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Abstract
We use matched 100% samples of the 1940, 1930, and 1920 Censuses to see how well we

can predict employment status based on worker characteristics in the 1920 and 1930 Censuses.
We also examined how emergency workers on programs like the Works Progress Administra-
tion (WPA) fared, as former members of the unemployed, as well as how much the results are
affected by variation in unemployment duration in 1940. Variation in the severity of the De-
pression across states plays a small role in determining employment outcomes. We decompose
the variation in these outcomes we can explain using standard OLS regressions augmented
with ANCOVA techniques. Overall worker-specific characteristics (“bad workers”) explain
less than half of the variation in employment outcomes, while random chance or other unex-
plained factors (“bad luck”) explains more than half of the variation. Relief employment and
those not in the labor force see the largest amount of variation attributed to worker charac-
teristics, while the unemployment and employment rates see the most variation attributed to
random chance. Bad luck mattered more than bad workers in determining 1940 unemployment
outcomes.
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1 Introduction

Unemployment rose in the Great Depression from 3% in 1929 to a peak of about 25% in 1933, a

level not seen before or since. In response to this deep and severe downturn, the New Deal political

program put in place federal emergency relief programs so that the destitute could support their

families. The recovery starting in 1933 combined with these programs brought down the unem-

ployment rate during the period before the Second World War, but this progress was interrupted by

the sharp but brief recession of 1937-1938. 11% of of the labor force was still without any work

in 1939 when the 1940 Census was taken and 6% of the labor force was participating in work re-

lief programs like the Works Progress Administration (WPA) and the Civilian Conservation Corps

(CCC) (Lebergott, 1964; Darby, 1976; Margo, 1991).

We use the 100% samples of the 1940, 1930 and 1920 Censuses to shed light on the experience

of the long-term unemployed in 1940 by matching them to their records in the 1920 and 1930 Cen-

suses. The experience of the unemployed during this period also serves to differentiate between

two competing explanations for long-term unemployment: duration dependence and unobserved

heterogeneity. Duration dependence is based on the idea that, as the duration of unemployment

increases, the long-term unemployed are increasingly undesirable to employers, which makes the

probability of finding employment lower, generating increasingly long spells of unemployment.

This effect is smaller during non-recessionary periods where most job separations are from volun-

tary quits of workers looking for new jobs. Quitting workers tend to be of higher quality, which

makes the average productivity of the unemployed much higher during booms. By contrast, during

a large downturn, employers will fire workers with lower productivity at the same time as quits

fall and hiring slows. In equilibrium, this lowers the average productivity (”worker quality”) of the

pool of unemployed workers.

The theory of unobserved heterogeneity predicts that this effect explains the lengthening dura-

tion of long-term unemployment, as a result of a clearer signal about worker productivity during
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downturns. During most downturns, which are fairly mild and brief, these effects can be difficult

to separate (Jackman and Layard, 1991; Blanchard and Diamond, 1994). However, the Great De-

pression provides an example of a downturn which is both very deep and very long. Moreover,

since we can use 100% samples for the 1940 Censuses and prior Censuses, we can disaggregate

the American workforce at a very fine level and use this episode to disentangle these two effects

more cleanly than the previous literature was able to.

We forecast workers’ status labor force status as unemployed or a relief worker on the WPA,

using worker characteristics in 1930 and 1920. We use both worker-specific characteristics from

the 1920 and 1930 Censuses including age, race, skills, occupation, region, and industry, as well

as geographic characteristics, including the severity of the 1929-1933 downturn by state. We

decompose the unemployed by their duration of unemployment as well to see how the short-term,

medium-term, and long-term unemployed fared. We also match migrants that moved out of their

home county and out of their home state between those Census years as these individuals self-

selected to move based on their own information about their own characteristics.

