter) and into the 1990s (in the next chapter). By 1960 or 1970, a substantial share of native whites were descendants of Russian, Italian, and other new immigrant groups. Their standing relative to other groups by then, therefore, would also be affected both by their generational status and their ancestry. In principle, the generational effect (hypothesized to be an advantage) could be unchanged from that experienced by native whites at the beginning of the century. But the effect of composition of ancestries would almost certainly be different. 





The passage of time also makes a "new immigrant" in mid�century different from a "new immigrant" in 1900. Both are equally "first�generation." But national immigration policy resulted in a much more selective immigration after the 1920s, and historical events such as dislocations of people by World War II or the Cold War greatly affected the composition of the immigrant stream, even controlling for country of origin. There may also be "period effects," such as a different opportunity structure in the urban economy. Because researchers usually have no information on pre�immigration characteristics of these people, what we do measure �� generational status �� encompasses all of these factors in a single indicator. My general point is that hypotheses about the effects of nativity �� and interpretations of the meaning of differences between generations of immigrants �� must take into account such historical specificity. 





�
An additional indicator of ethnicity is "mother tongue" (available for foreign�born persons) or "father's mother tongue" and "mother's mother tongue" (available for U.S. born persons whose parents were born abroad). National origin is a more precise indicator of ethnicity than language for most groups (it distinguishes, for example, between many Irish and English, or between many Germans and German�speaking Austrians). For some other groups (such as Italians) there is virtually no difference between the two indicators. The one instance in which language has a special utility is to identify Eastern European Jews. The common practice among researchers is to treat Russian national origin and Eastern European Jewish as interchangeable. In some cases (Glazer and Moynihan 1963, Model 1985, Waldinger 1996), the authors refer consistently to characteristics of "Jews" when the underlying statistics are actually for "Russians." In other cases (Lieberson 1963) the author uses the category "Russian" in tables, but generally interprets results in terms of the experience of Jews. An alternative approach was taken by a team of researchers working with the 1910 census, which included information on Yiddish and Hebrew mother tongues, clearly indicators of Jewish ethnic background (Watkins 1994). This team combined all Yiddish speakers into two categories, Central European Jews (Yiddish speakers from Germany, Austria, Austria�Poland, Hungary, and Romania), and Eastern European Jews (Yiddish speakers from Russia, Poland, and Russia�Poland). They recognize that this procedure omits a modest number of German and Hungarian Jews who did not claim Yiddish as a mother tongue. But they argue that most Jews were from Russia, and that most Jews in Russia spoke Yiddish as their maternal language (Watkins 1994, p.25; for a discussion of this issue based on more recent data, see Lieberson and Waters 1985, pp. 10�11, 25�27). 





Although I rely on national origins throughout this chapter (noting that the majority of Russians, Austrians, Hungarians, and Poles in 1920 are Jewish), I will also report the results of comparisons within these nationality groups for Yiddish (or Hebrew) vs. non�Yiddish speakers. This choice provides a more concrete basis for evaluating the use of national origin and language as means of identifying Jewish ethnicity in this period. 





Occupational segmentation in 1920 





The full tabulation of occupations by categories of white ancestry is provided in Table 2.1. The totals for each occupation include whites of other national origins, as well as blacks, Latinos, and Asians who are discussed in Chapter 4. These are sample figures; readers interested in thinking in terms of actual numbers of workers can multiply them by 200 to arrive at an estimate. For example, the sample figure of 111 means that about 22,000 Russians were semiskilled men's garment workers. With smaller numbers, in the range of 5 or 10, estimates based on this sample are less reliable. 





Table 2.1 about here 





This table reveals what were the most common occupations of every group, important in the sense of showing what was a "typical" job for group members. It also shows the particular "niches" of every group. Following Model (1985) and Waldinger (1996), I will consider a group to be "over�reprepresented" in an occupation if its number of workers in that occupation is more than 50% larger than would be expected from the group's share of the total workforce. Such niches are marked with a double asterisk in the Table. I make an exception for native whites because they constitute such a large percentage of the total (20.0%); I note an over�representation for occupations where native whites are more than 25%. Where the number of cases in an occupation is less than 3 for any group, I disregard it because of the high probability that it only represents sampling error. 





�
Native whites (with U.S. born parents) provide a convenient point of reference. As pointed out above, they are not necessarily devoid of ethnicity; in fact they represent a variety of national origins reflecting the composition of immigration up to the mid�1800s. Large proportions of them at this time must have been third or fourth�generation English, Scottish, German, or Irish, though unfortunately we have no knowledge of the backgrounds of specific persons in this category. Though the ethnic ties of these people are sometimes brought into the discussion, it is mostly the generations of experience in the United States that lead researchers to expect native whites to have the most advantageous occupational profile. And indeed this expectation is borne out. Native whites are poorly represented in unskilled and semiskilled jobs; in the manufacturing sector they are notable instead in such skilled occupations as printers, electricians, and plumbers. In the transportation sector they are over�represented as chauffeurs and teamsters. But much larger numbers are in white collar jobs. The largest of these categories are accountants and bookkeepers (35% native), clerks (36% native), "other" professionals (including lawyers, doctors, etc., 37% native), and stenographers and typists (29% native). Natives are also highly over�represented as teachers (40% native), and somewhat over�represented as public employees other than teachers (26% native). 





Though they are usually classed together as part of the "old immigration," the English, German, and Irish foreign stock workers of 1920 do not much resemble one another. Of these three the English have the strongest profile. They are over�represented in several trades, mainly skilled trades, though not in large numbers in any of these��metalworkers, milliners, masons, painters/plasterers, and plumbers. Other occupations with disproportionate numbers of English are manufacturing foremen and owners, store clerks, teachers, and other professionals, and the English are well represented among other white collar occupations. German areas of specialization are more blue collar, including some skilled trades, but also with very high concentrations as store clerks and butchers. The Irish appear in one skilled trade (masons) and one mainly white collar category (teachers, most of whom are second�generation Irish women). But they are highly concentrated as domestic servants (again, mainly women, but this time of the first generation). The occupation of "other transport worker" is another mainly blue collar field. Public employment��a well known Irish domain in New York, where the Table shows that Irish held a third of all positions��is harder to evaluate for 1920. The Irish comprised half or more of policemen and firemen, but also more than a third of guards and laborers. (By contrast, native whites in this sector were more likely to be detectives, inspectors, and government officials. Note that the occupational categories used by the census do not separately identify many other kinds of government employees, such as clerical workers.) 





Among new immigrant groups, Italians are remarkably concentrated in lower status occupations. In conformity with the stereotypical image of Italians, they comprise over half the barbers in 1920 New York. As blue collar workers, they stand out among manufacturing laborers (making up 29% of that category, three times their share of the labor force), shoemakers (38%), men's garment workers, tailors, bakers, masons, and teamsters. One more positive feature of their occupational distribution is a moderate over�representation as retail dealers (15%, compared to their 10% of the labor force), which probably reflects storekeepers catering to the large Italian community. 





�
The largely blue�collar character of the Italian labor force reinforces what we know from previous studies. So also does the much better position of the other main new immigrant group, the Russians. The Table shows that Russians do have a blue�collar segment very strongly concentrated in men's and women's garment production (45% and 35% of the workforce in those semiskilled occupations, respectively). Also related to garment production are Russian tailors (38%). But although some researchers have argued that these Russians worked mainly for German Jews at the turn of the century (see Glazer and Moynihan 1963), the Russians actually have the largest concentration of any group as manufacturing foremen and owners (25%). Also substantially raising their occupational profile are large numbers of Russians working as salespersons in stores and as retail dealers. The common stereotype is that the latter include a large share of street merchants, often referred to as "hucksters and peddlers." Indeed, Lieberson (1980, p. 313) estimates for Northern cities in 1900 that Russians "rank incredibly high, 43% of the hucksters and peddlers when they are 5% of the population." They were in fact 43% of New York's hucksters and peddlers in 1920, but less than a tenth of all Russian retail dealers were classed this way by the census. Much more common were dealers with fixed store locations and larger inventories, who probably hired other Russians as salespeople. 





There are some similarities between the occupational distribution of Russians and other Eastern Europeans, especially Austrians (Table 2.1 shows, for example, their similar placement in the needle trades, as foremen and owners, and as retail dealers and wholesalers). We may wonder, then, whether this similarity stems from common features in the larger community of East European Jews. Here is where information on Yiddish and Hebrew language is most helpful. 





