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Abstract 

 
Between 1942 and 1946, more than 110,000 Japanese Americans in the western part of the 
United States were evacuated and relocated by the War Relocation Authority.  I estimate the 
effects of this experience on weekly earnings of Japanese-American men in the states of 
California, Oregon and Washington using the micro-data from the 1940 and 1950 U.S. Censuses.  
Empirical results demonstrate that the forced withdrawal from the labor market had considerable 
adverse impacts on earnings of prime-age Japanese men.  The loss of earnings was magnified as 
during this decade other minority groups made tremendous advances in narrowing the wage gap 
with whites.  Between 1940 and 1950, the average weekly earnings for those with 12 years of 
education grew by 24 percent for Japanese Americans, whereas blacks and other Asians enjoyed 
increases of 50 percent and 57 percent, respectively.  Estimation results also indicate that the 
effects of the internment were different depending on the individualÕs education level.  For 
example, the return on skills, measured by extra earnings for an additional year of experience, 
deteriorated considerably for Japanese Americans with higher education, while there were no 
noticeable differences among racial/ethnic groups with less than a high school education.  
Difference-in-differences estimation results indicate that the fall in earnings of Japanese 
Americans was largely due to changes in industry and occupation choices rather than 
depreciation of human capital within the same industry or occupation. 
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This paper explores the effect of wartime internment of Japanese Americans on their post-

war earnings using the 1940 and 1950 Censuses.  The experience of Japanese Americans during 

World War II provides a rare case of genuinely involuntary withdrawal from the labor market, 

which affected only one easily identifiable group of people.   

Only a handful of studies have addressed the economic impact of the wartime internment on 

Japanese Americans.  One of the pioneering studies was carried out right after the war by Broom 

and Riemer (1949).  Based on a small-scale survey conducted in Long Beach, CA in 1947, they 

estimate that each evacuated adult had a median property loss of $955 and an income loss of 

$3,736 in 1941 dollars.1  Their estimates are based on the 1941 income multiplied by the number 

of months spent in the interment camps and do not take into account earnings growth that would 

have taken place, had the sample families not been evacuated.  Hatamiya (1981), using the U.S. 

Censuses of 1940 to 1970, documents that the median income of Japanese Americans was 73 

percent of the median of all California workers in 1940, but declined to 59 percent in 1950.  The 

comparable numbers subsequently increased to 98 percent in 1960 and to 110 percent in 1970.  

Because Hatamiya did not have micro-data at the time of his paper, he was not able to control for 

differences in years of schooling and experience, and his analysis was limited to comparing 

sample statistics of key variables for Japanese Americans and other Californians within broad 

occupational classifications.  More recently, Chin (2005), using the U.S. Census of 1970, has 

compared the earnings of U.S.-born Japanese-American men in the affected states with those of 

Japanese Americans in Hawaii and the other Western states.  She finds that even 25 years after 

the internment, the former internees earn, on average, 8 to 12 percent less than non-internees.  

Chin is the first to apply econometrics to the micro-data to estimate the effects of the internment 

                                                
1  The figures are for all families, which include family farms and businesses.  The median 

loss for wage and salary worker households is estimated to be $446 for personal property 
and $3,945 for income (1941 dollars). 



 2 

on Japanese Americans.  In this paper, I use the U.S. Censuses of Population and Housing from 

1940 and 1950 and estimate the direct effects of the internment on earnings and explore the 

reasons.  This paper complements the work of Broom and Reimer by taking into account the 

earnings growth during the internment, HatamiyaÕs study by using the micro-data for 1940 and 

1950, and ChinÕs paper by using data from different Census years and different estimation 

strategies.  Nonetheless, all of us arrive at the same conclusion. 

Compared to the previous studies, this paper offers considerable details of what happened to 

Japanese Americans in the West Coast during the 1940s.  In particular, by using the Census data 

of 1940 and 1950, I show the slower earnings growth of Japanese Americans compared to other 

minority groups against the backdrop of the social changes during the tumultuous decade of 

American history.  I also demonstrate how the effects of the internment were different for 

Japanese Americans of different education levels.  Finally, I document differential patters of 

inter-industry migration and occupation change between Japanese Americans and other groups 

between 1940 and 1950. 

Empirical results support the view that the internment had a significant adverse effect on 

oneÕs earnings.  I find that Japanese American men experienced a much slower growth in 

earnings between 1939 and 1949 compared to other groups.  This is particularly poignant 

because the decade of the 1940s is known for substantially narrowing the income gap between 

whites and minority groups.  Compared to blacks and other Asians, the slow earning growth of 

Japanese Americans is particularly pronounced.  Discrimination against Japanese Americans 

seems unlikely the main cause of this slow earnings growth, as younger Japanese Americans 

(age 18 to 28 in 1950) whose labor market experience was not interrupted by the internment did 

not earn less than other Asians, while older cohorts earned much less than other groups.  My 
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findings support the view that withdrawal from the labor market for a few years during oneÕs 

prime working age could have a serious impact on his earnings. 

The effect of the internment was particularly harsh on the more-educated among Japanese 

Americans.  The decomposition of the gap of mean weekly earnings demonstrates that the 

stagnant growth of return on education for Japanese Americans accounts for a large part of the 

relative decline of their wages, despite the fact that Japanese Americans on average had longer 

years of schooling than other minority groups.  The relative decline of Japanese Americans 

becomes apparent in the context of industries and occupations they chose after the war.  

Estimation results reveal that some Japanese Americans suffered disproportionately by taking up 

low-paying jobs despite their relatively high level of education.  After the internment, Japanese 

Americans were much more likely to work in the personal-services industry and work as 

laborers, while they were less likely to work in manufacturing than other groups. 

The use of the data from the 1940 and 1950 Censuses, however, suffers from some 

disadvantages.  First, because only a one-percent sample is available for these Censuses, the 

sample size for Japanese Americans is necessarily small.  As a result, some statistical estimates 

are not precise.  Second, the small sample size of Japanese Americans forces me to use non-

Japanese groups, particularly other Asians as my control.  This creates a problem in 

interpretation of the estimation results.  If the slow earnings growth of Japanese Americans was 

due to unobservable factors specific to them (such as discrimination), then my results simply 

establish the existence of discrimination rather than the effects of loss of experience due to 

separation from the labor market.  Chin (2005) circumvents this problem by comparing Japanese 

Americans born in the West Coast (interned) and those in Hawaii (not interned).  Since the 

Census did not collect data of Hawaii residents until 1960, this strategy is not available to me.  I 
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therefore rely for identification on the lack of evidence of discrimination against the younger 

cohort (under age 18 in 1942) of Japanese Americans in the 1950 data.   

I . Background 

On February 19, 1942 President Franklin D. Roosevelt signed Executive Order 9066.  The 

Executive Order was the basis for evacuation, relocation and internment of 111,170 Japanese 

Americans living in the western states of Arizona, California, Oregon and Washington between 

1942 and 1946.  Congress ratified the Executive Order without serious objection or debate, and 

any violation of or noncompliance with the Executive Order was made criminal.  The entire state 

of California, the western parts of Oregon and Washington state, and the southern part of 

Arizona were designated as the ÒExclusion AreaÓ by the Army and Japanese Americans living in 

these areas were taken to assembly centers and then relocation centers.  The assembly centers 

were run by the Army directly but the relocation centers were administered by a newly-created 

civilian agency, the War Relocation Authority (WRA).  There were ten relocation centers, or 

internment camps, which were located in remote and unattractive areas in inland states.  Figure 1 

illustrates the Exclusion Area and locations of the assembly centers, the WRA relocation centers 

and other WRA facilities.  Of the total of 111,170 evacuated to the WRA camps in 1942, 65 

percent were U.S.-born citizens, 46 percent were women, and 22 percent were under 15 years old 

(War Relocation Authority, 1946: Table 20).   

From the enactment of the law on March 21, 1942 to mandatory evacuation of Japanese 

Americans in April and May, the order was implemented in different phases but in a very short 

period of time.  Initially, the Army removed small groups of Japanese Americans from the 

coastal areas, such as those in Bainbridge Island near Seattle on March 24, 1942.  However, the 

excluded areas were expanded rapidly and as early as April 1, 1942, the Army started issuing 

instructions for evacuation to all persons of Japanese ancestry in different areas.  The standard 
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timetable from the posting of the Exclusion Order to actual evacuation was a mere six days.  The 

instructions also specified the items that may be taken with evacuees, which were limited to what 

individuals could carry, and no shipment of household items to relocation centers was permitted.  

This short time-frame from the Order to registration, processing and evacuation and the strict 

restrictions on what can be carried resulted in a tremendous loss of property, as has been 

documented by many personal accounts as well as by Broom and Riemer (1949). 

In the relocation centers, the majority of internees were employed in the operation of the 

camps.  Farming, food preparation, winterization, sanitation and security became the main job of 

many internees.  Reflecting their expertise in agriculture, vegetable production became 

substantial at many relocation centers.  The WRA estimated that the centers were producing 85 

percent of their own vegetables by the end of 1943 (CWRIC, 1997: p. 168).  Later, cottage 

industries sprung up at various centers.  They included war-related industries such as camouflage 

net manufacturing and silk-screen poster manufacturing as well as small-scale industries such as 

sewing, woodworking, and artificial flower manufacturing.   

The internees working in camps were paid according to the pay scale established by the 

WRA: $12 a month for unskilled labor, $16 for skilled labor and $19 for professional employees.  

Although the internees received food, shelter, medical care and education without charge, the 

pay scale was seen as unfairly low.  For example, a WRA librarian working in a camp received 

$167 a month, while her evacuee staff received $16 (CWRIC, 1997: p. 167).  This invidious pay 

structure created a situation where highly-trained evacuees resented working side by side with 

WRA personnel of inferior qualifications who were paid according to Federal Civil Service 

standards.  For the majority of evacuees, experience and skills in the labor market were lost 

during these years. 
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Education in camps for 30,000 children was less than satisfactory.  Because the 

establishment of educational facilities and curricula had not been part of the original WRA plan, 

resources available to teachers and students were generally inadequate.  Classes were held in 

unpartitioned barracks meant for other purposes and teachers had to work with severely limited 

resources.  One evacuee recalls that instruction was conducted without teaching aids such as 

maps, blackboards, audio-visual equipment or even paper and pencils.  Textbooks arrived late as 

they were often donated by the county and state schools which the children had attended before 

the war.  Since textbooks had to be shared by many students, there were not many take-home 

assignments (NJAHS, 1998: p. 7).  Although camp schools were required to meet the recognized 

standards of the state in which the camp was located, the shortage of teachers and their high 

turnover rate were a constant problem.  As Japanese Americans were barred from teaching jobs 

in California before the war, few internees were certified in teaching.  Nonetheless, some 

internees with two or more years of college became teachers, and nearly half of the educational 

staff positions were filled by internees.  Although all schools except the one at Tule Lake camp 

in California were accredited, some former internees report that they had difficulty transferring 

their camp credits to outside schools and had to repeat their junior year because the internment 

camp schools were not listed in a catalogue of nationally-accredited high schools published in 

1940 (NJAHS, 1998, p. 7). 