2 Emergency Relief Programs

By the 1920s, American localities had put in place relief programs that would support the needy,

which included the unemployed but also the disabled, the elderly, and orphans. These programs

were non-existent at the federal level and relief programs were set up for an agricultural economy

without large swings in unemployment during recessions.1 As the Depression worsened in the

early 1930s, localities could not afford relief, and state agencies were set up to keep these local

programs afloat. However, state finances also worsened as revenues dried up and more people

made use of these relief programs. In response, the federal government faced increased calls for

1The importance of private charity varied regionally, but approximately 75% of all relief provided in 1929 was by
governmental sources(WPA, 1947, p. 2). While there was some crowd-out of private charity, on net relief was greatly
increased by these programs (Gruber and Hungerman, 2007).
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aid to state relief programs and for federal relief programs. President Hoover and Congress largely

resisted these calls,2 though some federal loans were made available through the Reconstruction

Finance Corporation to state and local relief agencies through 1933.3

Roosevelt made little mention of his stance on relief during the election, but the election of

1932 changed the political alignment of Congress and the presidency towards support for federal

relief and the other components of the New Deal program. These relief programs took different

forms and changed over time, with most at the federal level including a work requirement to allow

states to focus on providing unconditional transfers to the needy. The Federal Emergency Relief

Administration (FERA) was created in May of 1933 with $500 million available for grants to

state relief efforts (WPA, 1947, p. 2-3). This was structured as a partnership between the federal

government and states and localities, a structure that would continue in later federal relief agencies

(Wallis, 1984).

At the same time, the Public Works Administration (PWA) was set up as a traditional public

works agency with the federal government funding infrastructure, which would indirectly reduce

unemployment through new labor demand. However, as this was slow to begin, a direct federal

employment program began under the Civil Works Administration (CWA) to provide relief during

the winter of 1933. After the initiation of the CWA in November 1933, it would be liquidated by

the following spring as intended. The CWA would hire 4.26 million at its peak. Regional wage

scales were set up for CWA projects.4 Over 80% made less than $0.55 per hour, but even so, wages

were above prevailing wages in some areas, so this system was scrapped near the end of the CWA

with a floor of 30 cents per hour set. The work on these projects was similar to what was done in

later programs, with blue-collar workers assisting in building roads, bridges, schools, and parks,

2See Hoover (1951, p. 52-56).
3The Federal Farm Board also gave millions of bushels of surplus wheat to the indigent in 1932 (WPA, 1947, p.

1-2).
4Skilled workers made $1.20 per hour in the Northern Region, $1.20 in the central region, and $1.00 in the

Southern Region. Unskilled workers made $0.50 per hour in the Northern Region, $0.45 in the central region, and
$0.40 in the Southern Region.
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and white-collar workers providing service as clerking, surveying, and drafting charts and maps

for government agencies. After the CWA was phased out, financing for emergency relief reverted

to the FERA, which employed as many as 2.5 million workers at its peak in January 1935, but

which would itself be unwound later that year (WPA, 1947, p. 3-4).

2.1 The Public Works Administration

The lessons learned in these early programs would be applied to the WPA, first named the Works

Progress Administration when it was incorporated in May 1935, later to become the Works Projects

Administration when it was reorganized in 1939 (WPA, 1947, p. 7). This program employed about

8.5 million Americans total, with a peak employment of over 3 million in 1938 (WPA, 1947, p. 30).

To be eligible for the WPA, one needed to fulfill several criteria. Only one member per household

could participate, with the intention that this relief would support an entire family. Naturally this

made men heavily over-represented as they were the primary breadwinners in American society

at the time. Those under 16 were not allowed to participate. Receiving any other federal transfer

payments like Social Security also made one ineligible. Any offer of private employment would

terminate WPA employment immediately (WPA, 1947, p. 15-16). The means testing for the WPA

involved calculating the minimum income a family required for basic needs. If a household’s

family income was more than 15% below that minimum, they qualified (WPA, 1947, p. 16).

In the early days of the WPA average wages were approximately 42 cents per hour, but the

policy was changed in 1936 to be one of prevailing local wages, which caused the average wage

to rise to 51 cents. This compares favorably with the average pay of laborers in July 1940, which

was 51 cents per hour (WPA, 1947, p. 27). Unskilled workers were always the bulk of WPA

employment, accounting for between 54 and 75 percent of all project workers (WPA, 1947, p.

