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ABSTRACT 
 

The Academic Progress of Hispanic Immigrants* 
 
Past research has shown that Hispanic students make test score gains relative to whites as 
they age through school; however, this finding stands in contrast to the experience of blacks, 
who show little change in their relative position over the same time frame. Distinguishing 
Hispanic students by immigrant generation, I find that the children of immigrants (first- and 
second-generation Hispanics) drive the improvement in Hispanic test scores. Later-
generation Hispanics consistently perform slightly below whites, perhaps due to negative 
selection into ethnic identification. Thus, previous estimates vastly understate the progress of 
first- and second-generation Hispanic immigrants. From a negative gap in 3rd grade, these 
students surpass socioeconomically similar whites in math and reading by middle school and 
end 8th grade as much as a quarter of a standard deviation ahead. Assimilation alone cannot 
explain this progress; a potential explanation is that immigrant parents create a home 
environment that fosters achievement. 
 
 
JEL Classification: J24, I24, J15 
 
Keywords: human capital, achievement gap, Hispanic immigrants 
 
 
Corresponding author: 
 
Marie Hull 
Department of Economics 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
PO Box 26170 
Greensboro, NC 27402-6170 
USA 
E-mail: mchull2@uncg.edu 
 

                                                 
* I would like to thank the members of my dissertation committee, Hugh Macartney, Arnaud Maurel, 
Seth Sanders, and especially my advisor, Peter Arcidiacono, for advice and encouragement. I am also 
grateful to the North Carolina Research Data Center and the North Carolina State Center for Health 
Statistics for access to the data. 



1 Introduction

At 16.3% of the population, Hispanics are now the largest and fastest growing minority in

the United States, yet they have lower levels of human capital than whites by several mea-

sures.1 Furthermore, due to high fertility rates and high rates of migration into the country,

Hispanics are disproportionately young, implying that a high proportion are currently re-

ceiving their education in our nation’s schools. Given that they will be a key part of our

future workforce, ensuring that Hispanic youth leave school with the skills to succeed has

never been more important, yet Hispanic-white differences in human capital are almost al-

ways discussed as an afterthought to black-white differences in research on racial and ethnic

inequality.

In recent work, Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009) document that of the three largest

racial/ethnic groups (white, black, and Hispanic), Hispanic students are the only one that

change their relative position in test scores over time. They score about 0.1 standard devia-

tions below observably similar whites in 3rd grade, equal them in 5th, and outscore them by

0.1 standard deviations in 8th. In contrast, black students’ covariate-adjusted reading gap

stands at a constant -0.5 standard deviations; their math gap is similar in size, though it

does narrow about a tenth of a standard deviation between 3rd and 8th grades. Since IQ is

relatively stable by age 10, changes in underlying cognitive ability cannot explain the rise in

Hispanic achievement over this time period, leaving noncognitive inputs and environmental

factors as potential explanations (Cunha et al., 2006).

What, or rather, who, accounts for the relative gains in Hispanic test scores? Most

papers that note an upward trend in Hispanic test scores attribute it to the assimilation

of immigrant Hispanics over the sample period.2 But in reality, only 13% of the school-age

1According to the definition used in the 2010 Census, “Hispanic or Latino” refers to a person of Cuban,
Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or other Spanish culture or origin regardless of race.
There is some variation in this definition by source and over time.

2In this paper, “assimilation” takes on two slightly different meanings. Here, and through most of the
paper, I refer to the cultural process of assimilation, whereby immigrants adopt the native language and
customs. Assimilation in test scores, like assimilation in wages, occurs when immigrant and native test scores
are indistinguishable.
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Hispanic population are immigrants, 42% have immigrant parents but were born in the U.S.,

and the remaining 45% come from families that have been in the U.S. for generations (Ruggles

et al., 2010). Any measurement of human capital accumulation for Hispanics is a weighted

average of these three groups. Moreover, any representation of how Hispanic students fare as

they age blends together both the intercepts and slopes of each of these groups. In this light,

lumping all Hispanics together or referring to all Hispanics as immigrants may be misleading.

Although assimilation, whether it be through language acquisition or the adoption of native

customs, might explain convergence in Hispanic test scores, it does not explain why Hispanic

students outscore their native peers.

Several plausible scenarios could give rise to the upward trend in Hispanic test scores.

I illustrate three of these in Figure 1, using the immigrant status of the parents to divide

the Hispanic population into two groups. While each immigrant generation likely has its

own intercept, they might share a common slope if Hispanic families are uniformly better at

producing academic achievement. I show this scenario in Panel A. This case leaves no room

for differential gains for immigrant Hispanics through the assimilation process.

It could also be the case that Hispanics from established families exhibit almost no change

in test scores, like their white and black peers. This scenario would leave immigrant Hispanics

responsible for all of the gains. Even here, the overall trendline could mask different levels

of academic achievement for immigrant and non-immigrant Hispanics. In Panel B, I depict

the case in which positively selected immigrant ancestors give later-generation Hispanics a

lingering advantage in school. Then, the progress made by more recently arrived immigrants,

though substantial, would not be enough to completely close their gap with whites. In

Panel C, later-generation Hispanics appear slightly worse off compared to whites due to

negative selection into identification as Hispanic, but more recent arrivals catch up quickly

and go on to outscore whites. (I provide more detail on how each of these possibilities could

come about in the following section.) In these latter two scenarios, the overall Hispanic

trendline understates the gains made by immigrant Hispanic students. In the final one, their
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test scores are also much higher than previously thought, especially as the students age.

Recognizing the important role of generational status, I decompose the Hispanic-white

test score gap across grades. I find that the last scenario, depicted in Panel C of Figure 1,

holds true. To estimate these gaps, I make use of a rich, administrative data set from North

Carolina public schools that contains reading and math scores, as well as socioeconomic

background information, for several cohorts of students as they progress from 3rd to 8th

grade. Information on immigrant generation for students born in-state comes from matched

birth records, and I use a finite mixture distribution to model test score production for

unmatched students. Longitudinal data is critical in this type of study so as not to confuse

changes in cohort quality with the speed of assimilation, a point first made by Borjas (1985).

To the best of my knowledge, no other paper has pinned down trends in test score gaps by

immigrant generation with the level of precision found here. The contribution of this paper

is threefold: First, I confirm that newly arrived Hispanic immigrants are responsible for the

downward trend in Hispanic scores found with repeated cross sections. Previous work could

not rule out the possibility that all Hispanic students are more sensitive to moves. Second, I

find that later-generation Hispanics, like whites and blacks, consistently score slightly below

socioeconomically similar whites. Although there is no evidence that their scores catch up

to whites, this finding is of no real economic concern if the Trejo critique holds: An accurate

measure of ethnic background would put them on par with whites. Most importantly, I

show that the children of immigrants drive the growth in Hispanic test scores and that the

speed of convergence for immigrant Hispanics is quite rapid. First-generation Hispanics that

arrive by 3rd grade equal similar whites within a few years. The second generation makes

similarly impressive gains to finish 8th grade 0.11 standard deviations ahead of whites in

reading and 0.24 standard deviations ahead in math. Lumping all Hispanic students together

understates the considerable progress of these immigrant students. While Borjas (1985)

found assimilation in wages to be quite slow, my analysis shows that young immigrants, as

well as the children of immigrants, catch up to native whites within a few years.
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Two features of my results indicate that cultural assimilation is not the only force at

work in the growth in Hispanic test scores. First, second-generation students make the same

gains in math and close to the same gains in reading as the first generation. Though there

is likely some room for the language skills of these second-generation students to catch up

with whites, especially if Spanish is spoken in the home, they still have more years of U.S.

experience overall. Second, the test scores of whites and immigrant Hispanics more than

converge—second-generation Hispanics perform significantly better than whites in reading

and math in 8th grade, the first generation for math only. If Hispanic immigrants adopting

native customs was the sole factor behind the growth in Hispanic test scores, we would

expect the growth to taper off as Hispanic scores approached average white scores.

Achievement test scores are determined by cognitive inputs, noncognitive inputs, and

environmental factors. In terms of the rise in Hispanic immigrant achievement found here,

Cunha et al. (2006) rule out changes in IQ after age 10, and controls for school quality rule out

the school environment. Thus, noncognitive skills (e.g., motivation and self-discipline) and

the home environment must drive the test score gains for children of immigrants. Although

I do not have direct evidence, an explanation that is consistent with my findings is that

immigrant parents create a home environment that values and fosters achievement. This

environment gives their children a boost beyond any effects of assimilation. In any case,

Hispanic immigrant students fare quite well under the current system, even better than

previously suggested. While these students are at a severe socioeconomic disadvantage, their

home environment and noncognitive abilities combine to lift them up above the achievement

of similar whites.

In the following section, I discuss in greater detail the processes of immigration, assimila-

tion, and selection that could generate the overall Hispanic trend. I also provide an overview

of previous work on the Hispanic-white achievement gap and the role of generational status

in educational outcomes for immigrants. In Section 3, I describe the data sets used in this

paper, which motivate the development of my econometric framework in Section 4. I report
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results in Section 5, detailing trends in raw and adjusted Hispanic-white test score gaps by

immigrant generation as students move through school. Section 6 concludes.