Table 2.2 shows the occupational distribution for Yiddish�speakers and non�Yiddish speakers among Russians, Austrians, and Poles (there are too few of the next largest group with a significant Jewish component, Hungarians, to examine them in this way). Yiddish speakers comprise more than two�thirds of Russian workers, slightly more than half of Austrians, and about 40% of Poles. What combinations of language and national origins are more or less similar from one another? Let us begin with a comparison among Russians. 





Table 2.2 about here 





The profile of Yiddish�speaking Russians matches that of Russians overall: niches in men's and women's garments, miscellaneous manufacturing, tailoring, manufacturing foremen and owners, salespersons, butchers, other retail dealers, and wholesalers. Non�Yiddish speakers replicate this pattern almost exactly��the exceptions are that they are not so highly over�represented in miscellaneous manufacturing and they are more likely to be found as milliners. Among Russians, then, Yiddish makes only a small difference. So, to the extent that the distinctive occupational pattern of a subgroup is a marker of ethnicity, these two categories are likely to be of the same ethnicity. One might as well say "Russian Jew" as "Russian" for this place and time. 





�
Can we identify a broader Jewish pattern? To some degree, we can. Yiddish speakers from Austria and Poland are like Russians in some ways: they have concentrations in men's and women's garments, semiskilled miscellaneous manufacturing, tailoring, wholesaling. Other Austrians and Other Poles have in common their concentrations as bakers and domestic servants, which are atypical for Russians or Yiddish speakers. Such differences are summarized in a measure of the occupational segregation between each pair of groups (the well known index of dissimilarity), presented in Table 2.3. This index measures how differently two groups are distributed across a set of occupational categories. It ranges between 0 and 100, and its value has a simple interpretation. A value of 30, to illustrate, means that 30% of one group's members would have to shift into other categories in order to have the same distribution as the other group. 





Table 2.3 about here 





Segregation between Russian Yiddish speakers and other Russians is only 15, the smallest value in the Table. If we look at all other pairs including the two Russian categories, Austrian Yiddish, and Polish Yiddish, we find that index values are in the range of 18 to 29. All pairs linking one of these groups to Austrians, Poles, and Others have higher values, in the range of 29 to 42. For example, the dissimilarity of Austrian Yiddish with other Austrian is 33; of Polish Yiddish with other Polish it is 44. 





This digression into the details of Yiddish mother tongue is important because Eastern European Jews were so substantial a portion of New York's immigrants at the turn of the century. As noted above, researchers have adopted various approaches to studying these people, from using Russian as a proxy for Jewish, to treating only Yiddish speakers as Jewish, regardless of country of origin. These results suggest that the best approximation to a "Jewish" ethnicity would combine all Russians with Yiddish�speaking persons from other Eastern European origins. Using only mother tongue to identify Jews would wrongly leave out other Russians, who are more like Russian Yiddish speakers than are Austrian and Polish Yiddish speakers and who outnumber these latter two categories combined. Using only national origin, as I will do because it is consistent with the available data for residential patterns in 1920 and for all data from later years, results in a Russian category that accurately represents the situation of Russian Jews. But it should be stressed that Austrian and Polish national origin categories are heterogeneous with respect to religion, and Jews within these nationalities have a somewhat different occupational distribution than non�Jews. 





The Index of Dissimilarity has other useful applications in summarizing the overall level of similarity in occupational distribution between groups. For one, it allows us to determine which groups have a profile more similar to native whites. Ranked in order of decreasing similarity, these are English (17), Germans (22), Irish (26), and then at much greater distance Austrian (39), Hungarian and Swedish (41), Polish (42), Russian (43), and Italian (46). 





It is also revealing to compare first and second�generation group members. In terms of the same standard of "similarity to native whites," in every case the U.S.�born members of a group are more like native whites than are the foreign�born. For example, to take the most extreme case, the dissimilarity between native whites and immigrant Irish is 49, while it is only 17 with U.S.�born Irish. Thus there appears to be a process of generational change that results in increasing similarity with native whites. 





�
Generational differences are also apparent in the dissimilarity scores between first and second�generation members of the same origins. Among old immigrant groups, these scores range from 30 for the English to 37 for the Irish. They are larger for all of the new immigrants groups, ranging from 41 for Italians to 59 for Hungarians. Thus whatever the overall differences in occupational composition across groups, clearly we should be aware of important differences between immigrants and the children of immigrants. 





The socioeconomic standing of occupations in 1920 





"Similarity to native whites" does not in every case imply "better occupations" �� as already shown, Russians have a "better" occupational profile than most ethnic groups, although it is certainly very distinctive from that of native whites (this is even true for second�generation Russians, with a dissimilarity index value of 37 versus native whites). In order to establish more clearly the dimension of better and worse occupations, I turn to another indicator of position in the labor force, the Duncan Socioeconomic Index (SEI) of occupations. As noted above, the SEI is a simple summary measure of the hierarchy of occupations. It is based on the notion that the perceived status of an occupation depends largely on the average income and educational levels of people in that occupation. Such information is not provided by the 1920 census, so the SEI values used here are based on the characteristics of occupations in 1950 (and validated by a 1947 survey of the "general standing" of a sample of occupations). 





Table 2.4 provides the average values of occupational standing in 1920 for the various white ethnic groups. It further distinguishes among group members by their nativity or year of immigration: the U.S.�born, the most established immigrants (arrived before 1900), more recent immigrants (arrived 1900�1909), and most recent immigrants (arrived 1910 or later). 





Table 2.4 about here 





The Table demonstrates the substantial advantage of persons born in the United States, as well as sizeable disparities by year of immigration. Of course these data do not demonstrate upward mobility of individual persons over time, but they are very suggestive of a process of assimilation involving both intergenerational mobility (for children of immigrants) and career mobility (among immigrants after arrival). The advantage of the native�born over recent immigrants is especially marked (around 20 points on the SEI) for several new immigrant groups��Russians, Austrians, Hungarians, Poles, and Swedes��indicating strong class differentiation within them. 





The Table also shows a hierarchy among groups that is only slightly different from the one found in the previous section. Based on the "total" column, native whites are at the top of the hierarchy (46), followed by English, Germans, Russians, and Austrians (37�41), with Italians at the bottom (25). But at the same time, the second generation Russians, Austrians, and Hungarians have average SEI values equal to or above the average for native whites �� and considerably above that of English or German second generation persons. The average for the foreign�born Russians who arrived before 1900 is remarkably high, and it is only among the most recent immigrants that Russians lag behind comparable English or Germans. 





�
Thus the Table reveals two phenomena. The first appears to be a process of individual mobility that favors groups with smaller proportions of recent immigrants. On the whole, then, the phenomenon of second generation persons' greater similarity to the native white distribution, shown in the previous section, does reflect generational upgrading. The second is a hierarchy in which Russians, Austrians and Hungarians surpass the ranking assigned to them in the traditional model of the ethnic queue. 





These results can be further distilled through a multivariate analysis in which additional personal characteristics are controlled. The regression models in Table 2.5 include age (and a squared term to tap potential nonlinear effects), English language ability (a dichotomy of being able to speak English or not), literacy (also a dichotomy), gender, and class of worker (owner or self�employed versus employee). Nativity and immigration status are represented in a set of dummy variables: native whites are the omitted category, and other categories are the years of immigration used in the previous table and a "missing value" category. Ethnicity is also represented by a series of dummy variables, where again native whites are the omitted category. Dummy variables for blacks, Latinos, and Asians are included in the equation but not reported here (see Chapter 3 below). 





Table 2.5 about here 





The first equation shows the main results of this analysis. Ownership in itself has a large payoff in occupational standing, as do literacy and (to a lesser degree) speaking English. Surprisingly neither age nor gender have independent effects. Holding these factors constant, there is a 15�point gap between the most recent immigrants and native whites. The hierarchy of nationality groups shows no significant difference between native whites, English, and Russians. Austrians, Germans, Poles, and Hungarians fall several points below these top groups. And the Irish, Swedes, and especially the Italians rank at the bottom of white ethnic groups. (As we will see in the next chapter, Asians and blacks had even lower occupational positions). 





This equation offers a succinct description of the relative positions of ethnic groups. Simple variations of the basic model offer tests of alternative ways of interpreting the results. I consider three variations here. 