37).5 Professional worker, managers, clerical, sales, and service workers were underrepresented

5Wages were set regionally, with the highest wages set in most parts of the Northeast, the Midwest, and the West,
with lower wages set in the South. Wages were assigned based on four categories of skills: unskilled, intermediate,
skilled, and professional and technical, as well as by the population size where the worker lived. In 1935, an unskilled

5



on WPA projects versus their proportion of the population, while craftsmen, foremen, operatives,

and laborers were overrepresented on WPA projects relative to their share of the labor force. (WPA,

1947, p. 4). When workers completed a project, their files were returned to the queue. In theory this

allowed new workers access to employment, though in practice many workers remained employed

over long periods (WPA, 1947, p. 16). Workers in their prime working years, from 25-45, were

underrepresented on the WPA. Those aged 45-65 who faced the most age discrimination and were

also, as a result, the most overrepresented on relief work (WPA, 1947, p. 43). Blacks were heavily

overrepresenting in WPA worker due to discrimination, and transitioned to private employment

more slowly than whites. Agricultural workers were overrepresented on WPA rolls, especially

seasonal workers who needed aid when work was scarce (WPA, 1947, p. 45).

While most workers transitioned to private employment successfully, some had significant dif-

ficulty finding private employment and could be described as the “hardcore unemployed.” Many

of these workers were laid off when a provision was introduced in the summer of 1939 to limit

continuous relief work to 18 months. These workers were later surveyed and only 8 percent found

work by September 1940 and only 13 percent had found work by February 1940. By then, about

two-thirds of these workers were back at the WPA or receiving other benefits but not working.

Age discrimination appears to have interacted with the general stigma attached to WPA workers

as bad workers, as workers over 45 had half the reemployment rate as those under 30. Blacks and

women also had difficulty finding private employment, as discrimination against them interacted

with the stigma of WPA work (WPA, 1947, p. 41). Given the high level of labor demand and

low unemployment rates during the war, the WPA was obsolete. The Roosevelt administration

began winding down the WPA program by December 1942, and it was completely eliminated by

the following summer. (WPA, 1947, p. 15).

worker in the Deep South would make between $19 and $30 per month while a professional would make between
$39 and $75 per month. Wages in the Northeast were approximately $20 higher. Workers were expected to work 120
to 140 hours per month or 30 to 35 hours per week. (WPA, 1947, p. 16) The vast majority of WPA workers were
unskilled, though skilled workers were required for the construction of public buildings like schools, which required
more skilled workers.(WPA, 1947, p. 9)
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Figure 1: Severity of the Depression

(A) Aggregate Unemployment Rate (B) Employment & Income Drop By State
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Notes: Panel A plots unemployment rates as reported by Lebergott et al. (1948) and Darby (1976). Panel B plots the drop in
employment in non-agricultural employment (BLS) during 1929-1933 against the corresponding drop in personal income per capita
(BEA).

2.2 Unemployment in the Depression

The highest unemployment rates in US history occurred during the Great Depression of 1929-

1941. Unemployment was 3.2% in 1929 and then rose to be about 23% in 1932. Starting in

1933 unemployment fell through 1937, rose again in the recession starting that year, and then fell

again from 1938 through the Second World War. The magnitude of these changes depends on

the definition of unemployment. Starting in 1933, the New Deal political program implemented

federal work relief projects for the unemployed, as there was no national unemployment insurance

at that time. As this was intended as a way to support the unemployed in exchange for work, some,

like Lebergott et al. (1948), considered those on emergency relief work as unemployed. However,

since work was required to receive payments in these programs, these workers were employed in a

similar fashion as other non-emergency government employees, and so other authors such as Darby

(1976) considered these workers as employed. The two series are plotted in panel A of Figure 1.

The unemployment rate in 1940 was 14.6% if we count emergency employed as unemployed, and

9.5% if we count the emergency employed as employed.
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Figure 2: Unemployement Duration in 1940

(A) Linked Sample 1920-1940 (B) Linked Sample 1930-1940
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Notes: The figures show histograms of unemployment duration in our sample of linked individuals. Panel A shows the 1920-1930
sample, while panel B shows the 1930-1940 sample.

Prior to the 2012 release of the 100% sample of the 1940 Census, a 1% sample was available.

While a sample this small makes successful matching unlikely, it does permit a snapshot of un-

employment duration to be estimated, as Margo (1993a) did. We build on this work by matching

the unemployed of all durations to their status in 1930 and 1920 to see how these differed from

other workers at that time. The distribution of unemployment duration can be found in Figure 2.