2 Theoretical and empirical background

2.1 Immigration, assimilation, and selection

In their paper on minority achievement gaps, Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009) were the

first to find that Hispanic students improve relative to whites with continuous enrollment

over the course of grades 3 to 8. In fact, Hispanics score the same as whites in math and

reading in 5th grade after adjusting for covariates, and they outperform them by about

a tenth of a standard deviation in 8th grade. That Hispanics perform more poorly than

whites of comparable socioeconomic status early in school but outscore them in later grades

runs counter to the experience of black students. As shown by Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor

(2009), among others, black children also have lower test scores in the early grades, but there

is no evidence of convergence as the students age.3 Furthermore, the enormous improvement

in Hispanic achievement in these grades cannot be due to changes in cognitive ability, in

accordance with the human development literature cited in the review article by Cunha

et al. (2006), which states that there are critical periods of development and that IQ becomes

stable by age 10.

How do we interpret the relative success of Hispanic children? One interpretation is

that Cunha et al. (2006) are wrong and that the underlying cognitive ability of Hispanic

children improves relative to their non-Hispanic peers well beyond age 10. Another inter-

pretation, however, recognizes that Hispanics are a heterogeneous group, most importantly

heterogeneous in how recently their families migrated to the U.S. Some Hispanic children

are themselves immigrants, some are U.S.-born but have immigrant parents, and some are

3Fryer and Levitt (2004, 2006) find that the test scores of black Kindergarteners are no different from
socioeconomically similar whites, but the difference opens up to commonly observed levels by 3rd grade.
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children of Hispanic ancestry whose families have been in the U.S. for three or more gen-

erations. Thus, in every grade, the average test score of Hispanic students is a mixture of

the performance of these three groups. Differences in the home environments and noncogni-

tive skills among these groups of Hispanics could combine to generate the overall test score

pattern.

Distinguishing the performance of Hispanic students by their generation helps shed light

on the anomalous finding of steady gains relative to white and black peers. There are ar-

guments for why Hispanics that have been in the U.S. for three or more generations might

perform worse, the same, or better than white students. Most scholars believe that across

generations there is regression towards the mean in most socioeconomic outcomes. Hispan-

ics have been in the U.S. for fewer generations than whites on average, and it may be that

third-generation and higher Hispanics today are the offspring of positively selected immi-

grant grandparents or great-grandparents. This type of selection would imply a moderately

positive but constant Hispanic-white gap for later-generation Hispanics. On the other hand,

Duncan and Trejo (2011) show that native-born Hispanics that self-identify as such tend to

be negatively selected largely because more successful Hispanics are less likely to retain their

Hispanic identity and report it in surveys. Although this kind of selection would give rise

to negative gap, it would be no real economic cause for concern; a true measure of Hispanic

ethnicity would show that these Hispanics track whites.4

There are also arguments for how rapidly and how completely immigrant children can

assimilate. While we know that Hispanic students as a whole surpass the performance of

similar white students in later grades, whether this stems from immigrant children surpassing

white students in later grades has not been established. Although immigrant students surely

come in at a disadvantage, this disadvantage might be small enough that rapid growth in their

test scores could put them on par with whites in a few years. Any growth beyond this point

4To clarify, a true measure of Hispanic ethnicity would capture whether the student or any of his ancestors
(parents, grandparents, etc.) was from Cuba, Mexico, Puerto Rico, South or Central America, or other
Spanish culture.
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must come from factors beyond cultural integration since full assimilation only implies that

average native achievement and average immigrant achievement are equal. Alternatively,

immigrant students could enter so far behind or have such a slow growth rate that I never

observe complete convergence with whites during the ages in my sample. A slow convergence

rate would be consistent with the slow rate of wage assimilation found in Borjas (1985);

however, immigrant children likely catch up to natives faster than immigrant adults.

Given the overall upward trend in Hispanic test scores, I identify three of the more

plausible scenarios and illustrate them in Figure 1. In Panel A, I show the case where

Hispanic families across the board are better at improving their children’s achievement scores,

but immigrant Hispanics start at a lower level. The overall trendline represents an average

of achievement levels but not of slopes. For the next two panels, I assume that Hispanics

with native-born parents have flat trendlines relative to whites, as do black students. In

Panel B, I depict the case where their achievement lies above whites due to positive selection

of their immigrant grandparents and great-grandparents. To generate the overall trendline,

recent immigrants must improve rapidly, but they would still score below whites in later

grades. This scenario leaves open the possibility that the growth in Hispanic immigrant

test scores tapers off as they approach whites. Finally, Panel C shows what happens when

there is negative selection into ethnic identification for established Hispanic families. Their

test scores then fall slightly below whites in each grade. To make up for the lower scores of

later-generation immigrants still identifying as Hispanic, recent immigrants must assimilate

quickly and go on to outscore whites by a wide margin. Then, the overall pattern would

understate the relative performance of immigrant Hispanic youth in later grades as well as

the speed of their convergence. In this final scenario, a factor besides assimilation must drive

the growth in Hispanic test scores in these later grades.
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2.2 Related empirical work

Despite the fact that Hispanics recently overtook blacks as the largest minority group, the

Hispanic-white test score gap is almost always discussed as an afterthought to the black-white

gap in papers on minority achievement. Outside of sample size concerns when Hispanics were

a smaller part of the population, this feature of the literature on racial/ethnic inequality

partly came about because of the difficulty in analyzing Hispanic-white differences due to

heterogeneity among Hispanics. As they emerge as an important demographic group in their

own right, researchers have begun to tackle the particular issues that Hispanics face.

Past studies usually estimate the raw Hispanic-white test score gap as smaller than the

black-white gap but vary in how much smaller. For example, Phillips and Chin (2004) place

it at 78% of the size of the black-white gap in math in 4th grade and 84% in reading using

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) data. With a more recent wave of

the same data set, Reardon and Galindo (2009) estimate the size of the Hispanic-white

achievement gaps in reading and math to be about three quarters of a standard deviation

in 4th and 8th grade. Unfortunately, the NAEP is more useful for studying trends across

time than how Hispanic-white differences evolve as students progress through school since

the data set contains a limited number of grades and samples repeated cross sections.

The Early Childhood Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten Class (ECLS-K) provides esti-

mates on achievement gaps for some of the youngest ages. While this data is useful for

analyzing some types of achievement inequality, language proficiency rules for administering

assessments lower its value for studying high-immigrant populations.5 Nevertheless, Fryer

and Levitt (2004, 2006) and Reardon and Galindo (2009) estimate Hispanic-white differences

5For one, students were not given the reading test if they were not proficient in oral English, meaning
that there is severe sample selection into this assessment on the order of 29% for all Hispanics and 77% for
first-generation Hispanics in the early waves of the survey. Also, students not proficient in oral English but
proficient in oral Spanish were given the math assessment in Spanish. While these math scores do not suffer
from the normal language bias, one cannot ascertain how improvement in English language skills contributes
to any narrowing of the Hispanic-white math gap. Furthermore, some evidence indicates that a number of
Hispanic students were misclassified as being proficient in oral English when parents later reported Spanish
as the primary language spoken at home (Reardon and Galindo, 2009). Thus, one cannot be certain that
math scores suffer from no language bias.
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to bounce between -0.3 and -0.5 standard deviations in reading, with no clear trend. In math,

they find that the raw gap in the fall of Kindergarten is around -0.8 standard deviations but

shrinks to -0.5 standard deviations by the spring of 5th grade.

Crucial to the analysis of the evolution of the Hispanic-white gap for cohorts of stu-

dents is whether the sample is restricted to continuous enrollees. Without this restriction,

researchers find that the size of the gap is constant or even grows as recently arrived im-

migrants enter the sample. With it, they find progress. In addition, controlling for key

background characteristics explains much of the Hispanic-white gap. Clotfelter, Ladd, and

Vigdor (2009) condition on continuous enrollment in North Carolina public schools and find

that between 3rd and 8th grade, Hispanic students close their reading and math test score

gaps with similar whites in 5th grade and then finish 8th grade about 0.1 standard deviations

ahead. Expanding on this paper, Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2012) demonstrate that each

group of late arrivers makes progress in the time it stays enrolled in the school system.

Past literature has also examined the impact of immigrant generation and time of arrival

on a variety of educational outcomes, but there remains a lack of consensus on this topic

as conclusions vary depending on the outcome studied and the racial/ethnic composition

of the immigrant pool (see Kao and Tienda, 1995; Rong and Grant, 1992; Chiswick and

DebBurman, 2004; Cortes, 2006). With the problematic ECLS-K data, Reardon and Galindo

(2009) examine raw test score differences for Mexican students by immigrant generation. In

math, they find the magnitude and pattern of raw gaps to be similar for first- and second-

generation students. These students begin Kindergarten with math scores 1.1 standard

deviations lower than whites and close the gap to around -0.8 standard deviations over the

next two years, but it remains relatively constant through 5th grade. The third-generation

Mexican students display a similar pattern, though they start school only 0.5 standard

deviations below whites. The profile of reading scores resembles that of the math scores for

the second and third generations; the authors do not report estimates for the first generation

since so few were proficient enough in English to take the reading assessment.
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The study most closely related to this one is a recent working paper by Özek and Figlio

(2014). They conduct a similar analysis with the Florida analogue of the North Carolina data

and come to some similar conclusions about how Hispanic students of various generations

fare as they move through school. For the within-Hispanic comparisons, they find the same

patterns as the ones presented here. They also find some convergence with whites for first-

and second-generation Hispanics, but they do not show children of immigrants closing the

achievement gap or surpassing whites. The discrepancy might arise because they do not

control for parent’s education while I do. This key control makes the white and Hispanic

students under analysis more socioeconomically comparable. Another disadvantage of the

Özek and Figlio (2014) study relative to this one is that the authors exclude all native-born

Hispanic students born in a state besides Florida, or 23% of Hispanic students. In contrast,

I use a finite mixture model to back out immigrant generation when it is unobserved and

thus do not drop any observations. Still, the fact that data from two different states leads

to some similar conclusions adds confidence to the generalizability of the findings presented

in both papers.