First, I ask whether restricting the sample to persons living in New York City has affected the results. In the contemporary metropolis it is clear that higher status groups are found disproportionately in the suburbs, and it is likely that city dwellers would constitute a biased sample. Indeed in 1920 native whites, English, and Germans were more likely than others to live in the areas surrounding New York City. If such "suburbanites" are included in the analysis, does it alter (i.e., raise) the relative positions of these groups? The second column of Table 2.5 answers this question, reporting results for persons in non�agricultural occupations in the entire New York metropolitan region as defined in 1960 (thus including New York City as well as Nassau and Suffolk Counties on Long Island, Westchester County, and Rockland County). The equation is somewhat different. A significant effect of age (leveling off at higher ages) appears. Effects of ownership, language, literacy, and immigration status are about the same. Now, however, both English and Russians appear to have an advantage over native whites; Poles and Hungarians fall behind Germans (but Austrians are above them); and Swedes come out somewhat ahead of Irish and Italians. I consider these differences from the city equation to be of only marginal importance. 


�
A second question is whether there is some characteristic of the 1920 occupational structure that has unduly influenced the apparent standing of East Europeans. I refer specifically to the high SEI attributed in the Duncan index to three occupations in which East European Jews strongly overrepresented: as foremen or owners of manufacturing firms, as salespersons in retail stores, and as "other retail dealers." These occupations are all coded in the range of 50�60, well above the mean occupation. But it might be argued that the foremen and owners were really small�scale subcontractors, retail dealers in that period included many persons who survived on thin profit margins, and to be a salesperson in the ethnic economy may have required little education and offered few rewards. Such arguments are speculative, but they are plausible. Of course it is not possible to gauge today the "real" standing of these occupations as they were in 1920. My approach is to test how the results are affected by recoding all three to an average value (37), in a sense "neutralizing" the possible measurement error. Results are reported in the third column of Table 2.5. Not surprisingly, because I specifically reduced the scores of high�ranked occupations in which East Europeans predominated, the results somewhat reduce the net standing of Russians: in this model they fall two points below native whites and English. But they are still significantly higher than Germans, and other East European groups��Austrians, Hungarians, Poles��have coefficients approximately equal to Germans. Irish, Italians, and Swedes remain at the bottom of the hierarchy. I conclude that the relative standing of groups in the main equation results from a much broader range of occupations than the three "Jewish" occupations that I manipulated here. 





A third question is whether taking into account a more specific indicator of Jewish ethnicity��speaking Yiddish as a mother tongue��would yield more information than simple nationality for the East European groups. The fourth column of the Table therefore includes an alternative specification of ethnic variables. In this column, the coefficients for Russian, Austrian, and Polish are the effects for non�Yiddish speakers of those origins, and additional coefficients for Russian Yiddish, Austrian Yiddish, and Polish Yiddish have been included. (There are too few Hungarians to distinguish them by Yiddish language.) This final model (D) should be compared to the main model (A). These two are almost indistinguishable. Neither the "Russian" nor the "Russian Yiddish" coefficient is significantly different from native white or English. The "Austrian" and "Austrian Yiddish" coefficients rank both these groups slightly ahead of Germans. The one change is for Poles. As was found previously there is a large gap between "Polish Yiddish" (not significantly different from native white) and "Polish" (at �8.1, about the same as Irish or Swedish). Once again, the Polish category is shown to be heterogeneous, combining a higher status Jewish component with a lower status Catholic one. 





These results show great occupational differences among ethnic groups and consistent hierarchical rankings based on average occupational standing. The findings suggesting occupational assimilation of U.S.�born members of every group are compatible with the usual queuing model that anticipates advantages for native whites and older immigrant groups. The actual group rankings are not, because they favor some new immigrant groups and reveal a particularly weak position of Irish and Swedes. Let us evaluate this outcome: Is it surprising or contradictory in light of previous studies? Is it believable? 





�
The most comparable findings from previous research are found in the appendix tables for 1910 in Watkins (1994, pp. 376�377, 382�383). These tables report the occupational status of males, ages 10�64, for the whole United States. Omitting the substantial agricultural population, it is possible to derive figures for the proportion of various groups in broad occupational categories, such as "managerial/professional" and "technical/sales." These two categories together account for 37% of native whites (born in the U.S. of native parents). For simplicity, since both have above average SEI scores, I combine them for comparison to first and second�generation members of various foreign stock categories reported by Watkins: British, German, Irish, Scandinavian, Italian, Polish (non�Yiddish speaking), and Eastern European Jews (Yiddish speaking). Watkins' data show that in every case the second�generation group members have higher occupational status than first�generation immigrants. Among Scandinavians, for example, only 13% of those born abroad are in these upper occupational categories, but 37% of second�generation Scandinavians are in them��equal to native whites. For every group there is a difference of at least this order of magnitude. 





Further, there are large differences between groups, controlling for generation. Among the foreign�born, for example, nearly one in four British and Germans, only one in six Irish, and less than one in ten Italians or Poles are in these occupations. The figure for East European Jews is much higher: 38%. This level, though it is for a foreign�born category, is even with native whites, the main difference being that the Jews include somewhat fewer in managerial/professional occupations and somewhat more in technical/sales occupations. In the second generation, the Jewish occupational position is remarkably higher, although the percentages are based on a small sample of only 137 cases: 12% in managerial/professional and 61% in technical/sales occupations. Thus already in 1910 there is evidence that Jews have "jumped ahead" in the queue at the national level. 





We may also ask how these results compare to Lieberson's (1980) analysis of the 1900 census, already discussed above. Is there a contradiction between results from different census years? Lieberson provides complete occupational distributions for native whites, Germans, and Irish, based on regression equations for 66 Northern cities and predicting a group's percentage of an occupation for a hypothetical city where each group constitutes 12% of the population. In these tables, all Southern and Eastern European immigrant groups are combined into a single category, which more plausibly could equal 12% of a city population than could Russians, Poles, Austro�Hungarians, or Italians separately. Figures for each new immigrant group taken separately are provided only for trade/transportation and manufacturing occupations, computed for a hypothetical city in which each group is 5% of the population. These reveal some differentiation (Lieberson specifically notes that Russians are more likely to be merchants and especially to be "hucksters and peddlers" than are other new immigrant groups), but no clear hierarchy. 





The data presented in this form do not allow the reader to compare each old immigrant group to each new immigrant group. As a set the new immigrant groups are under�represented in the professions and trade/transportation, and over�represented in domestic and personal services. This result seems to support a simple native/old immigrant/new immigrant queue. But analyses for New York in 1920 and those presented by Watkins for the nation in 1910 suggest that interpretation is not correct. 


�
Temporal changes in ethnic differences: the evidence of assimilation through mid�century 





Data from the turn of the century reveal sharp disparities between white ethnic groups (as expected from previous reports) and an ethnic hierarchy that places some new immigrant groups already very high and some old immigrant groups unexpectedly very low in status. At the same time, the New York results sugest processes of intergenerational and career mobility for group members of every national origin. Such individual mobility is at the heart of theories of ethnic assimilation, according to which the differences established around 1900 could be expected to diminish over a period of several decades. What is the evidence up to now of such assimilation, and more specifically what happened to ethnic differences in New York through mid�century? 





The question of the evolution of white ethnic differences over time was approached by Lieberson (1963, 1980) through analyses of 1950 and 1960 census data. He investigated both generational differences and cohort differences in the occupational standing of white ethnic groups. He expected first of all to find that second generation ethnics surpassed their immigrant co�ethnics and attained occupations more similar to native whites. This hypothesis was tested with data from the 1950 census for employed men in nine large metropolitan areas, where occupations were classified into eight non�farm and (with very few cases) three farm categories. Lieberson calculated an Index of Dissimilarity in occupational distribution between native whites and both first�generation and second�generation white ethnics for every city. In almost every case (Russians are an unexpected exception), index values showed the second generation to be more similar to native whites, implying a process of intergenerational advancement. Lieberson also used a simple 1�6 ranking of these broad occupational categories to calculate the average occupational status of group members, limited now to men aged 25�44. These results were less clear: for several groups and in several cities the second�generation group members actually had lower average standing than did immigrants of the same national origin. 