The end to the internment came selectively to different groups.  Beginning in the fall of 

1942, college-aged U.S.-born citizens were allowed to leave the relocation centers to attend 

colleges and universities in inland U.S.A.  About 4,300 students were released from the 

relocation centers to attend colleges (which exacerbated the shortage of teachers at camp 

schools).  Additionally, some evacuees were temporarily released to work on private farms 

during day time.  Later, younger, U.S.-born citizens were recruited by the military intelligence 
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school, and some volunteered for the military.  Because the selective application of temporary 

leaves affected mostly the younger internees, different cohorts of the internees had different 

experiences.  Seventy percent of those who left the camps in 1943 and 1944 were between ages 

15 and 35, most of whom were more acculturated U.S.-born citizens.  As a result, the camps 

were left with a higher proportion of older adults and young children. (Daniels, 1993: p. 82). 

Although these ÒtemporaryÓ leaves were allowed as early as 1942, the complete end of the 

internment had to wait until very late 1944.  In December 1944, the Supreme Court ruled in Ex 

parte Endo that an American citizen could not be held in a relocation camp against her will.  On 

December 17, 1944, the War Department issued a proclamation rescinding the earlier exclusion 

orders and indicated that the internment camps would be closed within a year.  Throughout 1945, 

the former internees left the camps and returned to the West Coast.  As some of the internees 

were reluctant to leave, they were eventually forced to leave with train fares to where they had 

come from and an allowance of $25 per person.  The number of departures from the internment 

camps increased dramatically from 535 in December 1944 to a peak of over 15,000 in September 

1945 (War Relocation Authority, 1946, Table 10).  Nine of the ten internment camps were closed 

by October/November 1945, and the last one at Tule Lake was closed in March 1946.  Of a total 

of 104,570 for whom the WRA kept records of the first destination upon release, 43,775 returned 

to California (of which 10,129 went to Los Angeles), 11,309 went to Chicago, and 3,124 went to 

Denver.  The three states (California, Illinois and Washington) included in my sample of 

Japanese Americans in 1950 accounted for about 60 percent of the first destination for the former 

internees (War Relocation Authority, 1946, Table 12). 

I I . Data 

I use the 1-in-100 sample from the U.S. Decennial Censuses of 1940 and 1950, made 

available by the Integrated Public Use Microdata (IPUMS) Series at the University of Minnesota 
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(Ruggles and Sobek et al. 2003).  Because certain key variables, such as income and educational 

attainment were asked only to a limited number of respondents, I use different sample-selection 

criteria for the wage regressions of Section III and the difference-in-differences estimation of 

inter-industry migration and occupational change of Section IV. 

Comparing the earnings of Japanese-American men before and after their experience of the 

internment in Section III, ideally I would like to use Japanese Americans in the unaffected areas 

as a control.  Unfortunately, Hawaii, where there is the largest concentration of Japanese 

Americans, was not yet a state, and hence was not covered by the U.S. Census of 1940 or 1950.  

Furthermore, nearly 90 percent of Japanese Americans in the continental U.S.A. lived in three 

states (California, Oregon and Washington) in 1940.  Even after some dispersion of Japanese 

Americans to other states following World War II, 68 percent of the mainland Japanese 

Americans still resided in these three states.  By limiting the control group to Japanese 

Americans in unaffected states, our sample includes too few observations to derive a meaningful 

statistical inference.  I thus use other racial and ethnic groups as control groups for my analysis.  

In particular, I compare the change in earnings of Japanese Americans between 1939 and 1949 to 

the following groups living in California, Oregon, and Washington: U.S.-born native whites, 

U.S.-born native blacks, other Asians (mostly ethnic Chinese and Filipinos)2, and European 

immigrants (including whites born in Canada and Puerto Rico).3  

                                                
2  Chinese people in early 20th century America were overwhelmingly urban and were 

engaged in retail or service work, whereas Filipinos were predominantly in agriculture.  
The characteristics of Japanese Americans were a mix of these two extremes and the 
average characteristics of Japanese Americans and other Asians were similar in many 
respects in 1940. 

 
3  Between 1942 and 1945, about 11,000 Germans and more than 3,000 Italians nationwide 

were detained by the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) as enemy aliens, 
many of whom were interned in the INSÕs camp in Crystal City, Texas.  One might thus 
think that using immigrants from Germany and Italy might provide a useful comparison.  
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I limit my sample to men aged 18 to 64 in the three affected states, California, Oregon and 

Washington.4  I limit my analysis to men who were in the civilian labor force, who were not self-

employed5 and who reported positive salary and wage income and who worked at least one week 

                                                                                                                                                       
However, there were almost one million immigrants of German and Italian origin in 
1940.  Those affected by the internment were only about one percent of the immigrant 
population, compared to all of the Japanese and Japanese Americans in the West Coast 
states.  Furthermore, the historical circumstances surrounding German and Italian 
immigrants in the 1930s make these groups very distinct and hence not suitable for 
comparison.  The 1939 age-earnings profile for German and Italian immigrants is 
generally downward sloping, implying that younger cohorts on average earned higher 
wages.  This is because older immigrants (those who migrated around the turn of the 
century) and younger ones (those migrated in the early 1930s) were very different in 
terms of educational attainment and occupation.  Older immigrants tended to be less 
educated, be engaged in agriculture, and live outside of cities, whereas younger ones 
tended to be highly educated, work in offices and live in cities.  Although most of the 
German-born intellectuals fled the Nazis during the 1930s settled in the East Coast, there 
was a large influx of Germans into Southern California, particularly to Hollywood.  Starr 
(1997) asserts that Ò[i]n the 1930s, following the proclamation of the Third Reich, artists 
and intellectuals of every sort poured into Southern California and found employment in 
the studios.  Indeed, the argument can be made that Hollywood, from the 1920s through 
1930s, was more Berliner and Viennese than Yankee-American in style and feelingÓ (p. 
342).  By 1950, as more immigrants fled war-torn Europe, the earnings gap between 
older and younger immigrants narrowed.  Similar to the problem pointed out by Borjas 
(1994), the change of composition would make the estimate of the average wage growth 
biased for the birth cohorts of 1896 to 1932. 

 
4  Although only the western parts of Oregon and Washington were designated as the 

restricted areas, the available data set does not contain information on the county of 
residence but only up to the metropolitan areas.  As for those living in the state of 
Washington, I can identify and exclude those living in the Spokane MSA, while 
sufficient data are not available for those in Oregon.  I hence assume that Japanese 
Americans in the sample were living in the affected areas of these states, unless they live 
in the Spokane MSA.  Southern Arizona was also part of the restricted area.  While the 
weighted estimate from the 1940 Census shows that about 1,200 Japanese Americans 
were living in Arizona, I have no observation in Arizona that fits my sample-selection 
criteria.  I thus limit my analysis to the three remaining states. 

 
5  I exclude self-employed from the sample because it is difficult to separate the portion of 

their income attributable to labor from the portion attributable to capital and 
entrepreneurial risk-taking.  However, because a relatively large minority of Japanese 
was self-employed in 1940 as independent retailers, the analysis of weekly-earnings 
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in the year prior to the respective Census years.  Following the convention in the literature, I 

further limit my sample to those who earned at least one half of the Federal minimum wage in 

each year (weekly earnings of $6 and $8 in 1940 and 1950, respectively).  Since Japanese 

immigration was prohibited in 1924, I exclude from the 1940 samples those who were living 

abroad in 1935 to increase the comparability of the different samples.  Similarly from the 1950 

samples of European immigrants and Asians, I exclude those who were living abroad in 1945 but 

were not World War II veterans.6  Just like Japanese Americans at that time, the 1950 samples of 

whites, blacks, European immigrants and Asians thus consist of either the U.S.-born natives or 

foreign-born immigrants who migrated to the U.S. before 1945.   

After deleting observations according to the above sample selection criteria, I am left with 

only 54 observations in 1950 for the Japanese Americans in California and Washington, and no 

observations in Oregon.  In order to increase the sample size, I add to this sub-sample of 

Japanese Americans those living in Illinois.  Illinois is included in the 1950 sample because it 

was the main destination of relocation and settlement of internees out of the WRA camps.  

Between 1940 and 1950, there is a more than 30-fold increase in the number of Japanese-

American men in Illinois in the IPUMS sample.  I surmise that they were most likely resettlers 

                                                                                                                                                       
change in Section III could only offer a partial picture of economic losses suffered by 
Japanese Americans. 

 
6  The Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 suspended the immigration of Chinese laborers to 

mainland U.S.A.  Further in 1924, the Quota Immigration Act, otherwise known as the 
Japanese Exclusion Act, stopped further immigration from Japan, totally ending Asian 
immigration.  These restrictions were relaxed slightly during WORLD WAR II: in 1943, 
Congress gave Chinese a quota of 105 persons per year and in 1946, Filipinos and natives 
of India were made eligible for immigration and naturalization.  However, it was not until 
1952 when the Congress erased the ethnic and racial bars to immigration allowing Asians 
to immigrate and become a U.S. citizen.  The 1950 sample of Japanese Americans thus 
most probably does not include new immigrants, and most likely is composed exclusively 
of those who were affected by the internment. 
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from the internment camps.  Daniels (1993) documents that Ò[o]f the nearly 30,000 traceable 

persons who resettled from relocation centers before January 1, 1945, more than 75 percent were 

in just eight states.  Illinois led with 7,652 (6,599 in Chicago)Ó (p. 73).  Among those who left 

the internment camps after January 1, 1945, Illinois was also the second most popular destination 

after California, followed by the state of Washington.  By including Illinois, the sample size 

increases slightly to 66 and the fit of the regression improves tremendously.   

Limiting my 1950 analysis sample to Japanese Americans in three states may not reveal 

much about the effects of the wartime internment if Japanese Americans in these states were 

recent transplants from unaffected states.  I argue that this is unlikely.  Daniels (1993) documents 

that over two-thirds of the Japanese Americans who left WRA camps after January 1945 went 

back to the three West Coast states (p. 81).  The majority of Japanese Americans thus went back 

to where they had come from.  In the absence of new immigration, Japanese Americans in these 

states were hence primarily returnees from the internment camps.  As for possible migration 

from other states, it is hard to believe that the number was significant.  Accounts abound of 

violent harassment in 1945 of former internees upon their return to the West Coast (CWRIC, 

1997, p. 242).  Even in 1950, the Western states were not yet particularly welcoming to 

Japanese.  From the early 20th century, California and other western and mountain states had 

laws prohibiting foreign-born Asians from owning land.  One such legislative measure, the Alien 

Land Act, was voted down in California only in 1948.  On the other hand, many states in the 

Northeast and Midwest did not have such laws.  The WRA also encouraged the evacuees to 

settle outside of the West Coast.  For a small minority of Japanese Americans living on the East 

Coast and for many in Hawaii, there was little incentive to migrate from more liberal, egalitarian 

states to the deeply hostile West Coast states, particularly given recent history in those states.  It 

is thus reasonable to assume that Japanese Americans in my 1950 sample (the three states of 
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California, Illinois and Washington) were those who had been directly affected by the wartime 

relocation and internment. 