This paper improves upon past work by breaking down trends in the Hispanic-white

test score gap for a set of intact, complete cohorts. With this data set and econometric

model, I establish which Hispanics are responsible for the trend reversal, the size of the

test score gap for each generation, and how the gaps evolve as the students age. In the

process, I determine how quickly test scores for immigrant Hispanics converge with whites

of a similar socioeconomic status. By focusing on a single ethnic group, I acknowledge that

the experience of immigrant Hispanics might be quite different from, for example, immigrant

Asians.
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3 Data

The North Carolina education data is a rich, longitudinal, administrative data set that links

information on students, teachers, and public schools over time. The database is maintained

by the North Carolina Education Research Data Center (NCERDC), which is housed at

Duke University. Every year, the data center processes files received by the North Carolina

Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) and adds them to the existing data. Since the

availability of some parts of the data varies over time, I restrict my analysis to certain years. I

draw information on students from the End of Grade (EOG) files, which contain reading and

math test scores for 3rd through 8th graders as well as student background characteristics

such as race/ethnicity, parent’s education, and free/reduced price lunch status. Encrypted

identifiers follow students over time, even as they change schools, as long as they stay within

the universe of North Carolina public schools.

My sample consists of two cohorts of students in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001. For the

2000 cohort, normal grade progression means that these students would be in 4th grade in

2001, 5th grade in 2002, and so on, up to 8th grade in 2005 (and similarly for the 2001

cohort). Since late arrival into and early exit out of the sample are important variables in

my analysis, I make some adjustments so that I do not confuse retention with entering or

leaving the sample. Specifically, I follow students who were held back in 3rd grade or any

subsequent grade, and I drop any students that enter a cohort in 4th grade or above due

to grade repetition.6 This procedure ensures that my results are valid for the cohorts of

students attending 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001 and that late arrival and early exit variables

only capture students that enter and exit the universe of North Carolina public schools. Note

6With this procedure, I miss students that start attending North Carolina public schools at the same
time that they repeat a grade. To check the extent to which this might be a problem, I also estimate my
model restricting the sample to students who were born between October 1990 and September 1991 for the
2000 cohort and between October 1991 and September 1992 for the 2001 cohort. The cutoff for entering
Kindergarten was October 16 for these cohorts, and the months in these ranges are also the most frequent
months of birth, covering 77% of the sample. While the overall pattern of my results remains the same, I do
find that all generations of Hispanic students perform worse relative to whites, as compared to the sample
that does not drop students who were not the appropriate age for grade.
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that for the rest of the paper “grade” means imputed grade, or the grade that a student

would be in if he had been promoted each year. Finally, I normalize test scores within each

cohort-grade pair.7 To maintain comparability across time given changes in the racial and

ethnic composition of students, I use the mean and standard deviation of the white test score

distribution in each cohort-grade pair for normalization.

The NCERDC has also matched students in the education files to birth records supplied

by the North Carolina State Center for Health Statistics. These birth records provide even

more background information on students, including the location of birth for each of the

parents, but this information is not available for students born outside of North Carolina.

Furthermore, the match rate of 3rd grade education data to birth data is 66% for all students

but 19% for Hispanic students. I expect a lower match rate for Hispanics since first-generation

immigrants do not have an in-state birth record by definition. Furthermore, some native-

born Hispanics in North Carolina moved to the state between birth and the end of 3rd grade.

If all Hispanic students born in North Carolina were matched, the education to birth data

match rate would be 32%.8 I make use of the birth certificate information when possible and

let my econometric model take care of the rest. When a student’s birth certificate indicates

that at least one parent was born outside the country, I classify him as a second-generation

immigrant.9 Students with both parents born in the U.S. are categorized as third-generation,

but in reality, their roots could reach back even further.

For the group of Hispanic students without birth records, I rely on the Census and the

American Community Survey (ACS) to fill in the distribution of immigrant generations for

school-age Hispanic youth not born in North Carolina (Ruggles et al., 2010). To ensure the

samples are comparable, I use school-age Hispanics living in North Carolina and attending

public school from the 2000 Census and 2001-2006 waves of the ACS. I choose the 2000

and 2001 3rd grade cohorts so that the Census/ACS and NCERDC data line up in terms

7Test scores are reported on the same developmental scale regardless of grade, so I can include retained
students in the normalization.

8Calculated from the Census/ACS. See Appendix A for the full details.
9This definition of second-generation is consistent with other social science research.
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of available information. Earlier cohorts leave me without corresponding years in the Cen-

sus/ACS. In later ones, the NCERDC does not provide free/reduced lunch status and parent

education, the key variable to predict immigrant generation.

While the North Carolina education data is not nationally representative, there are sev-

eral reasons that make the state interesting to use as a case study. First, North Carolina is in

fact representative of the country in a few key ways. It features a diversified economy with a

mixture of urban, suburban, and rural areas spread across the Appalachian Mountains, the

Piedmont, and the Atlantic coast. Hispanics reside in all parts of the state, drawn to the

demand for workers in such industries such as agriculture, construction, service, and retail

(Gill, 2010). Second, while Hispanics make up a smaller proportion of North Carolina’s

population than they do nationally (8.4% versus 16.3% as of 2010), the state has experi-

enced astounding growth in the number of Hispanics residing there in the past two decades.

Therefore, the state could serve as a model for what will happen in other parts of the nation.

4 Econometric model

If the immigrant generation for every Hispanic student was known, I could estimate gen-

erational test score gaps by ordinary least squares, taking the following equation as the

model:

yik = g′iαk + x′ikβk + εik (1)

where yik is the test score for student i in subject k, with k = r for reading and k = m for

math; gi is a vector of indicators for each Hispanic immigrant generation; and xik is a vector

of other covariates, including indicators for the non-Hispanic racial groups. The parameter

vector αk then contains the Hispanic-white test score gap for each immigrant generation in

subject k. However, I must take a different approach to uncover these values since since I

do not observe generation for the majority of Hispanic students.

I estimate the effect of generational status on test scores by maximum likelihood with a
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two-part likelihood function: The first component, which I use for observations where gi is

observed, comes from the standard likelihood for a linear model with a normally distributed

error. The second component departs slightly from the standard likelihood to a finite mixture

model since I must incorporate the fact that I do not observe immigrant generation for these

students. In Appendix B, I show that estimates from my model are not substantially different

from estimates obtained with ordinary least squares, as far as the overall Hispanic-white test

score gap is concerned.

4.1 Likelihood function

In order to take full advantage of the information available, I jointly estimate achievement

gaps for reading and math. This aspect of the setup is important for students with an

unknown immigrant generation since it utilizes the correlation between the two scores; in

other words, I use the fact that a high reading score may indicate that a student is of a higher

immigrant generation in my estimation of the math coefficients, and vice versa. Specifically,

I model the distribution of the shocks εim for math and εir for reading as bivariate normal,

where I parameterize the covariance matrix such that ρ is the correlation between the shocks

and σ2
k is the variance of subject k’s shock.

[
εir
εim

]
∼ N

([
0
0

]
,

[
σ2
r ρσrσm

ρσrσm σ2
m

])
(2)

For a non-Hispanic student or a Hispanic student with a birth certificate and thus a

known immigrant generation, the contribution to the likelihood function is

L1i = Φ(yir, yim|gi, xir, xim, θ) (3)

where Φ(·) is the bivariate normal probability density function, and θ contains all the pa-
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rameters.10 For a Hispanic student with an unknown immigrant generation, the likelihood

contribution is

L2i =
∑
g

πigΦ(yir, yim|g, xir, xim, θ) (4)

where πig is the probability that student i belongs to generation g. In practice, this value

is estimated in a first stage, as discussed below. Intuitively, this estimation method works

because the objective function gives greater weight to observations that are likely to be of

a particular immigrant generation when it determines the effect of being a member of that

generation. The combined likelihood for all observations is

L =

n1∏
i=1

L1i ×
n2∏
i=1

L2i (5)

Finally, taking logs and denoting the log-likelihood as `, the function that I maximize to

estimate the model is

` =

n1∑
i=1

ln Φ(yir, yim|gi, xir, xim, θ) +

n2∑
i=1

ln

[∑
g

πigΦ(yir, yim|g, xir, xim, θ)
]

(6)

In practice, some math and reading scores are missing, and this issue is more prevalent

for Hispanic students’ reading scores since students with LEP (limited English proficient)

status are exempt from the reading tests. (They are still required to take the math tests.) By

incorporating information about whether or not a student took the other type of exam, I gain

an even better hold on the immigrant generation to which a student belongs. Accordingly,

I include a dummy in the vector xik for whether the student took the other type of exam.