Another approach is to examine cohort differences. Lieberson (1980) examined the proportion of professionals among second�generation white ethnic and native white males in 1960, crosstabulated by their age. The assumption behind this analysis, which admittedly compounds life cycle, cohort, and period effects, is that white ethnics born later in the century would experience less disadvantage in comparison to native whites, as a consequence of a process of social assimilation of their groups into mainstream society. And indeed, for every group there is a clear advantage for younger members. For example, 7% of Italians and 15% of Russians born between 1895 and 1905 were professionals in 1960, compared to 15% of Italians and 31% of Russians born between 1935 and 1945. It is notable, however, that there was a parallel increase for native whites, from 10% to 17%, which implies that some cohort differences are due to a general upgrading of the urban occupational structure in which immigrant groups and natives both participated. 





�
Thus the evidence offered by Lieberson is not conclusive but is generally supportive of intergenerational advancement. However, according to these data and despite such mobility, the differences observed between ethnic groups at the turn of the century appear to have been maintained in mid�century. Among persons aged 25�34 in 1960, for example, the proportion of professionals was only 15% for Italians in the second generation, 20% for Poles, 23% for Austrians, and as high as 31% for Russians (Lieberson 1980, p. 330). For second�generation men aged 25�44 in 1950, Lieberson (1963, pp. 174�175) reports an average occupational status for each group across nine metropolitan areas on his 1�6 scale (where a lower number indicates higher status). Values rank�ordered from higher to lower status are: Russia (2.9), Sweden (3.3), England and Wales (3.4), Germany (3.6), Austria (3.7), Ireland (3.7), and Italy (4.0). Of these, only Sweden represents a major change in relative position from earlier years. 





More recent data provide even stronger evidence that white ethnics, particularly in the second generation, have narrowed the occupational gap with white natives, while showing persistent disparities among themselves. Featherman and Hauser (1978, p. 434) reprint tabulations from census reports on the major occupational group of employed men aged 25 and over in 1970 for the nation as a whole. Figures for the foreign�born are categorized by country of birth. As a summary measure I have calculated the combined percentages in "professional, technical and kindred" and in "managers and administrators, excluding farm" categories. For first�generation white ethnics, compared to 24.4% for natives of native parents (including nonwhites), the values are: United Kingdom (39.3%), USSR (33.3%), Germany (33.3%), Poland (25.6%), Ireland (19.3%), and Italy (15.0%). 





Because the volume of immigration between 1920 and 1970 was so much lower than it had been previously, Featherman and Hauser point out that a large majority of Americans��about 80% overall, and more than two�thirds of white men��were "native of native parentage" by 1970. Immigrants played a smaller role in the economy of 1970 and, due to restrictive government policies, they were a more selective group than was the case before 1920. The high occupational positions held by new immigrants of most European origins reflect these changes, as well as the opportunity structure that these immigrants encountered in the United States. 





At the same time these data reveal large differences in the relative standing of these groups. Because most European groups outrank those of Latin American and Caribbean backgrounds, Featherman and Hauser (1978, p. 435) offer an updated version of the ethnic queue to help explain their findings: "length of a group's tenure within the society increases the chances for its members to find a niche in the economic mainstream upon arrival." But as applied to white ethnics, they recognize that this hypothesis is undermined by the poor position of Irish and Italian immigrants. 





�
Further evidence on differences among white ethnic groups comes from Featherman and Hauser's analyses of the 1962 and 1973 Occupational Changes in a Generation (OCG) surveys, which included national samples of men aged 20�65. In these analyses they are unable (due to limited sample sizes) to provide estimates for immigrants, but they do distinguish among various second�generation white ethnic groups. Differences in occupational standing (SEI) between these groups did not generally diminish between 1962 and 1973 (though the British experienced a substantial fall). By 1973 the average SEI values of the second generation were highest for white men whose parents were born in the USSR (55.7), followed at some distance by Irish (48.1), British (44.8), and Germans and Poles (43.6). Italians ranked lowest among these groups (40.5). In comparison with evidence for earlier years cited above, the main surprise here is that the second�generation Irish are surprisingly well positioned (and apparently much higher relative to other groups than were immigrant Irish at the same time). 





There is room for debate, nonetheless, about how to interpret these differences. Featherman and Hauser consider them to be modest, for two main reasons. First, most are small relative to the overall variation in SEI scores (a standard deviation of about 25 points). Second, differences are reduced by about half after controls are added in a multivariate regression model, taking into account such factors as father's occupation and education and one's own educational attainment. Thus they conclude that by 1973 whites could "acquire occupations in relationship to their socioeconomic origins and education without differential benefit of national ancestry" (1978, p. 456). 





Thernstrom's (1973) study of immigrant groups in Boston reinforces this final point. Thernstrom found that at the turn of the century second�generation ethnics held occupational positions intermediate between the foreign�born and Yankees (native whites). But by 1950, there was only a small gap between them and Yankees (1973, pp. 120�121). By 1963 the difference was located not in the rough white collar versus manual distinction, but by the kind of white collar jobs that each group held: Yankees were twice as likely to be in the "professional and substantial business owner" category and less likely to be clerks, salesmen, or small businessmen. But Thernstrom argues that this disparity was mainly due to differences in background, not attributable directly to ethnicity: by 1963, he concludes, "second�generation youths in Boston competed on equal terms with Yankees of similar class background" (1973, p. 130). 





I have reservations about such conclusions. Whether a five, ten, or fifteen point gap in occupational standing or in percentage in professional or managerial occupations is considered small or large depends on one's point of reference. It may be small by contrast to other group differences, such as racial disparities, or in comparison with other sources of variation, such as educational achievement. A more appropriate reference point, I believe, is to the scale of differences found at the beginning of the century. As a reminder, Watkins' 1910 national data on non�farm occupations shows the range of holding positions in professional�managerial and technical�sales jobs among immigrants to be from 6% for non�Yiddish speaking Poles to 38% for Eastern European Jews. For immigrants in 1970 it was from 15% for Italians to 39% for British. The range of mean SEI scores for second�generation white ethnics in New York in 1920 was from 29 (Italians) to 48 (Russians); for the nation in 1970 it was from 40.5 (Italians, again) to 55.7 (Russians, again). One observes a narrowing of the range, but considering that it occurs over a period of five or six decades, perhaps it is the persistence rather than the decline that is striking. 





�
Further, the choice to emphasize not the absolute differences among ethnic groups but rather the net effects after controlling for such important background characteristics as father's occupation and education should be made with caution. On the one hand, it is important to know whether all groups face the same opportunity structure (that is, achieve the same standing when their social background, education, etc., are equal). Differences in returns to education, for example, can be a substantial impediment to equal outcomes. On the other hand, disparities that stem from a group's initial disadvantages (such as having parents of low achievement, which certainly characterized second�generation Italians and Poles in 1973) are also substantively important. Particularly if the society tends to reproduce a pattern of group advantages and disadvantages over an extended time period, one would consider group boundaries to be potent even if there were no group differences not attributable to background factors. 





Occupational standing in New York, 1960 





In which direction does the New York case tilt the scales of interpretation? Data recoded by the IPUMS project from the 1960 census make possible an evaluation of the relative status of white ethnic groups in New York at that time that is directly comparable to the analysis for 1920. One advantage of this source is that it uses a much more detailed set of occupational categories than did Thernstrom or Lieberson, and it calculates SEI values for occupations that are directly comparable across census years. Compared to the 1962 or 1973 OCG it has the advantage of including both men and women and a larger sample size (about three times as many sampled persons in the labor force) that facilitates evaluation of group differences among both immigrants and second�generation persons. 





There are strong substantive reasons for my choice of 1960 as the year for analysis here, rather than 1950 or 1970. It is the last census year before the post�1965 immigration of large numbers of Asians, Afro�Caribbeans, and Latinos into New York. It is a point in time far enough removed from 1900 for white ethnic assimilation to have made its mark, and it is also approximately the point when Glazer and Moynihan's Beyond the Melting Pot called attention to the continued distinctiveness of Jew, Irish, and Italians in New York. Much of the current intellectual debate about white ethnicity has its roots in images forged at this time. Further, since the next chapter will address the most recent results from the 1990s, I prefer a "midpoint" estimate of trends in white ethnicity that is at least thirty years prior to this. 





The disadvantage of 1960 is that the U.S. Bureau of the Census chose not to identify specific cities or metropolitan areas in its publicly released data for that year. This is the reason why Waldinger (1996), for one, who studies New York City from 1940�1990, omits 1960 from his data series. There are of course plentiful aggregate statistics published for New York City or the New York metropolitan area in 1960, but not locational identifiers in individual�level data files. 