Table 1 reports the means of some key variables that are used for the earnings regression 

analysis for five racial/ethnic groups for 1940 and 1950.  The sample statistics from the 1940 

Census are presented in Panel (a) of the table, and the 1950 sample statistics are reported in the 

lower panel.  The Census person weights were used in calculating the means and their standard 

errors. 

Several interesting characteristics are apparent from the statistics presented in Table 1.  In 

1940, Japanese Americans were the second oldest after European immigrants, working the 

longest weeks and were highly concentrated in agriculture.  Japanese Americans had average 

schooling of 9.7 years, longer than any other groups except for whites, and their weekly earnings 

were higher than those of blacks and other Asians.  More than 80 percent of Japanese Americans 

lived in California, and fully one-third of them lived outside of metropolitan areas.  Some of 

these characteristics had changed dramatically a decade later.  In 1950, Japanese Americans were 

the youngest group7 and only 10.5 percent of them were engaged in agriculture.8  Fewer than 70 

percent of them lived in California, and they overwhelmingly lived in metropolitan areas.  On 

average, Japanese Americans worked shorter weeks than whites and European immigrants and 

                                                
7  The war and the internment may have contributed to the change in the age composition of 

Japanese Americans.  Many immigrants detained at the INS facilities were repatriated to 
Japan, and a small number of internees (4,724), the majority of whom were older 
immigrants, left for Japan from the WRA relocation centers (CWRIC, 1997, pp. 251-
252). 

 
8  The low number of Japanese Americans in agriculture in 1950 is surprising.  This is 

because many Japanese Americans were self-employed farmers and fishermen and I 
exclude those from my analysis of earnings regressions.    In Table 6 in which self-
employed are included, about 37 percent were in the agriculture sector in 1950, down 
from 51 percent in 1940. 
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earned less than the other groups except Asians.  On the other hand, Japanese Americans 

maintained the edge in schooling, as on average they have the longest years of schooling.  The 

comparison of sample statistics for Japanese Americans between 1940 and 1950 indicates that 

the wartime internment uprooted Japanese Americans from the agricultural areas and 

transformed them to an urban population, more so than the war did to the other groups.  Also 

noteworthy is that the average years of schooling for blacks and Asians are shorter in 1950 than 

1940.  This may be a result of differential inter-regional and international migration among 

different groups. 

 

I I I . Analysis of Earnings Regressions 

(a) Age-Earnings Profiles 

I estimate the canonical Mincer earnings function of the form:  

iiiii xxsw !"""# +$++++= ‹Z i
2

321ln     (1) 

where iw  is the person iÕs weekly earnings, is  the level of schooling, ix  the potential experience 

(the bigger of 0 or age minus schooling minus 6), Zi a vector of geographic dummies, and 

‹ , , , 21 ‰‰‡ parameters.  The geographic variables, included to control for differences in the cost 

of living and local labor market characteristics, are indicators for the states of Oregon, 

Washington and Illinois (for the 1949 Japanese Americans regression) and for the metropolitan 

status.  Equation (1) is estimated for different race/ethnicity (Japanese, U.S.-born native whites, 

U.S.-born native blacks, other Asians, and European immigrants) using log weekly earnings of 

1939 and 1949. 

Table 2 presents the estimates from the ordinary least-squares regressions for each group.  

The results from the regressions using the 1939 wage data are presented in Panel (a), and the 
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Panel (b) displays the estimates using the 1949 wage data.  The patterns of estimation results 

conform to well-known results in earnings regressions.  In the 1939 regressions, the returns on 

education as well as on experience are much higher for whites than for the other groups.  

Because a considerable fraction of Japanese Americans and other Asians are immigrants, 

together with the results for European immigrants, these results indicate that education and 

experience they receive in their home country might not be readily transferable to jobs in the 

United States.  On the other hand, return on education for European immigrants is higher than 

that for Japanese Americans and Asians.  This could be partly attributable to differences in 

language skills among these groups.  Fully one-quarter of European immigrants were born in 

Anglophone Canada or the United Kingdom, and naturally English would be their first language, 

and hence they would have little difficulty adapting to the U.S. workplace.  Blacks had the 

lowest return on education in 1939, but in 1949 this pattern changes dramatically.  Return on 

education deteriorated for every group except for blacks and other Asians.  The general trend of 

decline in return on education during the 1940s has been documented by Goldin and Margo 

(1992).  They attribute this to the increase in demand for lower-skilled workers coupled with the 

increase in supply of an educated workforce.  The deterioration of return for whites is 

particularly dramatic.  It declined by more than half from 6.1 percent to 2.6 percent.  Japanese 

Americans also experienced a steep decline in return on education, from 1.8 percent to almost 

zero, although neither is precisely estimated. 

The increases in return on education among blacks and Asians may be due to the 

composition changes of these two groups.  In contrast to the other race/ethnicity groups, these 

two groups saw declines in the average years of schooling.  As the war economy of the 1940s 

increased the demand for jobs in the defense industries on the West Coast, less-skilled blacks and 

Asians migrated to California and Washington.  As the demand for low-skilled jobs increased 
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during this decade, blacks and Asians, who generally had low levels of education, might have 

benefited from the changes in the labor market structure.  Since the less-educated groups enjoyed 

faster earnings growth during the 1940s (Goldin and Margo, 1992), it is possible that increases in 

the return on education for blacks and Asians might reflect this trend. 

I simulate the predicted age-earnings profiles for each racial/ethnic group in Figure 2, 

assigning the same values of the explanatory variables as is done in Trejo (1997).  Specifically, 

Figure 2 plots the estimated age-earnings profiles for men with 12 years of schooling and who 

live in the MSA area in California.  Panel (a) presents earnings profiles estimated from the 1939 

regressions, and Panel (b) shows such profiles using the results of the 1949 regressions.  Because 

these age-earnings profiles are derived from the estimated regressions, the only differences 

among different groups are due to racial and ethnic differences in mean earnings.  In 1939, 

native-born whites had the highest earnings, followed, in order, by European immigrants, 

Japanese Americans, blacks and Asians.  The shape of Japanese-American age-earnings profile 

is similar to those of blacks and European immigrants.  Ten years later, in 1949, the age-earnings 

profiles of all groups were higher but the rates of change were different for different groups.  

Whites still maintained the advantage over the other groups but the gaps between them have 

narrowed.  Blacks and other Asians made tremendous progress, whereas Japanese Americans 

lagged behind.  Although their position is higher than that in 1939, Japanese Americans now 

occupy the bottom of earnings distribution.  For whites, Japanese Americans and European 

immigrants, the peaks of earnings profiles occur at a younger age in 1949 compared to 1939.  

The earnings profile of blacks has become considerably flatter, while Japanese Americans, to a 

lesser extent, also seem to have experienced a leveling of the earnings profile. 

The relative decline of weekly wages for Japanese Americans is more dramatic when it is 

viewed in the context of cohort age-earning profiles.  I group predicted earnings from the log 
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wage regressions into five 10-year cohorts (18 to 24, 25 to 34, 35 to 44, 45 to 54, and 55 to 64) 

for each year and calculate the average log wages for each cohort.  I then connect the average for 

the cohort age 20 (18 to 24 in 1940) to the average of this cohort in 1950 (age 25 to 34).  Figure 

3 presents such a view.  The slope of each curve represents the earning growth of each group 

between 1939 and 1949, and the difference in slopes can be interpreted as the visual presentation 

of the difference-in-differences estimator.  In this Figure, it is clear that the earnings growth of 

Japanese Americans was much slower compared to the other groups, particularly among the 

younger cohorts.  For example, the 18-24 cohort (in 1940) of Japanese Americans experienced 

on average 37.9 percent of weekly earnings growth between 1940 and 1950, whereas whites 

enjoyed a growth of 56.9 percent, blacks 60.3 percent, Asians 65.5 percent, and European 

immigrants 50.3 percent.  The slower earnings growth over the 10-year period is observed for 

every cohort of Japanese Americans compared to any other group.9  For the entire sample of the 

affected cohorts (age 18 to 54 in 1940), the earnings growth of Japanese Americans over the ten-

year period is lower by nine percent than whites, by 25 percent for blacks, by 32 percent for 

other Asians, and by 11 percent for European immigrants.  

Looking at Figure 3, one cannot help noticing the remarkable advancement made by racial 

and ethnic minorities in the 1940s.  From this figure, it is clear that the ÒGreat CompressionÓ of 

                                                
9  The exception is the 45-54 cohort (in 1940) of whites, whose average wage growth was 

6.7 percent, compared to 11.5 percent for Japanese Americans.  This apparent similarity, 
however, might be due to very different forces operating behind the cross-sectional age-
earnings profiles of the two groups.  The older cohorts of Japanese Americans seem to 
have suffered from slow wage growth probably because of the internment and consequent 
poor job opportunities after the war.  On the other hand, the older cohorts of white men 
experienced slow wage growth as they appear to have maintained the status quo in terms 
of industry and occupation during this tumultuous time of American history.  Yamashtia 
(2004) documents that the ÒGreat CompressionÓ during the 1940s occurred by and large 
only between older cohorts of blacks and whites but not between younger cohorts of 
whites and blacks.  He attributes this to active inter-industry migration and occupational 
upgrading of blacks, while most older whites stayed put throughout the 1940s. 
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the 1940s occurred not only among whites (Goldin and Margo, 1992) and between whites and 

blacks (Margo, 1995) but also between whites and Asians.  The experience of Japanese 

Americans during World War II is poignant not only because they lost earnings during the 

internment and suffered from loss of civilian labor force experience, but also because Japanese 

Americans were left out of the tremendous social gains achieved by the other minority groups. 

My finding that Japanese Americans earned less than the other minority groups may seem at 

odds with earlier studies of earnings of Asian Americans.  Using the 1970 Census, Chiswick 

(1983) finds that U.S.-born Chinese and Japanese Americans on average earn more than their 

white counterparts, and there are little differences between coefficient estimates from earnings 

regressions.  However, a caution is required in interpreting ChiswickÕs results as evidence for a 

restoration of earnings of Japanese Americans by 1969.  Because the mean age of Japanese 

Americans in his sample is 43 in 1970, many of the Japanese Americans in his analysis were 

very young when World War II broke out and hence their careers were little affected by the 

internment.  Many of the Japanese-American men in ChiswickÕs sample are even younger than 

the youngest cohort analyzed here.  The cohorts that had been most affected by the internment 

(age 35-54 in 1940) were already retired or towards the end of their working life, and hence 

would have had little effect on ChiswickÕs estimation.  On the other hand, my results that the 

internment had strong effects on post-war earnings of Japanese Americans are consistent with 

findings of Chin (2005). 