When a student is missing one exam but not the other, I replace the bivariate normal density

10That is,

Φ(yir, yim|gi, xir, xim, θ) =
1

2πσrσm
√

1− ρ2
exp

{
− 1

2(1− ρ2)

[
(yir − g′iαr − x′irβr)2

σ2
r

+
(yim − g′iαm − x′imβm)2

σ2
m

− 2ρ(yir − g′iαr − x′irβr)(yim − g′iαm − x′imβm)

σrσm

]}
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with a univariate normal density for the test the student did take.

4.2 Estimation with school fixed effects

Due to computing and data constraints, I cannot estimate a model with school fixed ef-

fects using traditional methods (i.e., direct estimation of the school effects or de-meaning

all variables using the within transformation). Therefore, I adopt the following iterative

procedure.

1. Given initial guesses (α̂k, β̂k) for k = {r,m}, calculate the average residual for each

school s in the set of schools:

µ̂sk =
1

ns

∑
i∈s

ε̂ik (7)

ε̂ik = yik − g′iα̂k − x′iβ̂k (8)

When gi is not observed, I substitute the individual’s immigrant generation probability

distribution πi. These average residuals by school represent the initial guesses for the

school fixed effects.

2. Estimate the model with (yik− µ̂sk) as the dependent variable to obtain new parameter

guesses (α̂k, β̂k).

3. Repeat steps 1 and 2 until the estimated parameters converge.11

4.3 First-stage estimation of probability weights

I estimate the weights πig using data from the Census and the ACS. Since both the education

data and the Census/ACS contain parent education, I construct weights based on this char-

acteristic. Specifically, I take the population of school-age Hispanic students born outside

of but living North Carolina and attending public school. Then, I calculate the probability

that a student is of each immigrant generation given parent’s educational attainment in five

11In practice, I stop iterating when the percent change in the log-likelihood is below a very small threshold.
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categories.12 Finally, I adjust the weights to correct for undermatching between the birth

and education data. I explain this adjustment procedure and the reasoning behind it in more

detail in Appendix A. While I prefer the weights based on parent’s education, unconditional

weights yield the same qualitative results, which are also numerically very similar.13

5 Results

5.1 Descriptive statistics

Table 1 gives descriptive statistics for outcomes and covariates for the sample of students that

are part of the cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001. Pooling all grades together for each

student gives over 1.2 million student-grade observations with an average of 4.7 grade obser-

vations per student, 3.7 for Hispanic students. In this sample, the average Hispanic-white

reading gap is -0.74 standard deviations, and the average math gap is -0.61 standard devi-

ations. The observation frequencies by grade in Table 2 justify normalization to the white

mean and standard deviation for each cohort-grade combination—the number of white stu-

dents in each grade is stable relative to the number of Hispanics. Due to this normalization,

we would expect the year-to-year change in white test scores to be close to zero, though

perhaps slightly greater than zero if there is positive selection into staying in the sample.

For white math scores, this selection story appears to hold. However, the average Hispanic

student gains about 0.06 standard deviations in each subject, conditional on having a score

in the previous year. Given that there are fewer observations per student for Hispanics, the

selection into having a previous year’s score is likely higher. Nevertheless, this growth gives

us a sense of the gains Hispanic students make with continuous enrollment.

This sample is 59% white, 31% black, and 5% Hispanic, while the remainder are another

12For some years in my sample, I could also include location at the Super PUMA level in the calculation
of the probability weights. This addition barely alters the results.

13Specifically, no generational coefficient moves by more than 0.06 standard deviations, and most are
within 0.02 standard deviations in my adjusted gaps model.
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(single) race or multiracial.14 Since Hispanic students move in and out of North Carolina

public schools more often, the racial/ethnic composition looks slightly different without

the grades pooled. This aspect of the data is also reflected in the proportion of student-

grade observations that arrive late (defined as missing from the 3rd grade data) and exit

early (missing from the 8th grade data). Most notably, 37% of Hispanic observations come

from late arrivers, compared to 11% for whites, but the 13% probability that a Hispanic

observation represents an early exiter is also significantly greater than the white probability.

While white and Hispanic observations are equally likely to be missing a math score (0.1%),

given that they have test score data, Hispanics are about 5 times as likely (0.4% versus 1.9%)

not to have a reading score.

The two socioeconomic status variables starkly reveal the relative average disadvantage

of Hispanic students. Though about 40% of both whites and Hispanics have high school

graduate for parent’s education, the distributions skew in different directions: Forty-seven

percent of Hispanic student-grade observations have parent educational attainment of less

than high school compared to 8% for whites. A white student is much more likely to have a

parent who has completed some level of higher education. This disparity in socioeconomic

status shows up again in the proportion of students who receive free or reduced price lunch,

which is only 39% for white students but 90% for Hispanics.

In Table 3, I report summary statistics for Hispanic students in the NCERDC data

based on what I know about the students’ immigrant generation. I separate the students

not matched to a birth certificate by whether they arrived in North Carolina public schools

by 3rd grade. From the Census and ACS (see Table 5), we know that about half the Hispanic

students not born in North Carolina are first-generation immigrants. Between the late and

early arrivers to North Carolina, there is remarkably little difference in socioeconomic status

as represented by parent’s education and subsidized lunch status. However, the reading

14For the race/ethnicity variable, the respondent could only mark one of the following: American Indian,
Asian, Black, Hispanic, Multiracial, White, or Other. I interpret black as non-Hispanic black and white as
non-Hispanic white, though I cannot know definitively what the student, parent, or teacher thought when
marking the child’s race/ethnicity.
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test scores of the late arrivers are half a standard deviation lower and the math scores 0.38

standard deviations lower than the early arrivers. Even the early arrivers score about half a

standard deviation below whites in both subjects. Late arrivers gain 0.12 standard deviations

in math and reading from the previous year, though the caveat of having a previous year’s

test score applies more strongly for these students. Still, this change is three times the

average gain of early arrivers. Finally, the late arrivers are missing a reading score in 3.9%

of cases, compared to 0.8% for early arrivers.

Turning to students with a known immigrant generation, the third-generation Hispanic

students lag behind whites by about 0.4 standard deviations in reading and math. The second

generation’s respective gaps are -0.62 and -0.47 standard deviations. While the students I

know to be third-generation have the same average change in test scores as whites, known

second-generation Hispanic students improve 0.05 standard deviations relative to whites.

Not only are test score levels different by immigrant generation and time of arrival, so are

the slopes. I also observe differences in the socioeconomic status of these two groups, as far

as I can tell from the birth record matches. These third-generation Hispanic students on

average have parents with less education than white students, and these second-generation

students in turn have parents with less education than the third generation. More parents

of second-generation Hispanics did not finish high school than did. For free/reduced price

lunch, all groups of Hispanics in Table 3 have high levels of enrollment in the program, but the

known third generation enrolls 77% compared to over 90% for the known second-generation

and unknown generation students.

The Census and ACS provide a more complete classification of the immigrant generation

of school-age Hispanic youth living in North Carolina as well as more background charac-

teristics. I present descriptive statistics from this data for the years corresponding to the

education sample (2000-2006) in Table 4.15 Turning to average characteristics by immigrant

15I observe some differences between the reported parent’s education distributions in the NCERDC data
for Hispanic youth (compare the last column of Table 1 to the last column of Table 4). This disparity could
arise from conditioning on observing a test score in the NCERDC sample, teacher reporting of parent’s
education, or the fact that in the Census/ACS sample, I only have parent’s education for youth living with
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generation, I generally find that a higher generational status means that a student comes

from a more advantaged household. Average parent’s education, household income, and

mother’s age at birth all suggest that third-generation Hispanic youth are positioned to do

well in school. Exceptions are food stamp recipiency and mother’s marital status, which

appear to give first-generation children an edge. However, given household income, the low

take-up rate of food stamps among families with first-generation Hispanic children likely

reflects less familiarity with resources for low-income households.

Since first- and second-generation youth both have immigrant parents, one would expect

their household characteristics to be similar but perhaps with higher socioeconomic status for

households with parents that migrated before the birth of their child since they have resided

in the U.S. for longer. Indeed, this pattern is close to what I find: Average household income

is statistically no different, and the parent’s education distributions appear to be similar.

Mother’s age at birth is understandably lower for first-generation children since some mothers

migrate in the middle of their fertile years. Finally, over three quarters of first- and second-

generation children come from Mexico with another 10% from Central America, whereas

about half of third-generation children trace their origins to Mexico and a quarter to Puerto

Rico.

5.2 Probability weights

Before estimating the test score model, I compute probability weights using the sample

of school-age Hispanic youth attending public school and living in but not born in North

Carolina. I then adjust the weights for undermatching using the procedure described in Ap-

pendix A. From Table 5, we see that there is substantial heterogeneity in generational status

by parent’s education for these unmatched records. To determine how parent’s education

helps predict immigrant generation, compare the probability of each parent education level

to the overall probability in the last row of Table 5. For these students, higher educational

at least one parent.
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attainment by a parent is generally associated with a higher generation.

5.3 Test score results

I lay out my test score results in a series of three sets of graphs, which correspond to different

specifications of the test score model. Each graph plots the implied overall Hispanic-white

test score gap by grade in addition to the gaps by immigrant generation. I present estimates

for the implied gaps in Appendix B.