Those unemployed 200 weeks or more, roughly four years of unemployment or more, make up

8% of the unemployed. Those unemployed between 100-199 weeks, or roughly 2-4 years, make

up 14% of the unemployed. Those unemployed between 50-99 or roughly 1-2 years weeks make

up 19% of the unemployed. Those unemployed 1-49 weeks of less than 1 year make up 58% of

the unemployed. While a majority of the unemployed are unemployed less than 1 year, multiple-

year unemployment spells make up only a vanishingly small share of the unemployed in postwar

recessions which are much more mild. A long-term unemployment problem had arisen in the

1930s which had been mitigated during the recovery periods, but it took the Second World War to

completely eliminate the problem of long-term unemployment (Mathy, 2017).
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3 Data

We utilize the 100% samples from the 1940, 1930, and 1920 Censuses, provided by IPUMS (Rug-

gles et al., 2010), which allows us to match individuals between Census years. Our primary left-

hand side variables are the three categories that make up the labor force in 1940: the unemployed,

the employed, and the emergency employed. We also have data on the duration of unemployment

in weeks, a question which was only asked in the 1940 Census. We split unemployment duration

into the following bins: 1-49 weeks, 50-99 weeks, 100-199 weeks, and 200 weeks and more. While

this is just a snapshot of the duration of unemployment at the time the Census was administered,

the duration of unemployment had never been higher than during the Great Depression, and this

matching procedure allows us to see who the long-term unemployed were in prior decades.

We also have Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) data on the decline in nonagricultural employ-

ment by state from Wallis (1989). Together with annual data on personal income per person from

the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), we use this measure to gauge the depth of the downturn

in employment from 1929-1933. This allows us to see how variation across states in the severity of

the Depression interacted with the other characteristics of our matched workers. Panel B of Figure

1 plots these measures against each other to illustrate both the severity of the recession and the

amount of cross-state variation in the magnitude of the downturn.

To link individuals across Census waves we largely follow Abramitzky et al. (2012). There has

recently been evidence of significant bias in matches obtained from matching procedures similar

to those we use here (Bailey et al., 2017). Taking these criticisms to heart, we use a conservative

approach to minimize false matches wherever possible. We also compare the representativeness

of our sample to the 1% sample to ensure that the positive matches we identify are not system-

atically different than those obatained in a random sample of the population. As in Gaggl et al.

(2015), we match men using age (+/- 2 years), birthplace, farther’s and mother’s birthplace, as

well as soundex encoded first and last names. We err on the side of caution and use only unique
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matches, with the smallest age discrepancy among possible matches, dropping all men with du-

plicate matches from our sample.6 We link both the 1920 and the 1930 Census separately to

individuals in the 1940 Census. Matching 1920 and 1940 is useful as this allows us to see charac-

teristics of the population treated by the Depression long before this macroeconomic catastrophe

could be predicted. This does have some drawbacks however, as we only match 711,117 men be-

tween 1920 and 1940 (mostly due to the larger age span), while we can match over a million men

between 1930 and 1940. However, the Depression had started at the time of the 1930 Census, so

some outcomes recorded in the 1930 Census are likely already shaped by the ensuing Depression.

For example, some groups may already have had trouble finding work, such as youth who were

entering labor markets for the first time.

While the historical Census asks a variety of questions, the set of relevant as economic char-

acteristics is more limited than in modern Census questionnaires. Regarding demographic char-

acteristics, we begin with investigating the role of race, as blacks faced extensive discrimination

in labor markets (Wright, 1986). We further consider regional differences, using the four Census

regions: Northeast, Midwest, South, and West. We further distinguish between broad age bins, to

the extent that we can match individuals at that age: 14-24, 25-34, 35-44, 35-44, 45-54, 55-64, and

65 and older.7

We use the consistent 3-digit occupations based on the 1950 Census classification (occ1950),

described in IPUMS (2011), and group these detailed occupations into broad 1-digit categories:

Professional/Technical, Farmers (owners/tenants/managers), Clerical and Kindred, Sales, Crafts-

men, Operatives,8 Service,9 Farm Laborers, and Non-Farm Laborers. Since the Census did not

ask about earnings prior to the 1940 Census, we use the IPUMS variable occscore to proxy for

6See Gaggl et al. (2015) for more details.
7Since we are matching between decades, we cannot match any individual 10 years of age or less from 1930 to

1940 and we cannot match any individual of 20 years of age or less to 1920. As a result, we drop the 14-24 age group
from the 1920 results.