(b) Differential Effects of the Internment by Education 

Anecdotal evidence from historical accounts and testimony of Japanese Americans suggest 

that the wartime internment had different impacts on the evacuees of different educational 

attainment.  Younger cohorts were able to get out of the internment camps to attend college.  

Toward the end of the internment, many Japanese-American men took up jobs just to move out 
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of the WRA camps.  For example, Broom and Riemer (1949) discuss that some dentists found 

jobs as technicians or assistants, and some who never had done domestic work accepted jobs as 

housekeepers (p. 37).  Asymmetry of labor-income risk for different education groups is 

apparent.  If one had a low-skill job before the internment, it is likely that he would get another 

low-skill job after the internment.  On the other hand, if one had high education and held a high-

skill job before the war, the down-side risk of not finding suitable employment would be far 

greater than those who held low-skill jobs.  This is because high-skilled individuals would be 

more likely to lose their civilian labor-force experience in the camps, which offered only menial 

opportunities and because some of the high-skilled individuals might have chosen to take up any 

job in order to move away from the camp.  To investigate this possibility, I include an interaction 

term of education and experience in the regression (1) and estimate the effect of the internment 

on different age/education groups.  I then calculate the marginal return on one year of education 

for different groups, using the results of the regressions with the interaction term.   

Table 3 details the predicted incremental return on one year of experience conditional on 

education level for three hypothetical education levels (9 years, 12 years and 16 years) for four 

age cohorts (25, 35, 45 and 55 year olds).  This table shows that there was a divergent trend 

among different racial/ethnic groups for return on experience depending on oneÕs education 

level.  In 1939, higher education accorded a higher return for every racial/ethnic group as well as 

for every age group.  For whites, for example, the difference of the marginal return on 

experience between the low-education group and the high-education group is 0.5 to 0.6 

percentage points.  Similar gaps are estimated for all groups except for blacks, the most highly-

educated of whom enjoyed a 1.1 percent higher return than the lowest-educated counterparts.  By 

1949, this uniformity on the marginal return on experience across different racial/ethnic groups 

disappears.  For whites and European immigrants, the advantage of education widens, while for 
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Asians, the advantage of education is maintained at a narrower margin.  For Japanese Americans 

and blacks, on the other hand, fortunes reverse in favor of the low-education group.  For 

example, for every age cohort of Japanese Americans, the marginal return on experience of those 

with 16 years of education is estimated to be 0.7 percentage points lower than that of the lowest-

educated group (with 9 years of schooling), although none of the differences are statistically 

significant.  For blacks, the return on an extra year of experience is 0.6 percentage points lower 

for the highly-educated than the low-education group. 

Comparing the predicted marginal return on experience between the two Census years 

within education-level groups also reveals a differential trend for Japanese Americans and blacks 

than for whites, Asians and European immigrants.  In general, the marginal return on experience 

deteriorated substantially for whites, European immigrants and other Asians during the 1940s.  

On the other hand, for Japanese Americans and blacks, those with nine years of education saw a 

small increase in the return on extra year of experience between the two Census years.  For 

example, for Japanese Americans with nine years of education, the marginal return on 

experience rose by 0.1 to 0.4 percentage points, although the differences are not statistically 

significant.  In contrast, more educated Japanese Americans and blacks experienced a large 

deterioration in the return on an extra year of experience.  For those with 16 years of education, 

the marginal return on experience deteriorated by 0.9 to 1.2 percentage points for Japanese 

Americans, and by 1.3 to 2.2 percentage points for blacks.  These magnitudes of deterioration 

seem particularly large compared to a small deterioration of less than 0.5 percentage points for 

whites and European immigrants. 

One problem of the above analysis is that many of the predicted marginal returns on 

experience are not precisely estimated.  In particular, for the marginal return for Japanese 

Americans and other Asians in 1949, none of the estimates are statistically significantly different 
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from zero or from each other.  This may be because the numbers of observations in the Japanese-

American and Asian samples are small.  As a result, I do not have strong evidence to conclude 

that the experience of the internment had different impacts depending on oneÕs education level.  

In order to verify the robustness of my results, I compare the change in the log wage differentials 

relative to whites between 1939 and 1949.  Table 4 presents the results of these comparisons at 

10-, 50-, and 90-percentiles of each racial/ethnic group for different education and experience 

levels. 

Table 4 confirms the general pattern that Japanese Americans with a higher level of 

education suffered more than those with a low level of education.  Between 1939 and 1949, the 

wage gap with whites narrowed for every racial/ethnic group except for the bottom 10 percent of 

Japanese Americans.  Whereas the bottom 10 percent of blacks and Asians experienced the 

modest closing of the wage gaps with whites, Japanese Americans in this category saw their 

relative wages decline by 23 percent.  Within this group, those with less than 12 years of 

education experienced narrowing of the wage gap compared to their white counterparts, while 

those with nine years and over 12 years education saw their wages relative to their white 

counterparts fall approximately by 22 percent and 8 percent, respectively.  Increases of the wage 

gaps of this magnitude are not observed for any other combination of ethnicity/education level 

except the highly-educated European immigrants.  One possible reason for this divergence for 

the latter group may be that the 1950 sample of European immigrants is qualitatively different 

from the 1940 sample.  There was an influx of immigrants from Europe between 1935 and 1945.  

Although I limit my 1950 sample to those who were not living abroad in 1945, it is possible that 

European immigrants in 1950 were more recent immigrants and thus this sample of European 

immigrants may not be strictly comparable to the 1940 sample.  On the other hand, because 

immigration from Asia was strictly restricted and mass immigration was not allowed at that time, 
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a drastic change in the composition of the sample would be unlikely for Japanese Americans.  

The widening of the wage gaps for Japanese Americans would therefore be likely to be a 

consequence of the internment. 

The last column of Table 4 reports the change in the 50-10 log wage differentials within 

each racial/ethnic group.  Here again, Japanese Americans are the only group for whom the wage 

dispersion widened between the two Census years.  Once again, the change in the 50-10 

differentials was different depending on the education level.  While the 50-10 differentials 

narrowed considerably for the low-education group among Japanese Americans, the differentials 

increased by 24 percent points for those with more than high school education.  In contrast to the 

patterns of the change in the relative wage gap based on education, the changes in wage 

differentials based on experience exhibit less clear patterns.  I therefore conclude that a large part 

of the relative decline of Japanese Americans would be attributable to a substantial fraction of 

the well-educated men who had to seek employment in low-paying jobs after the internment.   

(c) Decomposition of Wage Differentials 

In order to identify the sources of relative decline of Japanese-American earnings compared 

to the other groups, I decompose the gaps of average earnings between Japanese Americans and 

other racial/ethnic groups.  A well-known technique allows us to decompose the average 

difference in wages between two demographic groups into differences in terms of average 

observable characteristics and differences in terms of the structure of the regression estimates.  

However, Oaxaca and Ransom (1994) demonstrate that the standard technique of decomposition 

may be sensitive to the choice of a reference group.  They show that using the pooled sample as a 

benchmark instead and decomposing the average wage differentials with respect to the pooled 

average may produce more robust results.  I follow the specification of Oaxaca and Ransom 
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(1994) and decompose the average wage differences of Japanese Americans and another group 

using the following equation: 

)ö()ö()(lnln â*âXâ*âX*âXX iijjij !"!!"+"!=! ij ww    (2) 

where wln  is the mean log weekly earnings, X! is the vector of average characteristics, ‰̂ the 

vector of coefficient estimates from earnings regression for each group, and *‰  the vector of 

coefficient estimates from the pooled regression, which is taken to be the market wage structure.  

The subscript j denotes the estimates from the Japanese-American sample and the subscript i 

indicates the estimates from the sample of a different racial/ethnic group (whites, blacks, other 

Asians or European immigrants) that is being compared.  The first term on the right-hand side of 

Equation (2) represents the portion of the mean wage differential attributable to the differences in 

the mean characteristics, whereas the second and third terms are the advantage/disadvantage of 

Japanese Americans and the other group attributable to the labor market structure.  Specifically, 

the second term of Equation (2) captures the portion of the wage gap between Japanese 

Americans and the entire labor market due to the differences in returns to education, experience, 

and other coefficient estimates, while the third term captures the differences for the other group 

that are attributable to regression estimates for that group.  The difference between the second 

term and third term reflects how the labor market rewards education, experience and other 

observable characteristics of Japanese Americans differently from the other group that is being 

compared.   

Table 5 presents the results of this decomposition analysis.  Decomposition of mean log 

wage differences between Japanese Americans and the other groups is calculated one at a time.  

The top panel displays the results of the decomposition based on the 1939 wage regressions and 

the bottom panel shows those using the 1949 wage data.  The first row of each panel is the 
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relevant mean log wage differences for each group from the mean log wage of Japanese 

Americans.  The second row exhibits the sum of differences in the log mean wages that are 

attributable to the differences in average characteristics of each group, corresponding to the first 

term in Equation (2).  The remaining rows break down the mean log wage differences into 

differences attributable to estimated returns on the observable labor market characteristics.  The 

column for Japanese Americans corresponds to the second term in Equation (2), and the columns 

for the other groups correspond to the third term. 

The decompositions reveal striking differences in the way the labor market rewards different 

racial/ethnic groups.  In 1939, whites on average earned 37 percent more than Japanese 

Americans, while the latter group earned more than blacks and Asians by 2.9 percent and 14 

percent, respectively.  Of these differences, the differences in the mean characteristics could 

explain only 8 percent of the Japanese-white wage gap, whereas two-thirds and a half of 

Japanese-black and Japanese-Asia wage differences, respectively, could be accounted for by the 

differences in characteristics.  A large part of the disadvantages of Japanese and other minority 

groups vis-ˆ -vis whites in 1939 was attributable to the structure of the labor market that valued 

their education and experience particularly poorly.  On the other hand, the structures of labor 

market reward to education and experience were remarkably similar across minority groups in 

1939. 