My approach is to identify a population as close as possible to New York City (and, for comparison, to the metropolitan area). The census allows selecting a subsample of persons in the State of New York, within metropolitan areas of the State, and within central cities of those metropolitan areas. Although I wish to make comparisons of the 1960 results to those for New York City (or metropolitan New York) in 1920, strictly speaking the 1960 results are for "all central cities" (or "all metropolitan areas") of New York State. The degree of error can be estimated in the following ways: 





1. The state included five metropolitan areas in addition to New York: Buffalo, Albany�Schenectady�Troy, Rochester, Syracuse, and Utica�Rome. The total population of all six metropolitan areas in 1960 was 14,352,000, of which 10,695,000 (or 75%) lived in the New York metropolitan area. 





�
2. For most of the immigrant groups on which attention is focused here, a considerably higher percentage lived in the New York metropolitan area. The total foreign�stock population of all six metropolitan areas was 5,973,000, of which 4,893,000 (82%) lived in the New York metropolitan area. This includes 95% of Swedes, 94% of Russians (defined as U.S.S.R. in 1960), 91% of Austrians, 90% of Hungarians, 88% of the Irish, and 82% of the Italians, but smaller proportions of the other nationality groups (77% of Germans and 73% of those from the United Kingdom). In every case, the great majority of group members in the New York metropolitan area lived in New York City itself. 





3. The economic composition of the New York metropolis was somewhat distinctive from others, especially the next largest region, Buffalo (only 26% of the labor force in manufacturing, compared to 38% in Buffalo). But even here the relative size of the regions means that Buffalo, with only a tenth as many workers as New York, does not greatly impact the total figures. Of course, the main issue would be whether the relative occupational achievement of ethnic groups outside of New York is very different from that within the New York region, and the published census tables offer no information on this question. Comparisons of case studies for several cities for other census years indicate that groups tend to follow similar trajectories through the Northeast and Midwest, which implies that little distortion is caused by combining central cities or metropolitan areas across New York State. 





For these reasons, although I would prefer to be able to identify New York City and its metropolitan area precisely, I believe that the alternative provided by the 1960 census is an acceptable way to compare the occupational standing of white ethnics in 1960 with what was found above for 1920. 





Table 2.6 reports the average occupational standing (SEI) of members of each white ethnic group, defined in the same way as they were for 1920, for New York's central cities. Totals in this table, as elsewhere in this chapter, include members of black, Latino, and Asian minorities, all of whom were present in larger numbers by 1960 than they had been in 1920. I defer discussion of their position to Chapter 3. 





Table 2.6 about here 





�
The 1960 census does not offer information on how long immigrants had been in the country; therefore this table distinguishes simply between the U.S�born (second generation) and foreign�born (first generation) members of each group. Note that native whites in this table are shown to have higher than average occupational standing, even compared to other U.S.�born categories. But by 1960 (as Featherman and Hauser found for 1962 and 1973 for the nation) it is not nearly the highest status group. In thinking about this result, one should take into account that the meaning (that is, the composition) of the native white category shifts at a certain lag behind various waves of immigration. By 1960, this category certainly included large shares of the grandchildren of those who immigrated to the United States at the turn of the century. For example, a 30�year old Russian arriving in New York as late as 1910 is likely to have had adult children by the age of 50 (in 1930), and grandchildren in the labor force by 1960. The same point of course held for older immigrant groups at an earlier time. That is, "native whites" in 1920 included many people of English, German, and Irish ancestry, and researchers took this fact into account as part of the reason to postulate that immigrants from these origins would be more quickly absorbed into the mainstream than would those from Southern and Eastern Europe. The implication for 1960 analyses is that "native white" in New York by this time was less Anglo�Saxon and more Italian and Eastern European. Presumably therefore its occupational composition would more closely resemble these latter groups even if little assimilation had occurred. The status of native whites is therefore less consequential to the assimilation hypothesis than is the pattern of differences among foreign�stock persons at this time. 





Among foreign stock groups, this Table reproduces many of the results of the 1920 analysis (Table 2.4 above). First, there is a clear advantage of the second generation over immigrants for every group. (Note that this is the finding expected by Lieberson in his analysis of 1950 census data. Perhaps the much less detailed occupational categories and simple ranking scheme of occupations allowed by his data explain why he did not get the same result.) 





Second, the highest ranking groups overall are Russians (49), English and Austrians (46), and Hungarians (44). Lowest are Italians (34), and Swedes, Irish, and Germans (39). Poles lie just above the overall average (41). In broad strokes, this ordering is similar (though not exactly the same) for both U.S.� and foreign�born persons. Most interesting is its similarity to the 1920 rank order. Compared to the "total" column in the earlier table, by 1960 there are few changes: The English have fallen slightly relative to Russians and Austrians (their mean SEI actually increased 5 points, but Russians and Austrians increased more). The Germans (who maintained exactly the same mean SEI) fell more significantly. Hungarians have risen from below to above the average. These are not large changes for a period of four decades. Indeed, the 1960 "total" rank order is even closer to that of second�generation persons in 1920. 





The gross differences among ethnic groups can be partly traced to differences in their average age, education, and other characteristics. As was done for 1920 (and as Featherman and Hauser die for 1962 and 1973 with a much more broader set of social background characteristics), I separate out these influences through a multivariate regression model in which individuals' 1960 SEI scores are predicted by various personal characteristics as well as ethnicity. Again, the models (which are reported in Table 2.7) include nonwhites and Latinos, though coefficients for these groups are not listed in the table. The set of predictors is different from 1920 in these ways: Year of immigration is replaced by a simple foreign�native birth dummy variable. There is no English language variable. Literacy has been replaced by a much more sensitive measure of education: a scale that runs from 1 for zero years through kindergarten, up to 9 for a bachelor's degree or higher. 





Table 2.7 about here 





�
The first column of the Table is for persons living in the central cities. As a test of the potential effect of sample bias due to suburbanization, the same model is estimated in the second column for the full metropolitan population. As there are virtually no differences between the two, I will discuss only the city equation. Surprisingly, there is a strong but very nonlinear effect of age and a negative effect of being male on occupational standing (whereas there was no gender effect in 1920). By this time the workforce included a much larger proportion of women (44% in the 1960 sample, compared to 27% in 1920), and the occupational distribution of women had shifted somewhat from manufacturing to service and professional positions. There are strong effects in the expected directions for education, business ownership, and foreign birth. 





Net of these effects, the hierarchy of white ethnic groups is led by Russians (+4.7), English (+3.7), Austrians (+2.6), and Hungarians (+1.8). Lowest are Italians (�2.6), with the remaining groups (native whites, as the omitted category, Germans, Poles, Irish, and Swedes) virtually indistinguishable from one another. Again, these results reinforce the picture given by the unadjusted means for each group and demonstrate that the group differences do not derive simply from compositional differences in the education, age, gender, or nativity, or in access to ownership or self�employment. These net group differences are smaller than the differences in actual group means, as would be expected, but their ordering is similar. 





Further, the groups' coefficients in this Table can be compared to those in the first column of Table 2.5 for 1920. The most evident change is that most coefficients in 1920 were negative, while most in 1960 are positive. This represents the lesser relative status of native whites in 1960. In 1920 the two highest coefficients (not significantly different from native whites in that year) were for English and Russians, with Austrians next in line but significantly lower. In 1960, Russians, English, and Austrians also have the highest coefficients. At the bottom by far in both years are the Italians. One change is that Hungarians, who ranked clearly below Germans and Poles in 1920, are significantly above them in 1960, not far below Austrians. Swedes and Irish, the next lowest groups in 1920 and several points below Germans and Poles at that time, have reached parity with these latter groups. 