In Figure 2, I show the raw Hispanic-white test score gaps by grade for reading and

math. The corresponding estimates and standard errors are in Tables 6 and 7. These

unconditional differences reveal how far behind the average Hispanic student of a given

immigrant generation is compared to the average white student. A few features of these

graphs stand out: First, each generation comes closer to eliminating the Hispanic-white test

score gap in reading and math, though the difference between generations varies by grade.

Second, the first generation drives the downward trend in the overall Hispanic-white gap,

so much so, in fact, that the overall trendline masks gains made by the second generation

between 3rd and 8th grade. The third generation flatlines over this time period, showing

no notable improvement or decline relative to whites. Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009)

also find this modest decline in the overall Hispanic-white gap, but these graphs show more

nuance.

Next, we turn to Figure 3, which plots raw gaps across grades for the population of

students that enrolls continuously in school (estimates in Tables 8 and 9). To add these con-

trols while still keeping the model tractable, I introduce a late arrival indicator for students

without any 3rd grade test scores and an early exit indicator for students without any 8th

grade test scores. Since I expect these effects to be different for first-generation Hispanics as

late arrival more often than not means that the student just arrived in the U.S., I interact

each of these indicators with first-generation Hispanic.16 Indeed, Figure 3 shows a reversal

16When I allow full interactions of late arrival and early exit with each race/ethnicity and Hispanic immi-
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in the trendlines for the first generation, which also flips the downward trend in the implied

overall gap. This finding mimics the reversal in the overall Hispanic-white test score gaps

that Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009) find after restricting their sample to continuous

enrollees.17 This paper shows that the immigrant students arriving in the schools drive the

change, as opposed to all Hispanic students scoring lower after a move. In reading, first-

generation Hispanics who arrive by 3rd grade and continuously enroll improve from -1.00

standard deviations to -0.54 standard deviations—an average increase of 0.08 standard de-

viations per year. Second-generation students gain a modest 0.06 standard deviations to

finish 8th grade with a gap of -0.69 standard deviations. The slopes of the math trendlines

are similar for these earlier generations, but the average sizes of the gaps are about 0.1 stan-

dard deviations smaller. In contrast, third-generation Hispanic students hover around 0.2

standard deviations below whites in reading and 0.3 standard deviations below in math. As

a point of comparison, the raw black-white gap in both subjects is consistently around -0.8

standard deviations, almost always below the first generation’s gap with whites.

The coefficients on late arrival in Tables 8 and 9 show how this change takes place. We

cannot place a purely causal interpretation on the late arrival and early exit coefficients;

technically, these variables only represent whether a student was linked to an earlier or later

test score record. Nevertheless, most of these students are moving in and out of the state,

with some transfers in and out of private school or home school. From Table 4, we know

that 72% of first-generation Hispanics that moved from out of state in the past year actually

moved from another country. For reading, there is a relatively modest impact, usually around

0.1 standard deviations, for entering and leaving North Carolina public schools. However,

the additional effect of late arrival for first-generation Hispanics is tremendous, ranging from

-0.83 to -1.3 standard deviations. This group suffers no perceptible additional penalty for

grant generation, I do find that some of these interactions vary significantly by group. However, there is no
clear pattern across grades outside of the main effects and first-generation interactions. Furthermore, only
the interactions with first-generation Hispanic have a meaningful impact on the corresponding main effect
(i.e., move the coefficient beyond the second decimal place). In other words, a complete set of interactions
does not substantially change the second-generation and third-generation Hispanic coefficients.

17Comparable estimates for the years in my sample are in Appendix Table B.2.
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exiting early. In math, all students experience some drop in test scores for arriving late

and exiting early, and again this drop is larger for first-generation Hispanics. However,

their additional penalty is smaller than in reading, ranging between -0.35 and -0.58 standard

deviations. The more negative late arrival impacts in higher grades for the first generation

drives the narrowing of their test score gap with whites.

These results give a more complete picture of why Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009) and

others (Fryer and Levitt, 2004, 2006; Reardon and Galindo, 2009) find that a continuously

followed sample of Hispanic students reduces the size of its test score gap with whites over

time, while repeated cross sections, like in Phillips and Chin (2004), show a widening of

the gap. Immigrant students that enter a longitudinal sample after the first wave, usually

from out of the country, pull down the Hispanic average more each year. While others have

speculated that this was the case, the evidence that I present here rules out the possibility

that native-born Hispanics also make a significant contribution.

Last, I plot Hispanic-white test score gaps adjusted for parent’s education in five cate-

gories, free/reduced lunch, gender, and school-by-year fixed effects as well as the late arrival

and early exit indicators discussed above. We know from Table 1 that Hispanic and white

students differ substantially in these measures of socioeconomic status. From Tables 3 and 4,

we know that they also vary within the Hispanic population by immigrant generation. Fi-

nally, different generations of Hispanic students may attend different quality schools. Thus,

Figure 4 (estimates in Tables 10 and 11) shows what differences remain between whites and

Hispanic students of some immigrant generation after these additional controls are taken

into account.

With this set of results, I find more support for the last scenario from Section 2.1, which I

illustrate in Panel C of Figure 1. Third-generation Hispanics consistently perform about 0.1

standard deviations below whites in reading and math. If the Trejo critique holds, negative

selection into Hispanic identification for later generations is responsible for this negative gap

(Duncan and Trejo, 2011). The children of less successful Hispanics are on average more
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likely to be classified as Hispanic at school, which leads to the estimation of slightly lower

scores relative to whites for this group. For the children of immigrants, I find astounding

progress in both subjects with continuous enrollment from 3rd to 8th grade. After a gap of

-0.37 standard deviations in reading in 3rd grade, the scores of first-generation Hispanics are

statistically no different than whites from 4th grade onward. In math, these students score

0.21 standard deviations below whites in 3rd grade, surpass them in 5th grade, and exit

8th grade 0.12 standard deviations ahead of them. For the average immigrant student that

arrives by 3rd grade, assimilation in test scores is complete in just a few years. This pattern

of growth not only applies to Hispanic students who are immigrants themselves but also to

the native-born children of immigrants. Second-generation Hispanics start off in 3rd grade

with scores on par with comparable whites in both subjects. In 8th grade, they outscore

them by 0.11 standard deviations in reading and 0.24 standard deviations in math. Thus,

these results show that the second generation more than assimilates; it outstrips whites as

well as later-generation Hispanics.

Putting these three groups together, the trajectories of the implied overall gaps in math

and reading appear very similar to those estimated in Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009).

Between 3rd and 8th grade, the average Hispanic student that continuously enrolls reverses

his position relative to the average white student from the same rough socioeconomic back-

ground, moving from 0.15 standard deviations below to 0.04 standard deviations above

whites in reading, 0.11 below to 0.11 above whites in math. However, this overall trendline

masks substantial heterogeneity in the growth and level of test scores by generational status.

The differences between the raw and adjusted test score plots come from adding controls

for parent’s education, free/reduced price lunch, gender, and school-by-year fixed effects.

The magnitudes of the socioeconomic coefficients in Tables 10 and 11 reveal how important

family background is to a child’s performance in school. I estimate the effect of receiving

a subsidized lunch as falling around -0.35 standard deviations, depending of the grade and

subject. A student with a parent who graduated college scores almost a standard deviation
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higher on exams than a student with a parent that dropped out of high school. Besides

parental human capital, this measure of educational attainment may also capture different

meanings of educational attainment in the U.S. versus abroad. For example, having a parent

that did not finish high school carries a more negative association in the U.S. than in a

country like Mexico, where a higher proportion of the population does not finish secondary

school.18 The school-by-year fixed effects alone do not alter the estimated gaps by much,

a finding consistent with other papers that use this data, including Clotfelter, Ladd, and

Vigdor (2009).

With Florida data, Özek and Figlio (2014) also find growth in the test scores of the

children of immigrants over the same range of grades, but their estimates do not show these

students catching up with whites. There are a few differences between Özek and Figlio (2014)

and this paper that could account for this discrepancy. First, Özek and Figlio (2014) exclude

the 23% of Hispanics that were born inside the U.S. but outside of Florida. Households with

the means to move between states most likely have a higher socioeconomic status, implying

that the sample of native-born Hispanics in Özek and Figlio (2014) is negatively selected.

This selection could explain why the second-generation Hispanic students in Özek and Figlio’s

paper only make slight progress relative to whites and never close the achievement gap.

Second, Özek and Figlio (2014) do not control for parent’s education. The large coefficients

on the levels of parent’s education in Tables 10 and 11, coupled with what we know about

differences in the variable for white and Hispanic students from Table 1, show that its

omission as a control is important. It means that the white and Hispanic students that Özek

and Figlio (2014) compare in their regression-adjusted estimates are not as socioeconomically

similar as they are in this paper. Relative to this paper, Özek and Figlio (2014) compare

poorer Hispanic immigrants to whites, so it is unsurprising that they find a larger gap that

18To investigate this issue further, I estimate my model on the sample of students with a high school
educated parent since this level was common among whites and Hispanics. The pattern of test score gaps
for the first generation is similar, but I find that the trajectory of the second generation looks closer to that
of the third. However, I may merely be picking up differences in time of arrival for the immigrant parents
themselves. If an immigrant parent completed high school, it is more likely that the parent migrated as a
child and thus was educated in the U.S.
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does not close as students age. Last, there could be some underlying differences between

the Hispanic and white populations in North Carolina and Florida that drive the partial

disparity in results for the two papers. While I cannot rule out a role for this last factor,

selection into the sample and the difference in controls seem likely culprits.