8Operatives are primarily factory workers.
9Service includes any personal service including housework, servants, hospitality, and so on.
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earnings in 1920 and 1930 based on the reported occupation. This “occupational score” bins occu-

pations based on earnings reported in the 1950 census. To the extent that the ranking of occupations

did not change dramatically between 1920 and 1940, we interpret this as a measure of ranked skills

and socioeconomic status, as low-skill and low-wage professions like farm laborer have low scores,

while high-skill and high-wage occupations like professionals have high occupational scores. To

distinguish different sectors, we group the 3-digit IPUMS variable ind1950 into the following

1-digit sectors: Agriculture/Forestry/Fishing, Mining, Construction, Manufacturing, Transporta-

tion/Communications/Utilities, Wholesale/Retail, Finance/Insurance/Real Estate (FIRE), Service,

and Public Sector.

3.1 Differential Effects of the Depression

Using data contained in (?), we use the decline in retail sales (which is highly correlated with local

economic activity) by county from 1929 to 1933 to see the differential effect of the Depression by

county.

We also add in a variable which measures whether workers in states that were harder hit by the

depression experienced different labor market outcomes than those in states that were less affected

by the Depression. To measure regional variation in the severity of the recession, we utilize the

state specific drop in personal income per person during 1929-1933 provided by the BEA (as

plotted in panel B of Figure 1). We then incorporate this measure into our analysis by running

regressions of the following form:

yigs =
∑
g

βg (Iigs × Deps) + γg + εigs (1)

where yigs is a dummy variable indicating that individual i, who was in demographic group g

and lived in state s in 1920, wound up in labor market state y in 1940. Deps is our measure

capturing the severity of the recession in state s, with an increase in Deps corresponding to a
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percentage point increase in the percent income drop during 1929-1933 in state s. Iigs is an dummy

variable, indicating that individual i was in demographic group g. Finally γg are group effects

(as in the regressions in the previous sections) and εigs is an error term. Tables ??-?? report

the coefficient estimates for the interactions terms, βg, capturing the differential effects of the

depression by demographic groups.

3.2 Breakdown of the 1940 Worker

We begin with estimating a series of linear probability models for sorting into various labor force

states. Tables 3-5 display these results and are organized as follows. Panel A breaks down the un-

employed into four bins by weeks of unemployment duration; panel B decomposes the labor force

into three bins: unemployed, emergency employment, and non-emergency employment. Each col-

umn reports coefficients from a regression of 100 times an indicator variable for the respective

labor force status on indicators for various demographic bins and a constant. Each section shows

separate regressions for different demographic breakdowns and the omitted group is indicated in

each section heading. The constant in these regressions captures the probability that a worker,

who was in the omitted group in 1920, would end up in the particular labor force state in 1940.

All other coefficients show differential effects relative to this omitted group. Notice that, while

all these regression are run separately, the coefficients for columns (5)-(7) approximately sum to

one. Moreover, as panel A is simply a more detailed breakdown of the unemployed in column (5),

columns (1)-(4) approximately sum up to the average in column (5). We note that all estimates

shown in Tables 3-5 are comparable to analogous analyses the 1930-1940 match, but the 1920 re-

sults have the advantage of not being contaminated by the Depression which was already underway

in 1929.
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4 Results

In this section, we use our matched 1920-1940 sample to show the determinants of labor mar-

ket outcomes in 1940 based on characteristics of workers in 1920. All analyses are restricted to

linked men, who were in the labor force in both years. We use simple linear probability models

throughout, using 1940 outcomes as the dependent variables and a variety of characteristics in

1920 as our independent variables. As duration of unemployment varies little based on worker

characteristics, it gives little information about aggregate unemployment. For that reason, we do

not list results here in the interest of brevity. Descriptive statistics regarding the 1940 status of our

matched sample can be found in a supplementary appendix.10

Table 6 shows outcomes for labor force variables in 1940 using characteristics in 1920 and

the decline in income from 1929-1933. The drop in income in that state from 1929-1933 has

a significantly negative effect on employment probabilities and a significantly positive effect on

unemployment probabilities, with no effect on those not in the labor force. Nonwhites have a

higher probability of being out of the labor force, and the “other” category, primarily those of

Asian descent, are slightly less likely than whites to be unemployed. The least likely occupational

category to be employed is the second quintile, with the third through fifth quintiles seeing higher

employment rates relative to the lowest occupational score. The second and third quintiles are

more likely to be unemployed than the first quintile, while the top quintile is less likely. The first

and second quintiles are most likely to be in the labor force than those in higher quintiles, which is

likely related to more wage flexibility in the lower occupational quintiles.