During the following ten years, this pattern changed dramatically, particularly in the 

estimates of wage gap due to the return on education.  As in 1939, Japanese Americans in 1949 

earned less than whites and a very small fraction of the Japanese-whites wage gap can be 

explained by the differences in the mean characteristics.  On the other hand, unlike in 1939 

blacks in 1949 earned more than Japanese Americans, while the observed mean characteristics 

could now account for very little of this gap.  The main changes that took place after the 



 24 

internment between Japanese Americans and the other groups are manifested in the way the 

labor market rewards education.  For Japanese Americans, the portion of wage gap attributable to 

the estimate of return on education stayed almost unchanged.  In contrast, for blacks, other 

Asians and European immigrants, the part of wage differentials due to return on education 

improved tremendously.  However, as in the case of the marginal return on experience presented 

in Table 3, many of the coefficient estimates for the decomposition analysis are not statistically 

significantly different from zero.  The results here thus should be interpreted and evaluated with 

caution. 

In contrast, changes in the estimates of wage gaps attributable to return on experience 

present mixed results.  As for Japanese Americans and other Asians, the portion of mean wage 

differentials attributable to experience narrowed substantially, while for blacks, the return on 

experience deteriorated in general and the portion of wage gap attributable to experience 

widened.  These estimates, however, as is the case in the previous analysis, are not precisely 

estimated and thus are not statistically significantly different from each other. 

The decomposition analysis demonstrates that a large part of the relative decline of weekly 

earnings of Japanese Americans between 1939 and 1949 may be explained by a conspicuous lack 

of improvement in the labor market structure in rewarding education for Japanese Americans 

vis-ˆ -vis blacks, other Asians and European immigrants.  The lack of improvement in return on 

education is consistent with the earlier analysis in which the highly-educated among Japanese 

Americans suffered disproportionately more than the low-education group.  The image emerging 

from the foregoing analysis is that the effect of the internment fell particularly harshly on the 

unlucky few among the more educated Japanese Americans.  However, since the part of the 

wage gaps attributable to experience does not seem to explain the changes in the relative position 
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of Japanese Americans in the labor market, ascribing the comparative decline of Japanese 

Americans to depreciation of human capital may be premature.   

IV. Inter-Industry Migration and Occupational Changes 

The previous section established the relative decline of earnings of Japanese Americans 

compared to other minority groups between 1939 and 1949.  In addition, while the young cohort 

of Japanese Americans whose labor market experience was not interrupted by the internment did 

not seem to earn substantially less than the other groups, some older cohorts of Japanese 

Americans earned less than the other racial/ethnic groups.  These results suggest that the 

internment affected earnings of Japanese Americans because it interrupted their careers rather 

than Japanese Americans faced harsher discrimination compared to blacks and Asians in the 

West Coast after World War II.  While it is tempting to think of this decline as depreciation of 

human capital in the fashion of Mincer and Ofek (1982), we cannot attribute all of this to the loss 

of labor market experience during the internment.  Particularly, the analysis of the previous 

section suggests that a large part of the relative decline of Japanese Americans seems to come 

from the deterioration in return on education rather than return on experience.  In this section, I 

will explore possible reasons for this decline by analyzing the patterns of inter-industry 

migration and occupational change of different racial/ethnic groups between 1940 and 1950.   

In order to estimate the racial differences in industry and occupation distribution and their 

changes during the 1940s, I estimate a choice of industry and occupation by probit with the 

pooled 1940-1950 data.  The probit regressions include the level of schooling, age, four dummy 

variables for racial/ethnic groups (blacks, European immigrants, Japanese Americans and other 

Asians), the dummy variable for 1950, and the interaction terms of the 1950 dummy and the 

race/ethnicity dummies.  The dependent variable is a binary variable indicating whether a 

respondent was in a particular industry or occupation.  The coefficient estimates on the 
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interaction terms are thus difference-in-differences estimators that signify the racial differences 

in inter-industry migration and occupational changes that took place between 1940 and 1950.  

This estimation allows us to evaluate how movement between industries and/or occupations was 

different for different racial and ethnic groups beyond the general time trends. 

For the analysis of industry and occupational changes, I have more latitude in sample 

selection as industry and occupation were asked not only to sample-line persons but to a wider 

set of individuals in 1950.  The sample size is thus bigger for every racial/ethnic group.  For this 

analysis, I select men between 18 and 64 who were in the three states of California, Oregon and 

Washington and who were in the civilian labor force.  As before, I exclude from the 1940 

samples those who were living abroad in 1935 and from the 1950 samples of European 

immigrants and Asians those who were living abroad in 1945 but were not World War II 

veterans.  I also exclude those whose industry or occupation was not reported or classified. 

Table 6 displays the sample statistics indicating the percentage distribution of industry and 

occupation choice of each racial/ethnic group with standard errors reported in parentheses.  

Japanese Americans were on average more likely to be self-employed and in agriculture both in 

1940 and 1950 than any other groups.  The patterns of inter-industry migration between 1940 

and 1950 for Japanese Americans were distinct in two sectors: retail and personal services.  A 

large drop of the proportion of Japanese Americans in the retail sector and a 60-percent increase 

in the proportion of those in the personal services sector were against the general trends observed 

in the other groups.  In terms of occupation choice, Japanese Americans were more likely to be 

employed as farm workers than any other group.  While it appears that Japanese Americans in 

1940 were as likely as whites and European immigrants to be in management, this might reflect 

the fact that many of them were proprietors of their own business rather than in managerial 

positions in large corporations.  Between 1940 and 1950, there was a 16-percentage point 
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increase in the laborer category among Japanese Americans, which was again quite distinct from 

the trend of the other racial/ethnic groups. 

Table 8 presents the estimates of the probit regressions for selected industries and Table 9 

report the results for selected occupations.  The estimates reported in these two tables are the 

marginal increase in probability calculated for the change in the value of the corresponding 

dummy variable from 0 to 1.  The coefficients reported for industries/occupations are the 

estimates on the race/ethnicity dummies, and the coefficients reported on interaction terms are 

the difference-in-differences estimators. 

The results in Table 8 suggest that Japanese Americans tended to stay in low-paying 

industries but failed to move into high-paying industries during the 1940s.  In terms of industry 

distribution, Japanese Americans in 1940 were highly likely to be in the agriculture, retail and 

personal-services sectors and less likely to be in the construction, manufacturing and public 

sectors.  Between 1940 and 1950, as more Asians leave agriculture, Japanese Americans were no 

more or less likely to move out of agriculture than their white counterparts.  On the other hand, 

Japanese Americans were far more likely to get into the construction and personal-services 

sectors in 1950 as blacks were moving out of these sectors and getting into the more lucrative 

area of manufacturing.  Asians were also moving out of the personal-services sector and into the 

transportation and utilities sector and retail businesses. 

Japanese Americans were also more likely than any other group to leave the retail sector 

between 1940 and 1950.  This result gives us an image of the predicament of Japanese 

Americans before and after the internment.  In 1940, Japanese Americans had high 

representation in the retail sector.  However, when the evacuation order was issued, Japanese 

shop owners had to sell their businesses and assets at below-market prices within a very short 

period of time.  Properties and the sources of livelihood built up prior to the internment had been 
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lost and many had to start from scratch after the internment.  Lack of capital could have 

prevented them from getting back into the retail business.  On the other hand, housing shortages 

in the booming economies of the West Coast were acute and many internees had to take up jobs 

that would offer them a place to live, such as the personal-services industry (e.g., lodging 

industry or private households). 

Similar to the case of inter-industry migration, a pattern of moving toward low-paying jobs 

in 1950 is seen in the results of occupation choice by Japanese Americans (Table 9).  Before the 

internment, Japanese Americans were more likely to be in management and less likely to be a 

household service worker than any other minority group.  By 1950, however, they were far more 

likely to move out of the managerial position and more likely to stay as a household service 

worker.  Compared to blacks and Asians, Japanese Americans in 1950 were approximately 20 

percent more likely to become a laborer, the occupation in which they were unlikely to be in 

1940.  Although many Japanese Americans were self-employed in 1940, they were even more 

likely to become self-employed in 1950 than the other groups.  In the three states in my analysis 

16 percent of these self-employed Japanese Americans in 1950 were contract gardeners, 

compared to five percent in 1940.  As discussed by Chin (2005), contract gardening became the 

main form of business for many Japanese Americans after World War II.  Because capital 

requirements for starting up contract gardening are low, many Japanese Americans were able to 

start their own business in this field.  Chin notes that Òthe earning losses and the changes in 

occupational characteristics for working-age internees ... are in good part driven by the increase 

in self-employment in contract gardeningÓ (p. 507).  In my 1950 sample of Japanese Americans, 

80 percent of laborers are in contract gardening. 
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Because the years of schooling and age are controlled for in the difference-in-differences 

regressions,10 the results in Tables 8 and 9 point to possible reasons why the more educated 

among Japanese seem to be affected more by the experience of the internment, and why the 

return on education for Japanese Americans did not improve as much as that for blacks and 

Asians.  As Chin (2005) points out in her study of the 1970 Census data, the lack of appropriate 

matching of skills and jobs seems to be the main reason for the lower earnings of Japanese 

Americans in the post-war period.  Many highly-educated Japanese Americans had to seek 

employment in sectors in which they had little experience or training. 

 

V. Conclusion 

The war-time experiences of Japanese Americans were devastating to many, not only 

because they lost their assets and property, but also their post-war earnings potential was 

severely curtailed due to involuntary interruption of work careers.  The effect is more acute for 

educated men, some of whom had to take up low-paying jobs to get out of the internment camps 

and to start a life from scratch.  The toll of the internment experience fell harshly on some 

unlucky ones among Japanese Americans, as the wage dispersion within Japanese Americans as 

well as between Japanese Americans and the other racial/ethnic groups widened during the 

1940s, when the rest of America saw the ÒGreat Compression.Ó  This deterioration of relative 

wages seems to be a result of differences in inter-industry migration and occupation change 

                                                
10  In the 1950 Census, the question on the highest grade attended was asked only to the 

sample-line persons, as was the case of income variables.  To the extent that selection of 
sample-line respondents is correlated with race/ethnicity, this might bias the estimates of 
the probit regression.  However, Table 6 shows that the average years of schooling 
change is similar for Japanese Americans, whites, blacks and other Asians.  I therefore 
surmise that race/ethnicity dummy variables and the education variables are not 
correlated and thus the estimates of difference-in-differences parameters are not biased in 
a systematic way. 
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during the 1940s, which appears to be a direct consequence of the internment.  Many Japanese 

Americans lost property and their means of livelihood at the time of evacuation and they became 

disproportionately employed in low-paying sectors as service workers or laborers in 1950. 