The impression from these data, therefore, is that an enduring hierarchy of ethnic groups was firmly in place by 1920, and that it persisted into the 1960s��parallel to and not contradicted by continuing mobility from the first to the second generation of group members. The most important change was in the standing of native whites, which I attribute to the inevitable shift in its composition. With respect to the hypothesized queue placing native whites in the best position, and the English, Germans, and Irish in the next best position, to the disadvantage of new immigrant groups, the 1920 and 1960 analyses together offer no support. There was certainly an ethnic hierarchy, but it placed Germans and particularly Irish in unexpectedly low spots, favored Russians and Austrians at a time long before either group had established themselves by dint of higher education, and uniquely disadvantaged the Italians among new immigrant groups. With respect to the hypothesis of white ethnic assimilation, leading to a decline in group differences over time, the stability of the ethnic hierarchy through 1960 and the continued large net differences in group standing provide negative evidence. It should be noted, though, that the native white category, paradoxically, was assimilated through its incorporation of new immigrant stock of the third generation, that group differences were modestly smaller in 1960 than in 1920 (for example, the Russian�Italian gap estimated from the multivariate analyses in these two years declined from 11.4 points to 7.3 points), and at every point in time it is clear that immigrants achieved lower occupational positions than did the native�born. 





Ethnic niches and economic enclaves 





�
If queue and assimilation models provide poor explanations for the relative performance of white ethnic groups in New York through mid�century, what theoretical model can better account for this experience? Why have ethnic differences themselves been so slow to break down? In recent years, mostly in response to what is perceived as the rapid advancement of some new immigrant minorities (such as Cubans and Koreans) but also adopting a different view of the earlier white ethnic groups, some researchers have placed increasing stress on the collective dimension of mobility. At the same time, the concept of an "ethnic niche" has come to mean more than a queue from less desirable to more desirable occupations. A queue could well function as a process of individual mobility for members of immigrant and once�immigrant groups. If the best jobs were taken by individuals with more generations of establishment in the United States, native whites would tend to have the best jobs and recent immigrants would have the worst. Groups would advance as their members attained successively higher levels of education, and as parents succeeded in passing on their own occupational gains to their children. Lieberson's (1980) model of the queue included a collective element, arguing that among recent immigrants the better jobs would go to those who could call on established coethnics for support (that is, the recent arrivals of a group that mainly immigrated in a previous era). Concentrations in ethnic niches, he pointed out, are "partially based on networks of ethnic contacts and experiences that in turn direct other compatriots in these directions" (1980, p. 379). Others have given even more weight to the collective character of mobility, however, and this is the direction that I turn here to account for the strength of boundaries between white ethnic groups trhough 1960. Morawska (1990), for example, has argued forcefully that the most important factors in individual mobility��at least before 1930��were opportunity structures bounded by ethnicity, such as ethnic hiring networks and immigrant enclave businesses. Waldinger (1996) has developed this idea more fully, defining ethnic niches as specialized economic activities into which group members are guided through their families and friends, and within which group members reserve jobs, or at least the good jobs, to insiders. Waldinger presumes that there is competition among groups for dominance of such niches, and that there is a hierarchy of niches corresponding to the status and power hierarchy of ethnic groups. He emphasizes the competitive character of the ethnic queue: "immigrants and ethnics participate in a segmented system, in which one group's ability to mobilize resources through social structures serves as a strategy for limiting another group's chances for advancement" (Waldinger 1996, p. 256). As one result of this point of view, he predicts that niches are likely to draw group members past the first generation, even for groups who overcome initial skill or language deficits. 





�
Occupational niches hint at group domination of the hiring networks (and perhaps also the training mechanisms) for particular jobs, which might be revealed in the ethnic composition of occupations. This is in fact the indicator used in Waldinger's (1966) historical review of ethnic (and racial) niches in the New York economy from 1940 to 1990. But a more convincing indicator of dominance is business ownership. Specifically, besides the ethnic niche��as this term was used in describing the ethnic composition of occupations in 1920, above��it is important to identify sectors of the economy in which group members occupy positions as employers and self�employed. Such sectors create the potential for what Portes and his collaborators have called an "ethnic enclave economy" (a concept put forward by Wilson and Portes 1980, and elaborated by Portes and Bach 1985, Zhou 1992). Wilson and Portes had in mind the recent experience of Cubans in Miami, where other minority groups��but not Cubans��were relegated to the "low prestige, low income, job dissatisfaction, and the absence of return to past human capital investments" that characterize the contemporary secondary labor market (1980, p. 301). Where immigrants have sufficient capital and entrepreneurial skills to control their own businesses, it may be possible to establish an enclave economy with opportunities for group members that in some ways rival the primary sector of the mainstream economy. 





Research on immigrant small business has long highlighted the contribution of ethnic solidarity to small�scale entrepreneurship. Bonacich (1973) identified "middleman minorities" who specialized in and sometimes dominated certain economic activities, partly by taking advantage of linkages with other coethnic firms (see also Light and Bonacich 1991). Their customers may be principally located among persons of the same ethnic background. And they may operate in a protected labor market, finding workers at low wage rates through family or ethnic networks, common language, or legal constraints. As Wilson and Portes use the term, an enclave economy is a specific type of ethnic economy. It rests fundamentally on coethnicity of owners and their employees. This is at the heart of the advantage that ethnic entrepreneurs have in the labor market, providing them both privileged access to people who will work at low wages and with the loyalty and sense of reciprocal obligations associated with ethnicity. In turn, it is presumed that minority entrepreneurs create job opportunities for fellow group members��jobs that may not require English language facility, in which workers are protected from discrimination based on the race/ethnicity, and in which it is possible to learn the skills and develop the networks that would facilitate an eventual move into self�employment. Bailey and Waldinger (1991) argue, in fact, that the ethnic enclave is essentially a "training system" that would be too risky to sustain without the guarantees provided by ethnic ties between employers and workers. 





There is no inherent reason why the enclave economy should be a new development of the contemporary period. In this section I ask whether some ethnic groups had already established enclaves in this sense in New York in 1920. And I then turn to census data for 1960 to see to what extent enclaves dissolved, transformed, or persisted over time. To do so, I examine the distribution of white ethnic groups across industrial sectors, distinguishing between owners/self�employed (from this point onward, simply "owners") and workers. The methodology is adapted from my previous work on minority and immigrant groups in 1980 (Logan, Alba, and McNulty 1994). The measure of a group's representation as an owner or worker in a given sector is an odds ratio. For owners, it is the odds that an owner in a given sector is a group member, compared to (divided by) the odds that a person in any other sector (owner or worker) is a group member. For workers, it is the odds that a worker in that sector is a group member, compared to (divided by) the odds that a person in any other sector is a group member. I consider a group to be over�represented if the odds ratio is at least 1.5, implying that the group's representation as owners or workers in the sector is at least 50% more than in the rest of the workforce. This is similar to the criterion used above in the analysis of occupational niches. 





�
Of course the cases most relevant to existence of an enclave economy are those where a group is over�represented as both owners and workers. Still, even where a group is not over�represented as workers, a predominance as owners establishes a strong position for a group in a given sector and may have a payoff for those group members who do find jobs in the sector. The least relevant, although I will also point these out, are those where the group is only specially represented as workers. 





Table 2.8 summarizes the results of this analysis for 1920. This is a complex table, and it may be helpful to begin simply by counting the number of sectors in which various groups are over�represented as owners, disregarding the worker side. Five groups have 7 or more such sectors: native whites (12), Russians (12), Germans (9), Italians (7), and Austrians (7). Two of the new immigrant groups have less: Irish (4) and English (3). The remaining groups are Hungarians and Poles (3) and Swedes (1). This ranking suggests a somewhat different hierarchy of groups than did the earlier results on occupational status. I will discuss each of these groups in this order. 





Table 2.8 about here 





The position of native whites, not surprisingly, is very strong. They enjoy a pattern of concentrations that the current literature would describe as a vibrant enclave economy if held by a minority group. They have a predominant position as owners, and they provide opportunities for a disproportionate share of workers, in the elite industry of the period��printing��as well as in the professional and business services associated with control of the mainstream economy. These sectors are supplemented with business ownership in other manufacturing and professional services. And it should be noted that in most of the sectors where they are "workers only," from railroads to public administration, the census identifies very few or no owners. 





Russians have an equal number of sectors of ownership, one of which��apparel manufacturing��employs the lion's share of Russian workers in this period. Hence the Russian enclave economy also can be characterized as successful. It is also highly differentiated, with manufacturing, construction, trade, and services (including some professional services) well represented. A further positive indicator is that the Russians are over�represented as workers in no sector that they are not also owners. 





Germans have a similar profile to native whites and Russians in terms of the number and diversity of sectors of ownership. One relative weakness is that their "enclave sectors"��those with concentrations of both owners and workers��are relatively small, and therefore offer job opportunities to a relatively small proportion of German workers. Indeed, it is notable that four of the five concentrations of German workers (all but metal manufacture) are in sectors where either native whites or Russians predominate as owners. In this sense their economic position might be rated as qualitatively inferior to these first two groups. 