All age groups are more likely to be employed than the 14-24 group with the exception of

the 65+ age group, and all groups are less likely to be unemployed than the youngest group.

This is likely the result of youth not being able to rejoin labor markets during the Depression

and remaining in the labor force to keep looking for work. All groups are less likely than the

10The appendix can be found here.

13

https://www.dropbox.com/s/fiuyjstl7m53bhu/ltu_manuscript_supplement.pdf?dl=0


youngest to be out of the labor force with the exception of the elderly who largely “retire” during

the decade of the 30s, voluntarily or not.11 Those in Agriculture/Forestry/Fishing sector in 1920

are more likely to be employed and less likely to be unemployed or out of the labor force, and

the same effect can be seen in the service sector. Both of these sectors have relatively flexible

wages, with wages in agriculture plunging as farm product prices fell, and the service sector having

many household employees who also have negotiated wages. The reverse is true for those in the

mining and construction sectors in 1920, as these sectors have fairly rigid wages which reduced

employment significantly during the Depression. However, those in Manufacturing in 1920 do not

see significantly higher unemployment or lower employment than those in the baseline Wholesale

sector, perhaps during to significant turnover in that sector in the intervening 20 years. All regions

have higher employment and lower unemployment than the Northeast. Looking at the variation

explained by the different factors, the severity of the Depression by state explains none of the

variation, while the controls explain 1-2% of the variation in outcomes. Results for 1930, shown

in Table 10, are similar to those in 1920

Table 7 displays results for the Employed, Unemployed, and Not in the Labor Force groups as

a share of population. This table uses 1920 characteristics with occupations replacing occupational

score. There are few changes in the other variables. Relative to the baseline clerical occupation,

Professional/Technical and Farmer occupations have higher employment and lower unemployment

and not in labor force. Professionals, with high skills, had better employment outcomes than lower

skilled groups, and farmers had significant wage flexibility and could remain employed on their

own farm even if demand conditions for their products were weak. Managers/Proprietors also had

lower unemployment and higher employment, though their coefficient on not in labor force was

not significant. Operatives and non-farm laborers in 1920 had higher unemployment rates and

were more likely to be out of the labor force while also being less likely to be employed. Factory

11While retirement was much less common during this period than in the modern period, unemployment, even of
the long-term variety, did exist among the elderly Margo (1993b).
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workers saw large declines in their labor demand as did laborers outside of the farm sector. Farm

laborers were no more likely to be unemployed, though they were less likely to be unemployed

and more likely to be out of the labor force. Again, the drop in income by state explains none of

the variation, and the amount explained by the controls is the essentially the same as the previous

specification.

Those in the Agriculture/Forestry/Fishing sector were more likely to participate in market work

and less likely to participate in emergency relief work consistent with higher rates of market work

due to flexible wages in those sectors. The same was true of the FIRE sector, which generally was

higher income and didn’t participate in the means-tested relief work programs. On the other hand,

the mining, construction, manufacturing, and transportation/communications/utilities sectors all

had lower rates of market work and higher rates of emergency work than the wholesale sector,

due to higher rates of joblessness in those sectors. The Service sector had a higher rate of market

employment and a lower unemployment rate than the Wholesale sector, though the difference is

not statistically significant. Those in the Midwest and South in 1920 had higher rates of market

work in 1940 and lower unemployment rates than the Northeast, but only those living in the South

in 1920 had higher rates of emergency work. While many authors found that the South received

no more emergency relief funds than other regions, this does not hold true in 1920. As before, the

Depression control explains none of the variation in any of the outcomes, and the controls explain

1.5% of the variation for market employment and 0.2% of emergency employment, a very small

share. Results for 1930, shown in Table 11, are similar to those for 1920.