6 Conclusion

By decomposing the Hispanic-white test score gap by immigrant generation, this paper delves

into why we see Hispanic test scores rise for intact cohorts and what it tells us about the

academic progress of immigrant and native Hispanics. First, I show that the downward trend

found with repeated cross sections becomes an upward trend after conditioning on whether

first-generation students arrive late to the public school system. Previous work could not

distinguish between this cause and all Hispanics suffering disproportionately after a move

between states (Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor, 2009, 2012).

Second, I establish where the performance of later-generation Hispanics lies relative to

whites. Just as is true for black students, Hispanic students with U.S.-born parents score

below whites in early grades, and there is no evidence of improvement or deterioration in

their relative position as they age through school. Furthermore, the small negative gap

between later-generation Hispanics and whites is consistent with Duncan and Trejo’s (2011)

evidence that the later-generation Hispanics who identify as such are negatively selected. If

this selection story is true, their test score gap is no real economic cause for concern; this

difference would not exist with a true measure of ethnicity.

Lastly and most importantly, I show that the overall gains in Hispanic test scores are

driven entirely by students with immigrant parents and that convergence in test scores is

quite rapid. These students begin school with scores below their white peers but by 8th

grade often perform at substantially higher levels than them in both reading and math. The

speed of assimilation in student test scores stands in contrast to the slower speed of wage
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assimilation for adults and is consistent with greater adaptability among younger immigrants

(Borjas, 1985). The findings of Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor (2009) therefore understate the

impressive progress of children with immigrant parents with years in school. That immi-

grant students eventually outscore whites calls the importance of assimilation into question.

Although factors like language acquisition surely contribute to test score growth for immi-

grants at early ages, assimilation does not explain gains after parity with native whites is

reached. Moreover, native-born children with immigrant parents have contact with U.S. in-

stitutions from birth, which also goes against the notion that U.S. experience alone accounts

for immigrant children’s progress. One explanation that is consistent with all the evidence

is that children with immigrant parents have home environments that foster achievement,

and this upbringing allows them to succeed over time. In any case, the progress made by

Hispanic children of immigrants must come from a combination of noncognitive ability and

home environment since I control for school environment and Cunha et al. (2006) rule out

changes in cognitive ability in this age range.

The main takeaway is that Hispanic students from an immigrant background fare quite

well under the current system, even better than suggested by Clotfelter, Ladd, and Vigdor

(2009). Their main disadvantage is socioeconomic. While this hardship should not be

downplayed—it still leads to the large raw achievement gaps between whites and immigrant

Hispanics—the good news is that effective interventions targeted toward poor students should

lift up Hispanic achievement as well.
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Table 1: Descriptive statistics, NCERDC data

All students White Hispanic
Reading score -0.307 0.000 -0.743

(0.001) (0.001) (0.004)
Change in reading score 0.001 0.000 0.062

(0.001) (0.001) (0.003)
Math score -0.301 0.000 -0.613

(0.001) (0.001) (0.004)
Change in math score 0.011 0.004 0.063

(0.001) (0.001) (0.003)

Race/ethnicity
White 0.593
Black 0.308
Hispanic 0.050
Other race 0.032
Multiracial 0.018

Parent’s education
Less than high school 0.124 0.081 0.467
High school graduate 0.462 0.423 0.412
Junior college or trade school 0.166 0.184 0.056
Four-year college 0.203 0.272 0.054
Graduate school 0.041 0.057 0.011

Free/reduced lunch 0.573 0.386 0.898
Female 0.492 0.490 0.495
Missing reading score 0.006 0.004 0.019
Missing math score 0.001 0.001 0.001
Late arrival 0.132 0.113 0.374
Early exit 0.092 0.091 0.127
Student-grade observations 1,257,894 745,796 63,365

Standard errors in parentheses. Sample: pooled grades 3-8 of the cohorts in
3rd grade in 2000 and 2001.
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Table 2: Sample sizes by cohort and grade, NCERDC data

All students White Hispanic
2000 2001 2000 2001 2000 2001

3rd 100,852 101,963 61,982 60,934 3,212 4,542
4th 101,303 102,481 61,821 60,954 3,668 4,964
5th 102,243 105,344 62,005 61,755 4,179 5,766
6th 105,046 106,953 62,628 62,111 4,932 6,330
7th 107,075 108,199 63,235 62,386 5,598 6,848
8th 107,897 108,538 63,540 62,445 6,072 7,245
Total 1,257,894 745,796 63,356

Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001.
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Table 3: Descriptive statistics, Hispanics in the NCERDC data

Unknown generation Known generation
Late arriver Early arriver 2nd gen 3rd gen

Reading score -1.012 -0.507 -0.621 -0.413
(0.008) (0.006) (0.013) (0.016)

Change in reading score 0.119 0.043 0.044 0.003
(0.006) (0.004) (0.009) (0.011)

Math score -0.862 -0.482 -0.468 -0.400
(0.006) (0.005) (0.012) (0.015)

Change in math score 0.122 0.040 0.051 0.004
(0.005) (0.003) (0.008) (0.010)

Parent’s education
Less than high school 0.465 0.475 0.584 0.249
High school graduate 0.417 0.406 0.350 0.518
Junior college or trade school 0.050 0.056 0.038 0.117
Four-year college 0.057 0.052 0.024 0.099
Graduate school 0.011 0.012 0.005 0.018

Free/reduced lunch 0.899 0.908 0.926 0.769
Female 0.479 0.500 0.519 0.516
Missing reading score 0.039 0.008 0.007 0.005
Missing math score 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.001
Late arrival 1.000 0.000 0.082 0.097
Early exit 0.145 0.133 0.048 0.079
Student-grade observations 22,881 31,147 5,490 3,838

Standard errors in parentheses. Sample: pooled grades 3-8 of the cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000
and 2001.
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Table 4: Descriptive statistics, Hispanics in the Census and ACS data

1st gen 2nd gen 3+ gen All Hispanics
Parent’s education
Less than high school 0.497 0.578 0.152 0.432
High school graduate 0.306 0.327 0.494 0.367
Junior college or trade school 0.054 0.038 0.148 0.074
Four-year college 0.079 0.041 0.143 0.082
Graduate school 0.065 0.017 0.063 0.045

Household income ($1000s) 40.9 37.6 53.9 42.9
(1.8) (1.6) (2.5) (1.1)

Food stamp recipiency 0.109 0.191 0.186 0.160

Mother’s age at birth 24.2 25.3 26.1 25.2
(0.4) (0.2) (0.3) (0.2)

Mother married 0.810 0.716 0.718 0.748

Mother’s employment status
Employed 0.509 0.505 0.607 0.536
Unemployed 0.083 0.083 0.099 0.088
Not in labor force 0.408 0.412 0.294 0.377

Missing mother’s characteristics 0.213 0.119 0.054 0.136

Migration status, one year
Same house 0.701 0.759 0.776 0.742
Moved within state 0.179 0.164 0.156 0.167
Moved between states 0.034 0.063 0.060 0.051
Abroad one year ago 0.087 0.014 0.008 0.039

Place of origin
Mexico 0.760 0.753 0.479 0.683
Central America 0.096 0.100 0.050 0.085
South America 0.065 0.022 0.049 0.045
Puerto Rico 0.036 0.040 0.285 0.104
Cuba 0.015 0.008 0.019 0.013
Other/not specifieda 0.027 0.078 0.118 0.070
Maximum observations 1175 1225 1024 3424

Standard errors in parentheses. Sample: school-age Hispanic youth living in North Carolina
and attending public school, 2000-2006. Used person-level weights provided by IPUMS.
a Other countries represented are Spain and the Dominican Republic, but most of these re-
spondents did not specify a particular country or region.
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Table 5: Probability weights by parent’s education

1st gen 2nd gen 3+ gen
Less than high school 0.461 0.450 0.089
High school graduate 0.324 0.329 0.347
Junior college or trade school 0.269 0.285 0.446
Four-year college 0.367 0.175 0.458
Graduate school 0.513 0.146 0.341
All 0.452 0.332 0.216

Sample: school-age Hispanic youth attending public school and living
in but not born in North Carolina, 2000-2006. The person-level weights
provided by IPUMS are adjusted to account for unmatched education
records (see text for details).
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Table 6: Raw reading gaps by grade

Grade 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
1st generation Hispanic -1.017 -1.016 -1.235 -1.266 -1.429 -1.563

(0.050) (0.043) (0.033) (0.029) (0.025) (0.023)
2nd generation Hispanic -0.742 -0.732 -0.666 -0.689 -0.557 -0.597

(0.035) (0.035) (0.025) (0.027) (0.022) (0.022)
3+ generation Hispanic -0.213 -0.216 -0.227 -0.238 -0.194 -0.220

(0.027) (0.028) (0.027) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023)
Black -0.780 -0.822 -0.830 -0.840 -0.837 -0.848

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Other race -0.368 -0.369 -0.427 -0.378 -0.340 -0.332