�
Austrians and Italians have the next highest numbers of sectors of ownership. The enclave sectors of Austrians include apparel manufacturing (replicating the Russian case in this way), as well as food stores and eating and drinking places that may have mainly served an Austrian or Jewish clientele. The Italians are concentrated as both owners and workers in shoe manufacturing and a composite service category that includes both shoe repair and dressmaking. These sectors match the Italian stereotype (and presumably barbershops would be included here also, if they were a separate industrial category). The positive impact of the total number of Italian ownership sectors is partly counterbalanced by concentrations as "workers only" in several sectors that employed very large numbers of Italian blue�collar workers, such as apparel manufacturing and construction. Hence one might rate both of these groups as moderately well placed, below the first three, with Italians in a somewhat weaker position than Austrians. Analyzing these data in terms of ownership nevertheless places the Italian experience in a different light than did analyses of their occupational standing (SEI). Perhaps because Italians constituted such a large (and as we shall see later, residentially segregated) population, they were in a position to compensate partially for low occupational status by providing services within their own community and monopolizing certain highly specialized industries. 





All of the remaining groups have an inferior economic position by these measures. Among them, a close consideration of the specific sectors in which they are concentrated (mainly as workers) suggests that the English and perhaps the Irish are somewhat better placed, the Hungarians and Poles more restricted to blue�collar industries, and Swedes in the worst position. Of course, as has already been demonstrated, the English enjoyed a higher proportion of employees in professional and other relatively high�status occupations than most other groups, and their absence from enclave economic sectors may not have been much of a disadvantage for them. 





These "enclave" rankings should be understood as only partial measures of groups' economic power and ability to provide employment and other resources to group members. Taken together with findings on occupational standing, though, they offer a more complete understanding of how groups were incorporated into the New York economy. I suggest that both native whites and Russians achieved strong positions in 1920 largely through entrepreneurial activity and their ability to provide employment for group members (and at the same time, to tap this labor market for reliable workers). Austrians, who achieved relatively high occupational status, did the same, while I interpret the more limited business activity of Italians as only a partial compensation for this group's disadvantages in other respects. The Irish perhaps missed opportunities for advancement that researchers would have expected to accrue to a group which arrived in the United States well before the Southern and East Europeans. As shown above, their occupational standing remained only about average through 1960, and I speculate that their early concentration in public employment (probably favorable to group mobility) was partly counterbalanced by their failure to establish a broader economic enclave in the private sector. 





It is intriguing that the concept of enclave economy, developed recently to identify alternative economic possibilities for Latino and Asian immigrants, applies so well to the early history of white ethnic enclaves that especially favored native whites, Russians, and Germans. I now turn finally to the question of how these white economic enclaves evolved through 1960. 





�
I employ the same procedures in the 1960 analysis as for 1920. One difference is that the 40 industrial sectors studied in 1960 differ somewhat from the 1920 categories, because the sectoral composition of the economy had shifted over time. For example, shoe manufacturing had virtually disappeared from New York by 1960 and could not be kept as a separate manufacturing category; at the same time, public employment had greatly expanded, and it is possible (and proves very useful) to distinguish between postal employees, federal and state workers, and municipal workers. Because the analysis relies upon the same 1960 data source as the analysis of occupational standing, the same caveats about my ability to distinguish "New York City" from "central cities in New York" apply here. 





The results are summarized in Table 2.9, and in contrast to the stability of overall occupational status they present a picture of both stability and, in some respects, dramatic change. Consider first a simple count of sectors in which each group is over�represented as owners (including "owners and workers" sectors). There are three categories of groups on this dimension. One category has 15 or more sectors: Russians (23), Poles (19), and Austrians (15). A second category has 8�9 sectors: Italians and Germans (9) and Hungarians (8). The third category has 3 or less: native whites (3), English and Swedes (1), and Irish (0). 





Table 2.9 about here 





Russians are not a surprising case. They already had 12 sectors of ownership in 1920. Many of these in manufacturing, personal, and professional services have remained the same. Russians remain entrenched as owner of garment factories, but are no longer so strongly over�represented as workers (with an odds ratio of 1.3 for workers, they are still concentrated in this sector, but not at the 1.5 criterion established for this table). And they have added a large number of sectors in various manufacturing and professional sectors. What we see here is an extension of an already powerful enclave, and the beginning of a shift out of employment in the key apparel sector. Another new development is a Russian niche in the postal service. 





The Austrian case mirrors that of Russians in several ways. With 7 ownership sectors in 1920, the expansion to 15 sectors in 1960 might be interpreted as a successful extension of an established pattern. There is a shift away from employment in the core enclave sectors of 1920, apparel manufacturing, food stores, and eating and drinking places. In all three sectors, Austrians are over�represented in 1960 only as owners (they are only average or below average in employment in these sectors in 1960). Also like Russians, the main change has been mainly through an increasing number of "owner only" sectors (in this case, mainly in professional servies). 





The real surprise among the top three groups in ownership is the Poles. There is some continuity here: all three sectors of ownership in 1920 (apparel, wholesaling, and food stores) also appear in 1960, and four of the sectors into which they moved as owners had been employment niches in 1920 (food/tobacco, other nondurable manufacturing, eating and drinking places, and legal services). Further, there were several sectors in 1920 for which Poles hads odds ratios for ownership greater than 1.5, but based on only one or two sample cases: other nondurable manufacturing, eating and drinking places, repair services, laundry, and insurance. All of these are clearly classified as ownership sectors in 1960. Still, even after taking these aspects of continuity into account, the Poles certainly expanded significantly as owners into new areas of manufacturing and services. The same can be said for Hungarians, although to a lesser degree, growing from 3 to 8 ownership sectors. There appears to be an East European pattern of change in economic incorporation from 1920 to 1960, characterized by considerable enlargement of enclave economies but also shifting over time away from reliance on coethnic labor. As will become clear in the next chapter, the growth of New York's black, Latino and Asian communities coincided neatly with this transformation. 


�
Native whites offer a very different profile in 1960 from the one in 1920. The number of ownership sectors has declined from 12 to only 3, though all of these represent a continuation from 1920 and in all three they are continue to be over�represented as both owners and workers. But more importantly there has been a shift from ownership to simple wage employment in several white collar industries, exactly the opposite of the direction of change for Russians, Austrians, and Poles. This is true of insurance, business services, medical services, and legal services. Another change reflected in the table is that native whites' niche in public employment is now shown more specifically to be in local government, which was not separately tabulated in 1920. I am uncertain how to make sense of these shifts. One possibility is that as third generation members of new immigrant groups have become a larger share of the native white category, these persons had succeeded in moving into skilled or white collar employment in favored sectors of the economy, but not into ownership positions. Another possibility is that there has been a shift away from business ownership or self�employment of third� and later�generation whites, regardless of their ancestry. Unfortunately it is not possible with these data to distinguish between the old guard of English or Scottish or German "native whites" and the newer set of Irish or Russian or Italian "native whites." 





In the remaining cases, there has been less evident growth or decline. German sectors hardly changed. Italian ownerhsip sectors grew from 7 to 9 in 1960 (of which 4 were retained from before). The Irish declined from 3 to none, the English from 3 to 1. Swedes, who previously were over�represented as workers in construction, now have a niche as both owners and workers in this sector; their niche as owners in household services, at the same time, has been degraded to one for workers only. 





In short the 1960 table as compared to 1920 reveals three tendencies. One is a tendency for groups to stay put in certain sectors, once they are established as owners or workers in those sectors. Another is a trend for white ethnic groups to dominate sectors not so much by the combination of owner and worker enclaves that appeared more strongly in 1920 but by ownership alone. The total number of owner/worker enclaves for all groups combined dropped from 24 in 1920 to 20 in 1960 (most significantly, of course, the enormous East European share as garment workers declined), while the number of owner�only sectors soared from 36 to 67. The main countertrend in this respect is by native whites. The third tendency is for expansion to be highly concentrated among East Europeans: Russians, Austrians, Hungarians, and Poles. The 1920�1960 period has previously been characterized as one during which New York's (mainly East European) Jewish population began to abandon business ownership as a route to upward mobility in favor of the professions. Higher education, it is said, was their preferred path to a stronger occupational position (Glazer and Moynihan 1963, Steinberg 1981). In some sectors (insurance, real estate, business services, medicine, law) their concentrations of group members might indeed be interpreted as self�employment by people who have gained professional credentials. But in many others, in manufacturing, trade, and other services, the expansion of ownership does not lend itself to that interpretation. I suspect therefore that the Russian position (and to a lesser degree but in a parallel manner the position of other East Europeans) in the New York economy was buttressed by business ownership and entrepreneurial activity from the turn of the century and without abatement through 1960. 