Table 8 at the probability of being on emergency relief work, as well as being unemployed or

employed. The drop in income by state has no effect on one’s probability of emergency work,

though whites ended up on relief at much lower rates than blacks or the other category, and the

same groups have higher market employment, consistent with less discrimination in emergency

work relative to private employment. The second quintile of occupational score is more likely

to be unemployed and less likely to be on regular employment than the lowest quintile, but has
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the same likelihood of being on emergency work. The top three quintiles are more likely to have

regular employment and are less likely to be on emergency work, which is unsurprising given that

emergency work was means tested as so high-income groups would not have access to emergency

work even if desired. The youngest age group is the most likely ot be unemployed, while all groups

under age 65 have more regular market employment. However, those aged 45-65 are most likely

ot be on emergency relief work, likely due to the preference of these programs for male middle-

aged breadwinners with families. Those of age 25-34 were less likely than the youngest group to

participate in emergency work, somewhat surprisingly. Results for 1930, shown in Table 12, are

similar to those for 1920.

The results in Table 9 are similar to those above. In terms of occupations, Professional/Technical

Workers are more likely to be in regular employment and slightly less likely to be in emergency

work, though not significantly so. That perhaps reflects the inclusion of artists and writers in the

New Deal Relief work programs. Farmers are more likely to be in regular employment, though the

result is not statistically significant, and they are also more likely to be in relief work. While this

relief work was intended for those without sufficient income like the unemployed, many farmers

would have qualified for this means tested program even if they were not jobless. Craftsmen were

both less likely to be in market employment and more likely to be in emergency employment,

as were factory operatives and non-farm laborers. Service workers had significantly less market

employment and farm laborers had significantly more emergency employment, consistent with the

low incomes of the latter. Results for 1930, shown in Table 13, are similar to those in 1920.

4.1 Migrants

Table 14 shows regressions of the percent drop in income on the likelihood of migration, with

controls included in terms of their contribution to the variance of the propensity to migrate. For

migrants out of the county they lived in 1920, they are more likely to move if they are in a state

with a larger drop in income from 1929-1933, though this only explains 0.2% of the variance in
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migration propensity. The probability of moving out of state in response to a larger decline in

income in one’s state between 1920 and 1940 is even higher in magnitude and is also significant,

though here only 0.1% of the variation is explained. The controls, whether using occupation of

occupational score, explain 3.1% of the variation in county migration and 4.9% of state-migration

variation. The full results show that the black and other group are much more likely to migrate

than whites over this period, especially out of their county in 1920, consistent with the Great

Migration which is ramping up in this period. Those in the lowest occupational score quintile

are the most likely to move with higher income groups much less likely to move. The young

here are less likely to move than the middle aged and elderly, perhaps surprisingly, though this

may be explained as children not moving much until they are at least 20 years old. Those in the

Agriculture/Forestry/Fishing industry and the FIRE industry were much less likely to move than

in the Wholesale sector, a relatively immobile sector, while Mining saw more mobility as workers

moved to new mines in the West. Workers in the South were the most likely to move, consistent

with out-migration during the 1930s as a consequence of the New Deal. Note this is occurring at

the same time as employment is relatively high in the South. Midwesterners are less likely to move

out of their county in 1920 than those in New England, while those in the West are more likely

to move out of their state, despite the large size of Western states. Overall, the controls explain

3.1% of the variation in county-migration outcomes and 4.9% of state-migration outcomes, while

the depth of that state’s Depression explain 0.2% and 0.1% of the variation respectively. We leave

results for occupational score, which are less intuitive than those for occupation, for a separate

appendix. The results for 1930, shown in Table 15 are similar to those for 1920.

4.2 Fixed Effect Regressions

While the OLS regressions are informative, they provide evidence for which factors are correlated

with employment outcomes, but they do not say which factors are more or less important in ex-

plaining unemployment in the Great Depression. To do so, we borrow Ancova techniques (analysis
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of covariance) techniques, used more often in other disciplines, to decompose the variation in our

left-hand side variables to its statistical source in the right-hand side variables.12

Table 16 shows the decomposition of variation for the employed, unemployed, and those not

in the Labor Force. Table 17 show the results for the fixed effects regressions for the unemployed,

those on market employment, and those on emergency work. The results are similar to those seen

above. We have assigned different portions of the variation in employment outcomes to different

sources of variation in the data for these regressions as they are the most complete, which can be

seen in Tables 1 and 2. We now need to describe how we allocate variation to different sources:

random chance (bad luck) or worker characteristics (bad workers). We have controls for worker’s

characteristics from the Census, which would be allocated to the “”bad worker” bin. Once we con-

trol for those features, then we can assume that the downturn in income from 1929-1933 in a given

state can be attribute to bad luck at a more disaggregated level. Then we address unobservables by

using worker-specific fixed effects. Given the large number of fixed effects, this explains a large

share of the variance, but much of this is due to adding many new variables and reducing the de-

grees of freedom massively. The amount of R2 explained is significant, but we use the adjusted R2

as well, which corrects for the increase in R2 which would result from adding spurious variables.