This research suffers from the typical problem, common among studies on Asian Americans 

using nationally-representative samples of data: namely, lack of sufficient number of 

observations in the data.  Although Japanese Americans in 1940 and 1950 were the largest ethnic 

group among Asian Americans, they accounted for less than one-tenth of a percent of the total 

U.S. population.  In addition, in the 1950 Census, many questions concerning income and 

education were asked only to a limited number of respondents.  After applying reasonable 

sample-selection criteria, I have only 66 Japanese-American men left in my sample.  Probably as 

a result of this, many coefficients of interest in the 1950 wage regression for Japanese-American 

men are not precisely estimated.  However, other measures of wage differentials and the 

decomposition of mean wages display a consistent pattern of deterioration on return on education 

among Japanese-American men, and widening of wage gaps among the educated Japanese 

Americans, in contrast to the experiences of blacks and other Asians.  My results are consistent 

with many historical accounts of the experiences of Japanese-American families during and after 

World War II, found in numerous books and Congressional testimony.  I therefore hope that 

results of this paper are sufficiently convincing to readers, despite the lack of statistical 

significance in some findings. 

The question of the effects of the wartime internment on subsequent earnings may be 

revisited in the future, should a larger sample become available from the 1950 Census.  I hope a 

larger sample of Japanese Americans would be able to confirm the results of this paper in a 

statistically definitive way.  Another possible extension to this research is to use Canadian data 

and analyze the experience of Japanese Canadians from British Columbia.  Like their U.S. 
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counterparts, nearly 23,000 Canadians of Japanese decent were forcibly evacuated, men and 

women separated, and sent to ten internment camps in March 1942.  Most of them were not 

allowed to return to British Columbia until 1949.  The analysis of the Canadian experience may 

corroborate the results presented here. 



 32 

References 
 
Angrist, Joshua D.  ÒLifetime Earnings and the Vietnam Era Draft Lottery: Evidence from Social 

Security Administrative Records.Ó  American Economic Review, 80 (3), (June 1990): 
313-336. 

 
Angrist, Joshua, and Krueger, Alan B.  ÒWhy Do World War II Veterans Earn More than 

Nonveterans?Ó  Journal of Labor Economics, 12 (January 1994): 74-97. 
 
Borjas, George J.  ÒThe Economics of Immigration.Ó Journal of Economic Literature, 32 

(December 1994): 1667-1717. 
 
Broom, Leonard, and Riemer, Ruth.  Removal and Return: The Socio-Economic Effects of the 

War on Japanese Americans. Berkeley: Univ. of California Press, 1949. 
 
Burton, Jeffrey F., Farrell, Mary M., Lord, Florence B. and Lord, Richard W.  Confinement and 

Ethnicity: An Overview of WWII Japanese American Relocation Sites. U.S. Department 
of the Interior, National Park Service Online Book, 1999.  Available at 
http://www.cr.nps.gov/history/online_books/anthropology74/index.htm 

 
Chin, Aimee.  ÒLong-Run Labor Market Effects of Japanese American Internment during World 

War II on Working-Age Male Internees.Ó  Journal of Labor Economics, 23 (July 2005): 
491-525. 

 
Chiswick, Barry R.  ÒAn Analysis of the Earnings and Employment of Asian-American Men.Ó 

Journal of Labor Economics, 1 (April 1983): 197-214. 
 
Commission on Wartime Relocation and Internment of Civilians (CWRIC).  Personal Justice 

Denied.  Washington, DC and Seattle, Wash.: The Civil Liberties Public Education Fund 
and Univ. of Washington Press, 1997. 

 
Daniels, Roger.  Prisoners Without Trial: Japanese Americans in World War II.  New York: Hill 

and Wang, 1993. 
 
Goldin, Claudia and Margo, Robert A.  ÒThe Great Compression: the Wage Structure in the 

United States at Mid-century.Ó  Quarterly Journal of Economics, 107 (February 1992): 1-
34. 

 
Hatamiya, Lon S.  ÒThe Economic Effects of the Second World War Upon Japanese Americans 

in California.Ó Testimony of the Japanese American Citizens League National Committee 
for Redress: Presented to the Commission on Wartime Relocation and Internment of 
Civilians. San Francisco: Japanese American Citizens League, 1982. 

 
Margo, Robert A.  ÒExplaining Black-white Wage Convergence, 1940-1950.Ó Industrial and 

Labor Relations Review, 48 (3), April 1995: 470-481. 
 



 33 

Mincer, Jacob, and Polachek, Solomon.  ÒFamily Investments in Human Capital: Earnings of 
Women.Ó  Journal of Political Economy, 82 (1), (March/April 1974): S76-108. 

 
National Japanese American Historical Society (NJAHS). ÒEducation in Camp: Reflections from 

Teachers and Students.Ó  Nikkei Heritage, 10 (Winter 1998). 
 
Oaxaca, Ronald L., and Ransom, Michael R.  ÒOn Discrimination and the Decomposition of 

Wage Differentials.Ó  Journal of Econometrics, 61 (March 1994): 5-21. 
 
Ruggles, Steven and Sobek, Matthew et al.  Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: Version 

3.0. Minneapolis: Historical Census Projects, Univ. of Minnesota, 2003. 
 
Starr, Kevin. The Dream Endures: California Enters the 1940s. New York: Oxford University 

Press, 1997. 
 
Trejo, Stephen J.  ÒWhy Do Mexican Americans Earn Low Wages?Ó Journal of Political 

Economy, 105 (December 1997): 1235-68. 
 
U.S. Department of the Interior.  Confinement and Ethnicity: An Overview of WWII Japanese 

American Relocation Sites. National Par Service Online Book, available at 
http://www.cr.nps.gov/history/online_books/anthropology74/index.htm 

 
War Relocation Authority of the U.S. Department of Interior, The Evacuated People: A 

Quantitative Description. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1946. 
 
Yamashita, Takashi. ÒImperfect Substitution and Age-Differential Changes in the Wage 

Structure.Ó Unpublished Manuscript, Reed College, 2008. 



 34 

TABLE 1 

Sample Statistics of Key Variables, by Race/Ethnicity and Census Year 

 
      

Vari able 
Japanese 

Americans Whi te Black 
Other 
Asians 

European 
Immigrants 

 (a) 1940 Census 
Age 42.10 36.46 36.60 36.02 45.77 
 (1.19) (.09) (.64) (.52) (.22) 
Income (in 1949 $) 1,498.71 2,264.0 1,414.64 1,034.93 2,291.86 
 (85.74) (11.88) (50.89) (34.07) (29.13) 
Weeks work ed 42.15 41.60 41.34 36.29 42.02 
 (1.03) (.11) (.80) (.84) (.27) 
Weekly wages (in 1949 $) 35.26 58.12 34.61 30.10 57.32 
 (1.81) (1.07) (1.53) (1.35) (2.12) 
Log of weekly wages 3.442 3.823 3.409 3.303 3.865 
 (.038) (.004) (.027) (.023) (.010) 
Schooling 9.66 10.35 8.56 6.98 8.49 
 (.34) (.02) (.19) (.24) (.74) 
Experi ence 26.89 20.59 22.23 23.26 31.58 
 (1.35) (.10) (.74) (.62) (.25) 
Experi ence squared 985.83 586.82 660.14 655.17 1,155.43 
 (73.39) (4.72) (37.41) (33.49) (14.97) 
Percent foreign born 67.47 0 0 84.05 100 
 (3.90) (0) (0) (2.90) (0) 
Percent in agri culture1/ 42.04 8.58 8.09 41.97 7.56 
 (4.11) (.21) (1.56) (2.82) (.53) 
Percent in Oregon 4.29 11.94 1.97 3.30 9.60 
 (1.69) (.24) (.79) (1.03) (.59) 
Percent in Washington 12.87 16.23 1.31 4.77 19.68 
 (2.79) (.28) (.65) (1.23) (.80) 
Percent not in MSA 33.58 31.46 14.77 24.52 21.35 
 (3.94) (.35) (2.02) (2.50) (.82) 
      
No. of observation 145 17,303 308 298 2,498 
      
 (b) 1950 Census 
Age 36.40 38.27 37.81 43.86 49.70 
 (1.64) (.14) (.58) (.97) (.43) 
Income (in 1949 $) 2,165.98 2,956.94 2,219.37 1,686.11 3,022.03 
 (164.52) (18.27) (58.56) (82.85) (62.41) 
Weeks work ed 41.04 42.36 40.80 38.18 42.31 
 (1.85) (.16) (.78) (1.33) (.54) 
Weekly wages (in 1949 $) 49.54 70.51 67.28 44.33 71.49 
 (2.61) (.68) (7.37) (1.73) (1.87) 
Log of weekly wages 3.811 4.130 3.935 3.714 4.145 
 (.055) (.006) (.029) (.038) (.020) 
Schooling 10.82 10.81 7.98 5.00 9.33 
 (.36) (.04) (.19) (.40) (.16) 
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Experi ence 20.02 22.08 23.97 32.99 34.91 
 (1.76) (.15) (.67) (1.20) (.49) 
Experi ence squared 601.90 670.26 740.82 1,247.92 1,379.92 
 (85.11) (7.81) (38.15) (75.71) (31.55) 
Percent foreign born 33.66 0 0 87.13 100 
 (5.87) (0) (0) (3.18) (0) 
Percent in agri culture1/ 10.45 4.83 5.72 32.29 5.25 
 (3.79) (.25) (1.21) (4.44) (.87) 
Percent in I llinois 24.71 0 0 0 0 
 (5.35) (0) (0) (0) (0) 
Percent in Oregon 0 12.24 4.47 0.21 7.23 
 (0) (.38) (1.08) (0.43) (1.01) 
Percent in Washington 6.37 15.01 8.30 4.13 15.62 
 (3.03) (.41) (1.44) (1.89) (1.01) 
Percent not in MSA 3.75 28.66 10.51 20.37 16.13 
 (2.35) (.52) (1.60) (3.82) (1.43) 
      
No. of observation 66 7,625 367 112 661 

 
Source: AuthorÕs calculation from IPUMS samples.   

Standard errors in parenthesis.  The mean and standard errors are calculated using the person 
weight provided with the IPUMS sample. 