�
Discussion 





This review of white ethnic differentiation in the New York labor force has covered the period from the end of massive European migration after the First World War to the point just before the next great wave of foreign immigration after 1965. As stated at the beginning of the chapter, I believe this history is alive in the present because it has so strongly molded our perceptions of ethnicity, group boundaries, and the openness of American society to newcomers. I choose the term "perceptions" carefully, because there is always a potential slippage between the actual experiences of people and our collective understanding, our memory, of them. Both, I believe, affect the world of today. 





Analysis of the New York labor market and comparisons to the results of previous studies of other places and of the nation as a whole convince me that white ethnic groups remained more important, that the boundaries between them were more resilient, than I had expected. What could I have expected? 





1. First, that ethnic differentiation was pronounced at the turn of the century, peaking in the early 1900s, perhaps at the very point in the early 1920s when European immigration was effectively shut down. 





2. Second, that ethnic differences at that time derived mainly from the disadvantages of individual immigrants in an unfamiliar environment, chiefly the disadvantage of being new arrivials within broader groups of newcomers. Consequently I expected to find a clear ordering of groups by occupational status, with native whites at the top, older immigrant stock in the middle, and new immigrant groups at the bottom. Within each broad category, the exact ordering would be affected by differences in background, so I surely anticipated that the English and Germans would rank above the Irish, and the Russians above the Italians. 





3. Third, that the expansion of the urban industrial and service economy, gains to common workers due to the rising power of organized labor, and the emergence of stronger public education and welfare programs would tend to equalize opportunities for the second generation, and that the cumulative effect of individual advancement over several decades would largely erase group differences. 





I found instead what I regard as persistent and large gaps in occupational standing, and persistent and large differences in groups' specific concentrations throughout the labor force. These results lead me to a somewhat different perspective on some issues that have been at the forefront of studies of immigration and ethnicity. 





�
The first is the relationship between the mobility of individuals and the assimilation of groups. My results and most evidence from other sources shows that the children of immigrants consistently outperform the immigrant generation. For almost every group that I studied in New York, average occupational standing also rose from 1920 to 1960 (but most notably that of native whites did not). Why, then, was the relative position of groups so stable? What conditions so link the destinies of new Russian immigrants or new Italian immigrants across time that the gap between them in New York (more broadly, in the United States) remains so similar over time? Or so that the gap between the offspring of Russians and Italians is so little changed? Clearly there is a discontinuity between individual and group mobility. 





One part of the explanation stems from the changing composition of New York's "white ethnics." Let us consider how the passage of time affects who are counted as "Russians" or "Italians." Because foreign�born members of these new immigrant groups early in the century were relatively young (an average age of about 35 in the 1920 analyses), and because relatively few persons were added to the immigrant stock in the interim, a large share of Russian or Italian foreign�born workers in samples drawn as recently as 1950��three decades later��had already been represented in the 1920 sample. Continuity or change in immigrants' occupational status would result in large part from what happened to essentially these same people during the period. Even in 1960 or 1970, people who came to the United States as young children before 1920 would comprise a large share of those counted as Russian or Italian immigrants. Following a similar logic regarding the second generation, one might expect that an even larger proportion of children of immigrants in the labor force in 1950�1970 would stem from the pre�1920 arrivals. So some portion of the persistence in group differences is derived from the life histories of individuals and inheritance of occupational standing within families through this period. The relative status of groups defined by ethnic origins is inherently stable over a thirty or fifty year span. 





Besides this demographic factor, ethnic groups do develop collective patterns of economic incorporation. The process is collective at least in the sense that the jobs some people get and the businesses that they succeed in establishing have an impact on other members of their same group, encouraging or constraining them in certain directions. I believe the process also has a strategic component: that group members consciously build upon ethnic social networks to find jobs, to attempt to control access to those jobs, to set up privileged relationships with suppliers and clients of business firms, to pool capital, and to do all the other things that affect success or failure in the economy. Even privileged groups, during certain periods of their history, may establish distinctive enclave economies within the metropolis. And whether enclaves are established by relatively high status or only moderate status groups, they are likely to impinge on the prospects of advancement for groups below them. The high standing of "native whites" in 1920 was based in part on predominance as owners in certain key white collar sectors of the New York economy. The ethnic enclave already established by Russians at the turn of the century surely both reflects and accounts for their exceptional occupational achievement. It was only later that education and professional advancement became important to this group's success. From the beginning, as I interpret this history, Russian immigrants and their children had the access to capital, the entrepreneurial skill, and availability of a coethnic labor force to create a manufacturing and service enclave far more substantial than those of earlier arrivals (like the Germans or Irish) or other new groups (like the Italians or Poles). 





�
Like specific occupational niches, enclaves too are stable over a span of several decades. We know little about the causes of this stability, but we can surmise that it is reinforced by kinship (family firms, some passed through generations), ethnically�bounded business networks, and the reinvestment of profits from earlier ventures. These phenomena, of course, are not new to social theory, but we have perhaps been more interested in the power of forces of ethnic assimilation than in those aspects of social structure and organization of economic life that mightly routinely reproduce ethnic differences. 





Another broad issue to which these results are pertinent is the survival of white ethnic identity. I will return to this issue in more depth in the concluding chapter, but it is appropriate to raise a hypothesis here based on initial results: white ethnic identity at mid�century was partly founded on the persistence of occupational segregation and the continued impact of one's ethnic origins on one's life chances��for better or for worse. This is a surprising twist in the debate over ethnic identity. Many recent analysts have taken for granted that objective differences in the daily lives of various white ethnic groups had disappeared by mid�century. They focused attention therefore on what alternative sources of identity might have emerged. For exmple, in the second edition of The Uprooted, Oscar Handlin (1973) acknowledged that he had expected the ethnic group to die out with the aging of first generation immigrants. In 1950, he said, Americans "had considered ethnicity a fading phenomenon, a quaint part of the national heritage, but one likely to diminish steadily in practical importance. At most, pluralism might remain a sentimental cultural monument to the past." (1973, p. 275) He attributed the revival of white ethnicity in the 1960s to a revival of a need for group identification by people in a rootless and personally alienated society. Other have followed this direction of thought. Gans (1979, p. 7), for example, noted that assimilation was not yet complete, particularly for people in the working class for whom ethnicity might remain more functional. But he argued that "ethnic occupational specialization, segregation, and self�segregation are fast disappearing, with some notable exceptions in the large cities ... [and] past occupational ties between ethnics are no longer relevant." Hence he turned toward its symbolic functions to explain the resurgence of white ethnicity. Steinberg (1981, p. 63) draws this conclusion with less subtlety: "It is precisely because the real and objective basis for ethnic culture is rapidly disappearing that identity has been elevated to a 'symbolic' plane, and a premium is placed on the subjective dimensions of ethnicity." 





I do not mean to minimize the potency of the symbolic dimension of ethnicity, nor do I doubt that ethnic ties were more immediate and consequential in the lives of new immigrant groups in 1920 than they have become for the descendants of these people today. My point is that there also remained objective boundaries around white ethnic groups in the urban economy as recently as 1960 or 1970. It would be a mistake to discount these divisions as a basis for the social construction of white ethnicities. 





A final issue is the implication of these patterns among white ethnics for racial minorities and non�European immigrants. If a steep and persistent hierarchy was established among white ethnic groups, how would African Americans, Puerto Ricans, and others be incorporated into the city? Would they simply fit into the bottom of an ethnic queue or would they find positions in accord with their specific skills and backgrounds? Would their occupational position improve across generations, as had occurred among white ethnics? Would they ever catch up with the average white, or even to whites with comparable backgrounds? These are the questions to which I now turn in the following chapter, which summarizes the position of African Americans, Latinos, and Asians in New York from 1920�1960 and analyzes the new patterns that have evolved through the 1990s. 


�
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