(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012)
Multiracial -0.240 -0.230 -0.230 -0.233 -0.241 -0.225

(0.018) (0.017) (0.019) (0.019) (0.017) (0.016)
Constant 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.001

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Missing math score -1.186 -1.037 -1.207 -1.463 -1.323 -1.388

(0.100) (0.082) (0.069) (0.084) (0.060) (0.056)

Standard errors in parentheses. Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001.
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Table 7: Raw math gaps by grade

Grade 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
1st generation Hispanic -0.765 -0.751 -0.819 -0.935 -0.942 -0.930

(0.035) (0.030) (0.028) (0.028) (0.021) (0.020)
2nd generation Hispanic -0.662 -0.613 -0.587 -0.572 -0.583 -0.563

(0.027) (0.024) (0.023) (0.027) (0.020) (0.020)
3+ generation Hispanic -0.286 -0.256 -0.270 -0.259 -0.291 -0.273

(0.028) (0.026) (0.028) (0.024) (0.023) (0.024)
Black -0.876 -0.831 -0.841 -0.849 -0.816 -0.832

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Other race -0.280 -0.249 -0.234 -0.175 -0.129 -0.094

(0.013) (0.013) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.012)
Multiracial -0.293 -0.276 -0.279 -0.275 -0.313 -0.298

(0.018) (0.016) (0.017) (0.018) (0.016) (0.016)
Constant 0.005 0.006 0.005 0.002 0.002 0.002

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Missing reading score -0.851 -0.861 -1.006 -1.242 -1.072 -1.105

(0.026) (0.022) (0.027) (0.035) (0.031) (0.034)

Standard errors in parentheses. Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001.
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Table 8: Raw reading gaps by grade with continuous enrollment

Grade 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
1st generation Hispanic -0.998 -0.701 -0.662 -0.591 -0.527 -0.544

(0.033) (0.043) (0.120) (0.045) (0.112) (0.038)
2nd generation Hispanic -0.747 -0.776 -0.753 -0.738 -0.676 -0.686

(0.029) (0.029) (0.057) (0.027) (0.028) (0.022)
3+ generation Hispanic -0.206 -0.221 -0.246 -0.231 -0.192 -0.239

(0.026) (0.027) (0.043) (0.024) (0.023) (0.026)
Late arrival -0.094 -0.069 -0.111 -0.077 -0.081

(0.009) (0.009) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006)
Early exit -0.111 -0.103 -0.150 -0.286 -0.416

(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.009)
Late arrival X 1st gen Hispanic -0.849 -1.051 -0.994 -1.140 -1.312

(0.064) (0.144) (0.057) (0.087) (0.048)
Early exit X 1st gen Hispanic 0.014 -0.015 0.210 0.103 0.095

(0.059) (0.079) (0.084) (0.062) (0.152)
Black -0.782 -0.823 -0.831 -0.837 -0.832 -0.847

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Other race -0.366 -0.364 -0.419 -0.366 -0.329 -0.325

(0.014) (0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (0.013)
Multiracial -0.233 -0.219 -0.218 -0.213 -0.219 -0.215

(0.018) (0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)
Constant 0.019 0.019 0.023 0.039 0.034 0.016

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Missing math score -1.168 -0.987 -1.171 -1.351 -1.170 -1.370

(0.147) (0.062) (0.065) (0.074) (0.069) (0.051)

Standard errors in parentheses. Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001.
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Table 9: Raw math gaps by grade with continuous enrollment

Grade 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
1st generation Hispanic -0.753 -0.613 -0.504 -0.511 -0.509 -0.437

(0.032) (0.034) (0.075) (0.044) (0.096) (0.037)
2nd generation Hispanic -0.666 -0.605 -0.587 -0.560 -0.587 -0.564

(0.031) (0.022) (0.036) (0.027) (0.021) (0.020)
3+ generation Hispanic -0.278 -0.238 -0.259 -0.225 -0.263 -0.264

(0.025) (0.027) (0.044) (0.024) (0.027) (0.026)
Late arrival -0.164 -0.150 -0.167 -0.130 -0.127

(0.009) (0.008) (0.006) (0.007) (0.005)
Early exit -0.128 -0.122 -0.163 -0.323 -0.400

(0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.009)
Late arrival X 1st gen Hispanic -0.346 -0.533 -0.571 -0.514 -0.583

(0.059) (0.088) (0.051) (0.067) (0.044)
Early exit X 1st gen Hispanic 0.057 0.030 0.118 0.125 0.187

(0.062) (0.066) (0.066) (0.068) (0.105)
Black -0.876 -0.837 -0.819 -0.846 -0.807 -0.838

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Other race -0.277 -0.242 -0.221 -0.159 -0.114 -0.083

(0.014) (0.013) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013)
Multiracial -0.286 -0.0260 -0.261 -0.249 -0.286 -0.282

(0.018) (0.017) (0.017) (0.016) (0.015) (0.017)
Constant 0.027 0.032 0.039 0.052 0.043 0.025

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)
Missing reading score -0.836 -0.782 -0.973 -1.123 -0.905 -1.043

(0.025) (0.022) (0.026) (0.037) (0.033) (0.039)

Standard errors in parentheses. Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001.
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Table 10: Adjusted reading gaps by grade with continuous enrollment

Grade 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
1st generation Hispanic -0.366 -0.066 -0.009 -0.011 0.064 0.047

(0.048) (0.046) (0.046) (0.033) (0.044) (0.038)
2nd generation Hispanic -0.028 -0.051 0.002 0.066 0.126 0.108

(0.030) (0.030) (0.027) (0.021) (0.023) (0.020)
3+ generation Hispanic -0.078 -0.089 -0.119 -0.095 -0.060 -0.088

(0.032) (0.030) (0.029) (0.026) (0.026) (0.024)
Late arrival -0.130 -0.118 -0.188 -0.149 -0.155

(0.008) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Early exit -0.118 -0.102 -0.131 -0.204 -0.287

(0.005) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.009)
Late arrival X 1st gen Hispanic -0.809 -1.043 -0.974 -1.067 -1.271

(0.069) (0.057) (0.038) (0.051) (0.045)
Early exit X 1st gen Hispanic -0.106 -0.077 0.188 -0.029 -0.094

(0.068) (0.074) (0.068) (0.062) (0.072)
Black -0.432 -0.456 -0.454 -0.444 -0.449 -0.458

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Other race -0.137 -0.089 -0.113 -0.093 -0.056 -0.056

(0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)
Multiracial -0.074 -0.060 -0.052 -0.044 -0.052 -0.042

(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015)
Constant -0.568 -0.519 -0.536 -0.500 -0.523 -0.525

(0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Missing math score -0.952 -0.853 -0.908 -1.073 -0.907 -1.023

(0.108) (0.073) (0.058) (0.063) (0.059) (0.050)
Parent’s education

High school graduate 0.414 0.371 0.390 0.347 0.373 0.372
(0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Jr. college/trade school 0.656 0.603 0.635 0.575 0.603 0.599
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Four-year college 0.956 0.915 0.920 0.868 0.896 0.886
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Graduate school 1.206 1.173 1.171 1.122 1.145 1.142
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.011) (0.012) (0.011)

Free/reduced lunch -0.326 -0.340 -0.345 -0.335 -0.351 -0.356
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Female 0.188 0.167 0.174 0.205 0.211 0.190
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

School X year FEs yes yes yes yes yes yes

Standard errors in parentheses. Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001.
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Table 11: Adjusted math gaps by grade with continuous enrollment

Grade 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
1st generation Hispanic -0.205 -0.053 0.043 0.061 0.070 0.120

(0.039) (0.036) (0.035) (0.033) (0.034) (0.035)
2nd generation Hispanic -0.006 0.046 0.111 0.241 0.165 0.235

(0.026) (0.024) (0.022) (0.021) (0.019) (0.019)
3+ generation Hispanic -0.152 -0.102 -0.126 -0.100 -0.100 -0.113

(0.030) (0.027) (0.026) (0.025) (0.023) (0.023)
Late arrival -0.199 -0.204 -0.247 -0.204 -0.205

(0.008) (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Early exit -0.141 -0.122 -0.152 -0.239 -0.278

(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.008)
Late arrival X 1st gen Hispanic -0.339 -0.533 -0.591 -0.486 -0.544

(0.058) (0.047) (0.036) (0.040) (0.039)
Early exit X 1st gen Hispanic -0.039 -0.029 0.113 0.036 0.020

(0.065) (0.060) (0.058) (0.053) (0.056)
Black -0.543 -0.500 0.476 -0.439 -0.419 -0.424

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
Other race -0.065 0.029 0.093 0.151 0.164 0.201

(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.010) (0.010)
Multiracial -0.135 -0.107 -0.099 -0.065 -0.099 -0.088

(0.015) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.014)
Constant -0.417 -0.374 -0.362 -0.387 -0.381 -0.412

(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)
Missing reading score -0.627 -0.599 -0.738 -0.822 -0.696 -0.843

(0.022) (0.019) (0.022) (0.030) (0.029) (0.030)
Parent’s education

High school graduate 0.358 0.309 0.296 0.302 0.294 0.301
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

Jr. college/trade school 0.579 0.518 0.516 0.523 0.501 0.517
(0.008) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