Note: 1/ Agriculture includes agriculture, fi shery and forestry. 
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TABLE 2 
Differences-in-Difference for Weekly Earnings Regressions 

 
      

Vari able 
Japanese 

Americans Whi te Black 
Other 
Asians 

European 
Immigrants 

 (a) 1939 log weekly earnings 
      
Constant 3.108 2.622 3.149 2.844 3.174 
 (.177) (.021) (.161) (.127) (.061) 
Schooling .018 .064 .010 .027 .029 
 (.012) (.001) (.010) (.007) (.003) 
Experi ence .026 .052 .024 .021 .036 
 (.009) (.001) (.009) (.008) (.003) 
Experi ence2/100 Ð.049 Ð.082 Ð.049 Ð.030 Ð.057 
 (.017) (.002) (.016) (.014) (.006) 
Oregon Ð.143 Ð.075 .263 .178 Ð.069 
 (.186) (.012) (.191) (.124) (.035) 
Washington Ð.076 Ð.017 Ð.420 .134 .036 
 (.114) (.011) (.235) (.104) (.026) 
Not in MSA Ð.094 Ð.149 Ð.201 Ð.117 Ð.117 
 (.078) (.009) (.075) (.052) (.025) 
      
N 145 17,303 308 298 2,498 
Adj.  R2 .084 .220 .059 .081 .090 
      
 (b) 1949 log weekly earnings 
      
Constant 3.673 3.397 3.657 3.359 3.685 
 (.347) (.028) (.135) (.225) (.111) 
Schooling Ð.005 .026 .014 .032 .013 
 (.024) (.002) (.009) (.013) (.006) 
Experi ence .019 .044 .012 .014 .033 
 (.018) (.001) (.007) (.011) (.006) 
Experi ence2/100 Ð.037 Ð.073 Ð.019 Ð.018 Ð.056 
 (.038) (.003) (.013) (.018) (.010) 
Oregon -- .002 Ð.103 .228 .065 
 -- (.017) (.139) (.409) (.067) 
Washington .098 .031 .313 .129 .052 
 (.232) (.015) (.096) (.181) (.051) 
I llinois .374 -- -- -- -- 
 (.157) -- -- -- -- 
Not in MSA Ð.420 Ð.047 .014 Ð.119 Ð.084 
 (.259) (.012) (.080) (.106) (.051) 
      
N 66 7,740 371 112 661 
Adj.  R2 .087 .134 .034 .072 .073 

Standard errors in parenthesis. 
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TABLE 3 

Implied Marginal Returns of One Extra Year of Experience 

 

Cohort  Japanese Whi te Black Asian European 

Education Level 1939 1949 1939 1949 1939 1949 1939 1949 1939 1949 
25 years old           

9 years  .018 .019 .039 .030 .010 .017 .013 .012 .029 .017 
 (.009) (.014) (.001) (.001) (.007) (.006) (.007) (.011) (.003) (.006) 

12 years .021 .016 .042 .034 .015 .014 .015 .013 .031 .022 
 (.008) (.014) (.001) (.001) (.007) (.006) (.006) (.011) (.003) (.006) 

16 years .024 .012 .046 .039 .021 .011 .019 .014 .034 .028 
 (.008) (.017) (.001) (.001) (.008) (.007) (.007) (.011) (.003) (.006) 

           
35 years old           

9 years  .007 .009 .021 .015 .003 .006 .009 .008 .015 .008 
 (.004) (.007) (.000) (.001) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.006) (.002) (.004) 

12 years .010 .006 .024 .019 .008 .003 .011 .008 .017 .012 
 (.004) (.007) (.000) (.001) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.006) (.002) (.004) 

16 years .013 .002 .028 .024 .014 ! .000 .015 .009 .020 .018 
 (.005) (.012) (.001) (.001) (.006) (.005) (.005) (.007) (.002) (.004) 
45 years old           

9 years ! .004 ! .001 .003 .000 ! .004 ! .005 .005 .003 .001 ! .002 
 (.004) (.007) (.000) (.001) (.004) (.004) (.005) (.005) (.001) (.002) 

12 years ! .002 ! .004 .006 .004 .001 ! .008 .007 .003 .003 .003 
 (.004) (.007) (.000) (.001) (.004) (.005) (.006) (.006) (.001) (.002) 

16 years .002 ! .008 .010 .009 .007 ! .011 .011 .004 .006 .009 
 (.006) (.012) (.001) (.001) (.006) (.006) (.007) (.009) (.002) (.003) 
           

55 years old           
9 years ! .015 ! .011 ! .015 ! .015 ! .010 ! .016 .001 ! .002 ! .013 ! .011 

 (.008) (.014) (.001) (.001) (.007) (.007) (.009) (.010) (.002) (.003) 
12 years ! .013 ! .014 ! .012 ! .011 ! .006 ! .019 .003 ! .001 ! .011 ! .007 

 (.009) (.013) (.001) (.001) (.008) (.008) (.010) (.012) (.002) (.003) 
16 years ! .009 ! .018 ! .008 ! .006 ! .000 ! .022 .007 ! .001 ! .008 ! .001 

 (.010) (.016) (.001) (.001) (.009) (.009) (.011) (.014) (.003) (.004) 
Based on authorÕs calculation based on the regressions that include the interaction term of 
experience and education.   
Standard errors in parenthesis. 
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TABLE 4 

Difference of Log Weekly Earnings with White at the 10-, 50- and 90-percentiles 

 
 10 percentile 50 percentile 90 percentile 
 

1939 1949 

1949
Ð

1939 1939 1949 

1949
Ð

1939 1939 1949 

1949
Ð

1939 

Change in 
50-10 

differential 
within group 

By Education           
           
Japanese - All .205 .445 .239 .405 .292 Ð.113 .324 .060 Ð.264 .241 
Less than 12 yrs .288 .124 Ð.164 .377 .309 Ð.069 .511 Ð.019 Ð.530 Ð.215 

High school .210 .442 .232 .376 .259 Ð.117 .168 .039 Ð.130 .236 
Over12 yrs .549 .624 .076 .460 .319 Ð.141 .438 .478 .041 .239 

           
Black - All .264 .169 Ð.094 .447 .291 Ð.156 .550 .226 Ð.324 Ð.051 
Less than 12 yrs .145 .198 .053 .403 .263 Ð.140 .470 .228 Ð.242 .073 

High school .515 .304 Ð.211 .336 .185 Ð.151 .456 .048 Ð.409 Ð.172 
Over  12 yrs .588 Ð.143 Ð.731 .405 .340 Ð.066 .599 .034 Ð.565 Ð.643 

           
Asians - All .205 .182 Ð.023 .580 .456 Ð.124 .693 .275 Ð.418 Ð.011 
Less than 12 yrs .145 .169 .024 .520 .489 Ð.031 .613 .317 Ð.296 Ð.064 

High school .249 .182 Ð.067 .481 .311 Ð.170 .695 .277 Ð.418 Ð.010 
Over  12 yrs .405 .039 Ð.366 .634 .241 Ð.393 .704 Ð.226 Ð.930 .049 

           
By Exper ience           

           
Japanese - All .205 .445 .239 .405 .292 Ð.113 .324 .060 Ð.264 .241 
Less than 15 yrs .119 .222 .103 .262 .192 Ð.070 .185 .310 .125 .228 

16 to 35 years .329 .347 .018 .448 .367 Ð.081 .351 .130 Ð.221 Ð.105 
Over  36 years .355 .467 .119 .529 .313 Ð.217 .405 Ð.025 Ð.431 .130 

           
Black - All .264 .169 Ð.094 .447 .292 Ð.156 .550 .226 Ð.324 Ð.043 
Less than 15 yrs .262 .022 Ð.240 .368 .173 Ð.195 .329 .113 Ð.215 .083 

16 to 35 years .368 .353 Ð.015 .566 .330 Ð.236 .693 .283 Ð.410 .013 
Over  36 years .347 .427 .080 .507 .359 Ð.148 .731 .500 Ð.230 .016 

           
Asians - All .205 .182 Ð.023 .580 .456 Ð.124 .693 .275 Ð.418 Ð.011 
Less than 15 yrs .119 Ð.121 Ð.241 .440 .252 Ð.188 .583 .484 Ð.099 .002 

16 to 35 years .368 .343 Ð.024 .680 .386 Ð.295 .693 .176 Ð.517 .066 
Over  36 years .132 .204 .073 .654 .578 Ð.077 .877 .436 Ð.441 Ð.049 
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TABLE 5 

Decomposition of Mean Log Wage Differences 

 
      

Vari able 
Japanese 

Americans Whi te Black 
Other 
Asians 

European 
Immigrants 

 (a) 1939 log weekly earnings 
Total log wage diff erential  Ð.3731 .0372 .1417 Ð.4175 
      
Diff erences due to characteristi cs  Ð.0339 .0196 .0765 Ð.0494 
  (.0098) (.0079) (.0078) (.0068) 
      
Diff erences due to coefficients      
Constant .4306 Ð.0560 .4715 .1660 .4968 
 (.1775) (.0281) (.1621) (.1283) (.0633) 
Education Ð.4109 .0379 Ð.4345 Ð.2378 Ð.2649 
 (.1220) (.0193) (.0889) (.0482) (.0284) 
Experi ence Ð.3493 .0390 Ð.3725 Ð.3400 Ð.1995 
 (.2868) (.0360) (.2227) (.2003) (.1335) 
Geography .0042 Ð.0070 Ð.0074 .0209 .0103 
 (.0315) (.0049) (.0122) (.0142) (.0087) 
Total att ri butable to coefficients Ð.3254 .0138 Ð.3429 Ð.3906 .0427 
 (.6178) (.0498) (.2897) (.2431) (.1507) 
      
 (b) 1949 log weekly earnings 
Total log wage diff erential  Ð.3438 Ð.1265 .0451 Ð.3774 
      
Diff erences due to characteristi cs  Ð.0400 .0029 .0400 Ð.0856 
  (.0050) (.0079) (.0166) (.0201) 
      
Diff erences due to coefficients      
Constant .3473 .0822 .3420 Ð.0972 .3700 
 (.3554) (.0326) (.1356) (.2251) (.1119) 
Education Ð.4144 Ð.0613 Ð.1448 .0135 Ð.1768 
 (.2807) (.0235) (.0716) (.0817) (.0544) 
Experi ence Ð.2322 .0079 Ð.3654 Ð.1898 Ð.1787 
 (.3656) (.0415) (.2005) (.3828) (.2399) 
Geography .0250 .0014 .0241 Ð.0057 Ð.0006 
 (.0375) (.0057) (.0120) (.0221) (.0129) 
Total att ri butable to coefficients Ð.2743 .0301 Ð.1441 Ð.2792 .0139 
 (1.0392) (.0580) (.2527) (.4520) (.2705) 

Standard errors in parenthesis. 
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TABLE 6 

Distribution of Industry and Occupation by Race/Ethnicity, 1940 and 1950 

 
 Japanese Whi te black Asian Euro. I mm. 
 1940 1950 1940 1950 1940 1950 1940 1950 1940 1950 
Age 42.7 36.8 38.5 39.1 37.2 37.3 36.6 42.1 47.8 50.0 
 (.8) (.7) (.1) (.1) (.6) (.3) (.5) (.5) (.3) (.3) 
Years of Schooling 1/ 9.5 3.4 10.1 3.7 8.5 3.1 7.0 3.0 8.2 9.2 
 (.2) (.3) (.0) (.0) (.2) (.1) (.2) (.2) (.1) (.1) 
Self-Employed 38.2 36.7 18.2 17.7 11.0 4.6 14.0 14.0 22.8 26.3 
 (2.8) (2.5) (.2) (.2) (1.6) (.5) (1.8) (1.7) (1.1) (1.5) 
           