Four-year college 0.894 0.852 0.845 0.845 0.847 0.847
(0.008) (0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

Graduate school 1.163 1.135 1.134 1.117 1.146 1.118
(0.012) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Free/reduced lunch -0.307 -0.316 -0.323 -0.336 -0.346 -0.346
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)

Female 0.003 0.013 0.019 0.063 0.066 0.070
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)

School X year FEs yes yes yes yes yes yes

Standard errors in parentheses. Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001.
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Figure 1: Three scenarios generating the overall Hispanic trend

(A) Same slope, different intercepts
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Figure 1: Three scenarios generating the overall Hispanic trend

(C) Negative selection into ethnic identification
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Figure provided for illustrative purposes only.
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Figure 2: Raw Hispanic-white test score gaps by grade

(A) Reading
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Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001. Regressions also include indicators for black, other race,

multiracial, and missing other test score. See Tables 6 and 7 for point estimates and standard errors.
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Figure 3: Raw Hispanic-white test score gaps by grade for continuous enrollees
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Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001. Test score gaps are adjusted for late arrival and early exit,

main effects and interactions with first-generation Hispanic. Regressions also include indicators for black,

other race, multiracial, and missing other test score. See Tables 8 and 9 for point estimates and standard

errors.
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Figure 4: Adjusted Hispanic-white test score gaps by grade for continuous enrollees

(A) Reading

1st generation 
2nd generation 

3+ generation 

Implied overall gap 

Test score gap 
(std devs) 

-0.4

-0.3

-0.2

-0.1

0.0

0.1

0.2

3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
Grade

(B) Math

2nd generation 

1st generation 

3+ generation 

Implied overall gap 

Test score gap 
(std devs) 

-0.25
-0.20
-0.15
-0.10
-0.05
0.00
0.05
0.10
0.15
0.20
0.25
0.30

3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
Grade

Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001. Test score gaps are adjusted for parent’s education (5 cat-

egories), free/reduced price lunch, gender, school-by-year fixed effects, and late arrival and early exit, main

effects and interactions with first-generation Hispanic. Regressions also include indicators for black, other

race, multiracial, and missing other test score. See Tables 10 and 11 for point estimates and standard errors.
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A Weight adjustment appendix

This appendix explains in detail how and why I adjust the probability weights πig for under-

matching between the birth data and education data. Of the Hispanic 3rd graders, 19% are

matched to a birth record. Though this match rate is low, we would expect it to be fairly

low given that first-generation Hispanics will not be matched by definition. Furthermore,

some second- and third-generation students living in North Carolina were not born there.

According to the Census/ACS, 37% of school-aged Hispanics living in North Carolina are

first generation. Census/ACS data also reveal that only half of later-generation Hispanics

were born in the state. Thus, I would expect to match 32% of the school records to a birth

record, based on this second data source. In contrast, the actual match rate for the pooled

sample of Hispanics in 3rd through 8th grade is 15%. (The 19% above refers to the propor-

tion of 3rd graders matched. Since each year Hispanics enter NC public schools for the first

time, this match rate declines for each grade.) While there are enough differences between

the two samples (e.g. the exact age ranges considered) that I would not expect the the two

rates to line up exactly, the actual and expected match rates are different enough to merit

some concern.

There are two main implications of this data set matching problem. One, I do not

know as many immigrant generations with certainty. Two, matching fewer second- and

third-generation Hispanics means that my weights might be off. These later generations,

specifically the ones that were born in North Carolina, essentially need more representation

in the weights. A third concern is that the second- and third-generation Hispanics that are

not matched to a birth record might be selected.

I adjust the probability weights to correct for this under-matching problem. With the

correction, the weights reflect the fact that more second- and third-generation students are

not matched to a birth certificate than is indicated by the Census/ACS. To make the ad-

justment, I perform the following calculation. First, drawing on what I expect the match

rates by generation to be from the Census/ACS, I calculate the proportion of observations
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that should have matched to a birth record but did not. I then add these fractions to the

proportion of students by generation that I would not expect to match anyway. The rela-

tive proportions for each of these generations are the unconditional (on parent’s education)

weights that I want, i.e., the weights that account for the under-matching. For each genera-

tion, I divide this number by the proportion of that generation that was acutally born out

of state. Last, I multiply these weight adjusters by the sample weights provided by IPUMS

(Ruggles et al., 2010). In my calculation of the probability weights by parent’s education

(i.e., the weights used in estimation), I use these adjusted sample weights.

To get a sense of whether the later-generation Hispanics that are not matched are selected,

I compare the parent education distributions for the Hispanic students in the NCERDC that

are known to be second- or third-generation with what those distributions should be based

on the Census/ACS. This comparison is in Table A.1. I also show the corresponding dis-

tributions for students that are not matched. However the generations mix together for the

unmatched Hispanics, the distributions of parent education in the NCERDC are not far

off from the expected distributions. For the second- and third-generation students in the

NCERDC that are matched, the biggest inconsistency is that parents with the lowest edu-

cation level are overrepresented for the third generation. This check suggests that selection

into birth record matching is not a concern.
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Table A.1: Actual vs. expected parent education distributions

NCERDC Implied NCERDC Implied NCERDC Implied
known from known from unknown from

2nd gen ACSa 3rd gen ACSb gen ACSc

Less than high school 0.584 0.619 0.249 0.158 0.470 0.432
High school graduate 0.350 0.312 0.518 0.486 0.411 0.359
Jr. college/trade school 0.038 0.016 0.117 0.161 0.054 0.084
Four-year college 0.024 0.040 0.099 0.135 0.054 0.084
Graduate school 0.005 0.014 0.018 0.061 0.011 0.052

NCERDC sample: pooled Hispanic students in grades 3-8 of the cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001.
Census/ACS sample: school-age Hispanic youth attending public school and living in North Carolina, 2000-
2006. Used person-level weights provided by IPUMS.
a Second-generation Hispanics born in North Carolina.
b Third-generation Hispanics born in North Carolina.
c Hispanics of any generation not born in North Carolina.
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B Model fit appendix

In this appendix, I compare estimates of the overall Hispanic-white test score gaps implied by

my model (the “implied” gaps) to those obtained with ordinary least squares (the “actual”

gaps). I calculate the implied gaps from a weighted average of the Hispanic-white gaps by

generation. By definition, the raw gaps in Table B.1 should be identical—the estimates

come from the same sample and the models use the same controls—and indeed, they are

very close. To compare the models that focus on continuous enrollees, I restrict the sample

to students present in 3rd and 8th grade to estimate the actual gaps. Table B.2 documents

that these estimates are very similar. Thus, my limited controls for late arrival and early

exit seem to adequately account for movement in and out of the sample. Finally, I compare

actual and implied overall gaps in Table B.3. These gaps line up well, with the exception

of 7th and 8th grade reading. Still, the differences are less than 0.1 standard deviations in

these two cases. These tables offer a check on my econometric model, with its parsimonious

controls for continuous enrollment and iterative estimation of school-by-year fixed effects.
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Table B.1: Actual vs. implied raw Hispanic-white test score gaps

Grade 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
A. Reading
Actual -0.681 -0.682 -0.731 -0.760 -0.745 -0.813
Implied -0.685 -0.685 -0.738 -0.766 -0.760 -0.832
B. Math
Actual -0.588 -0.558 -0.575 -0.608 -0.622 -0.606
Implied -0.592 -0.562 -0.580 -0.613 -0.630 -0.614

Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001. Actual gaps are estimated
by OLS from a model with race/ethnicity and missing other test as controls.
Implied gaps are calculated from a weighted average of the test score gap for
each Hispanic generation from Tables 6 and 7.
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Table B.2: Actual vs. implied raw Hispanic-white test score gaps
for continuous enrollees

Grade 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
A. Reading
Actual -0.686 -0.603 -0.577 -0.540 -0.480 -0.487
Implied -0.679 -0.603 -0.590 -0.557 -0.500 -0.522
B. Math
Actual -0.593 -0.511 -0.465 -0.438 -0.454 -0.406
Implied -0.588 -0.509 -0.474 -0.457 -0.476 -0.443

Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001. Actual gaps sample only uses
students present in 3rd and 8th grades. Actual gaps are estimated by OLS
from a model that includes race/ethnicity and missing other test as controls.
Implied gaps are calculated from a weighted average of the test score gap for
each Hispanic generation from Tables 8 and 9.
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Table B.3: Actual vs. implied adjusted Hispanic-white test score
gaps for continuous enrollees

Grade 3rd 4th 5th 6th 7th 8th
A. Reading
Actual -0.159 -0.077 -0.047 -0.030 -0.034 -0.032
Implied -0.148 -0.066 -0.033 0.002 0.056 0.036
B. Math
Actual -0.114 -0.034 0.013 0.073 0.057 0.115
Implied -0.108 -0.025 0.026 0.092 0.064 0.106

Sample: cohorts in 3rd grade in 2000 and 2001. Actual gaps sample only
uses students present in 3rd and 8th grades. Test score gaps are adjusted for
parent’s education (5 categories), free/reduced lunch, gender, and school-by-
year fixed effects. Actual gaps are estimated by OLS from a model that also
includes race/ethnicity and missing other test as controls. Implied gaps are
calculated from a weighted average of the test score gap for each Hispanic
generation from Tables 10 and 11.
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