(a) Industry  
Agri culture2/ 52.0 36.9 14.2 9.7 9.6 5.3 42.0 27.0 14.8 10.7 
 (2.9) (2.6) (.2) (.2) (1.5) (.6) (2.7) (2.2) (.9) (1.0) 
Mining 0 .4 2.2 1.0 .3 .5 0 0 1.7 .5 
 (0) (.4) (.1) (.2) (.3) (.2) 0 0 (.3) (.2) 
Constru ction 0 1.5 12.1 11.1 18.3 14.7 1.9 1.9 11.7 13.9 
 (0) (.6) (.2) (.2) (2.0) (.9) (.7) (.7) (.8) (1.2) 
Manufacturi ng 4.3 9.2 21.3 24.0 7.8 16.0 6.0 8.8 20.6 21.8 
 (1.2) (1.5) (.3) (.2) (1.4) (.9) (1.2) (1.4) (1.1) (1.4) 
Transport . &  Uti liti es 1.4 2.3 8.8 10.2 12.1 15.3 1.0 3.7 9.7 8.6 
 (.7) (.8) (.2) (.2) (1.7) (.9) (.5) (.9) (.8) (.9) 
Wholesale 5.8 6.7 4.3 5.2 2.1 2.0 1.3 2.7 3.5 4.1 
 (1.4) (1.3) (.1) (.1) (.7) (.4) (.6) (.8) (.5) (.7) 
Retail 21.0 13.1 14.9 15.0 9.7 12.0 22.9 32.2 17.0 16.8 
 (2.3) (1.8) (.2) (.2) (1.5) (.8) (2.2) (2.3) (.1) (1.3) 
Professional Services 4.7 8.4 9.2 10.1 12.1 10.7 4.3 5.7 7.9 9.7 
 (1.2) (1.5) (.2) (.2) (1.7) (.8) (1.1) (1.1) (.7) (1.0) 
Personal Services 9.0 16.4 5.9 4.6 22.0 8.2 17.7 10.6 8.6 7.9 
 (1.7) (2.0) (.2) (.1) (2.1) (.7) (2.0) (1.5) (.7) (.9) 
Education/Non-profi t 1.7 3.0 2.4 3.0 1.8 3.0 2.0 2.2 2.1 3.1 
 (.8) (.9) (.1) (.1) (.7) (.4) (.7) (.7) (.4) (.6) 
Public Admin. 0 2.0 4.8 6.1 4.2 12.4 .8 5.3 2.4 3.0 
 0 (.7) (.1) (.1) (1.0) (.3) (.5) (1.1) (.4) (.6) 
           

(b) Occupation 
Professional 4.2 7.8 7.2 9.9 2.9 2.3 1.9 2.9 5.4 9.8 
 (1.2) (1.4) (.2) (.1) (.9) (.4) (.8) (.8) (.6) (1.0) 
Management 14.1 11.0 11.0 13.1 2.1 2.8 7.8 9.2 11.9 15.5 
 (2.0) (1.7) (.2) (.2) (.8) (.4) (1.4) (1.4) (.9) (1.2) 
Cleri cal 2.7 2.7 7.5 6.7 3.2 4.9 3.0 3.7 5.6 5.5 
 (.9) (.9) (.2) (.1) (.9) (.6) (.9) (.9) (.6) (.8) 
Sales 6.6 4.8 7.9 7.8 1.8 1.8 4.6 4.2 4.9 4.8 
 (1.5) (1.1) (.2) (.1) (.7) (.3) (1.1) (1.0) (.6) (.7) 
Crafts 2.8 7.0 18.6 22.0 8.6 14.0 1.9 5.7 19.8 23.5 
 (1.0) (1.3) (.3) (.2) (1.4) (.9) (.7) (1.2) (1.1) (1.4) 
Operati ve 3.5 5.6 12.7 12.7 5.0 16.6 5.9 9.0 11.1 8.9 
 (1.1) (1.2) (.2) (.2) (1.1) (1.0) (1.3) (1.4) (.8) (1.0) 
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Transport . Operati ve 2.1 1.1 4.3 4.9 7.0 4.0 .9 .8 1.7 1.9 
 (.8) (.5) (.1) (.1) (1.3) (.5) (.5) (.4) (.3) (.5) 
Service worker 10.1 9.0 6.4 5.8 34.3 21.1 27.5 34.2 10.0 9.8 
 (1.8) (1.5) (.2) (.1) (2.4) (1.1) (2.4) (2.4) (.8) (1.0) 
Laborer 5.3 21.7 11.6 8.2 26.9 27.7 5.4 3.4 15.7 10.3 
 (1.3) (2.2) (.2) (.1) (2.3) (1.2) (1.2) (.9) (1.0) (1.0) 
Farm Work er 48.6 29.4 12.8 8.9 8.3 4.7 41.2 26.9 13.9 9.9 
 (2.9) (2.4) (.2) (.1) (1.4) (.6) (2.6) (2.2) (.9) (1.0) 
           
No. of Observations 292 86 21,509 9,423 373 403 354 137 3,508 946 
Standard errors in parenthesis.   
Percentage and standard errors are calculated using the person weight. 
Note: 1/ The number of years of schooling was asked only to the sample-line respondents in the 1950 

Census. 
2/ Agriculture includes agriculture, fi shery and forestry. 
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TABLE 8 

Difference-in-Differences Estimation of Industry Regressions 

 

Industry  
Japanese 

Americans Black 
Other 
Asians 

European 
Immigrants 

Log likelihood 
(Pseudo R2) 

Agri culture1/ .386 Ð.063 .154 Ð.021  
 (.031) (.011) (.024) (.005) Ð14070 

Interaction Term Ð.046 Ð.016 Ð.023 .012 (0.086) 
 (.023) (.025) (.024) (.014)  
Constru ction Ð.116 .047 Ð.096 Ð.032  
 (.002) (.018) (.005) (.005) Ð13575 

Interaction Term .896 Ð.041 Ð.036 .044 (0.022) 
 (.002) (.014) (.043) (.014)  
Manufacturi ng Ð.164 Ð.132 Ð.153 .029  
 (.013) (.015) (.013) (.008) Ð19534 

Interaction Term .084 .084 .028 Ð.023 (0.017) 
 (.080) (.043) (.059) (.015)  
Transporta tion &  Uti liti es Ð.077 .034 Ð.080 Ð.004  
 (.007) (.017) (.006) (.005) Ð11646 

Interaction Term .098 .007 .096 Ð.016 (0.007) 
 (.082) (.020) (.072) (.010)  
Retail .069 Ð.054 .104 .052  
 (.025) (.016) (.024) (.008) Ð16101 

Interaction Term Ð.073 .038 .068 Ð.018 (0.009) 
 (.028) (.033) (.040) (.012)  
Professional Services Ð.046 .059 Ð.024 Ð.010  
 (.011) (.020) (.015) (.005) Ð11314 

Interaction Term .045 Ð.006 .035 .012 (0.049) 
 (.050) (.018) (.042) (.012)  
Personal Services .022 .151 .117 .022  
 (.016) (.021) (.020) (.005) Ð8585 

Interaction Term .114 Ð.039 Ð.023 .000 (0.023) 
 (.048) (.006) (.013) (.009)  
Public Administra tion Ð.045 Ð.001 Ð.033 Ð.025  
 (.001) (.010) (.005) (.003) Ð7269 

Interaction Term .958 .090 .108 .011 (0.036) 
 (.001) (.030) (.067) (.010)  
The number of observations for each regression is 38,337. 
The numbers reported in this table are the estimates of the change in probability due to a change 
in the value of the relevant dummy variable from 0 to 1. Standard errors in parenthesis. 
 
Note: 1/ Agriculture includes agriculture, fi shery and forestry. 
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TABLE 9 

Difference-in-Differences Estimation of Occupation Choice 

 

Occupation 
Japanese 

Americans Black 
Other 
Asians 

European 
Immigrants 

Log likelihood 
(Pseudo R2) 

Professional Ð.015 Ð.010 Ð.013 .003  
 (.006) (.009) (.010) (.004) Ð7673 

Interaction Term .020 Ð.000 Ð.028 .003 (0.255) 
 (.035) (.016) (.006) (.007)  
Management .022 Ð.078 .014 .015  
 (.019) (.010) (.020) (.006) Ð12949 

Interaction Term Ð.041 .057 Ð.022 .003 (0.049) 
 (.026) (.046) (.029) (.011)  
Cleri cal Ð.041 Ð.038 Ð.027 Ð.000  
 (.008) (.008) (.011) (.005) Ð9327 

Interaction Term Ð.007 .074 .010 .003 (0.042) 
 (.037) (.037) (.035) (.010)  
Crafts Ð.163 Ð.107 Ð.172 Ð.002  
 (.009) (.014) (.007) (.007) Ð18360 

Interaction Term .197 .014 .115 Ð.004 (0.016) 
 (.092) (.035) (.079) (.014)  
Operati ve Ð.088 Ð.079 Ð.078 .005  
 (.011) (.010) (.010) (.006) Ð13994 

Interaction Term .056 .173 .063 Ð.023 (0.024) 
 (.065) (.046) (.049) (.011)  
Transporta tion Operati ve Ð.018 .019 Ð.034 Ð.022  
 (.008) (.011) (.003) (.003) Ð6516 

Interaction Term Ð.005 Ð.025 Ð.006 .004 (0.030) 
 (.025) (.005) (.030) (.010)  
Household Service worker  .021 .052 .064 .000  
 (.009) (.012) (.014) (.001) Ð647 

Interaction Term .000 Ð.001 Ð.001 Ð.001 (0.192) 
 (.002) (.000) (.000) (.001)  
Laborer Ð.050 .125 Ð.074 .006  
 (.013) (.021) (.007) (.006) Ð12439 

Interaction Term .397 .009 Ð.008 Ð.002 (0.073) 
 (.080) (.018) (.039) (.012)  
Farm Work er .365 Ð.060 .155 Ð.017  
 (.031) (.010) (.023) (.005) Ð13166 

Interaction Term Ð.068 Ð.007 Ð.020 .010 (0.094) 
 (.015) (.025) (.023) (.013)  
Self-Employed .185 Ð.043 .008 .044  
 (.028) (.018) (.022) (.007) Ð17162 

Interaction Term .026 Ð.067 Ð.030 Ð.004 (0.057) 
 (.045) (.024) (.036) (.013)  

The number of observations for each regression is 38,337. 
The numbers reported in this table are the estimates of the change in probability due to a change 
in the value of the relevant dummy variable from 0 to 1. 
Standard errors in parenthesis. 
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FIGURE 1 

Exclusion Area and Sites associated with the Relocation of Japanese Americans 

 

 
 
Source: Burton, Farrell, Lord, and Lord (1999). 
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FIGURE 2 

Estimated Age-Earnings Profiles, 1939 and 1949 
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(b) 1949 log wages 
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FIGURE 3 

Cohort View of Estimated Age-Earnings Profiles, 1939 and 1949 
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