We therefore attribute the adjusted R2 variance to worker specific characteristics (bad workers)

which are unobservable. The remaining unobservable variation which comes from “pure chance”

is attributed to worker-specific luck, which plays a significant role in labor market outcomes. After

we account for those features, we then have some variation which the model cannot attribute to

any source at all. As this could be due to either omitted variables related to worker characteristics

or due to bad luck, we do not attribute them to either source.

For the first set of regressions in Table 16, factors related to the bad luck of being in a state

12Ancova is an abbreviation of analysis of covariance, and can be used for both categorial and continuous variables.
We do not exactly replicate those techniques, but we use the sum of squared residuals and coefficient of determinant
from our regression analysis to make equivalent measures. The interested reader can consult Rutherford (2001) for a
more in depth discussion of these techniques.
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Table 1: Variance Decomposition, Unemployment/Market Employment/Emergency Employment,
Fixed Effect Regression

Predictor of variation (Percent) Employed Unemployed Not in Labor Force
Income Drop by State, 1929-1933 0 0 0
Worker Characteristics Controls 3.5 3.3 0.7

Worked Fixed Effects Variation (Explained) 16 14.3 39.8
Worker Fixed Effects Variance (Pure Chance) 62.5 64 46.2

Unexplained Variance 18 18.4 13.3
Total Worker Explained Variance 19.5 17.6 40.5
Total Luck Explained Variance 72.5 74 46.2

that has a deeper downturn explain basically none of the variation as we saw above. Worker char-

acteristics control explain 3.5 percent of the variation in the employment rate, 3.3 percent of the

variation in being in the unemployment rate, and 0.7 percent of the variation in being out of the

labor force. Worker fixed effects can explain 16 percent of the variation in the employment rate,

14.3 percent of the unemployment rate and 39.8 percent of the relief employment rate. The worker

fixed effects variation that can be attributed to pure chance is 62.5 percent for the employment

rate, 64 percent for the unemployment rate, and 46.2 percent for those not in the labor force. The

unexplained variance, or overall luck, explains 18 percent of the employment rate variation, 18.4

percent of the unemployment rate variation, and 13 percent of the variation of those not in the labor

force. Overall, we can attribute 19.5 percent of the variance in the employment share of the pop-

ulation through worker characteristics, 17.6 percent of the variation in the unemployment share of

the population, and 40.5 percent of the variation in the share of not in the labor force in the popula-

tion. While both sources mattered a lot, worker characteristics mattered most for determining who

was out of the labor force, which would be highly related to individual characteristics. However,

for the employment and unemployment shares, random chance determined the lion’s share of the

labor force outcomes in 1940.

Next we consider the regressions in Table 17. Factors related to the bad luck of being in a state

that has a deeper downturn explain essentially none of the variation. This is perhaps surprising as
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Table 2: Variance Decomposition, Unemployment/Market Employment/Emergency Employment,
Fixed Effect Regression

Predictor of variation (Percent) Unemployment Market Employ Relief Employ
Income Drop by State, 1929-1933 0 0 0
Worker Characteristics Controls 3.3 10.3 14.7

Worked Fixed Effects Variation (Explained) 14.3 16.7 27.1
Worker Fixed Effects Variance (Pure Chance) 64 56.7 45.2

Unexplained Variance 18.3 16.3 13
Total Worker explained variance 17.6 27 41.8
Total Luck explained variance 64 56.7 45.2

we found a significant positive coefficient on unemployment from being in a state with a deeper

downturn. This seems to be due to the large sample size used, which drives standard errors to be

very low allowing for low p-values. However, despite this statistical significance, this variable has

no economic significance as it cannot explain any of the variation in employment outcomes. This

seemingly paradoxical result has been noted previously in other disciplines (Berben et al., 2012).

Worker characteristics control explain roughly 3.3 percent of the variation in the unemployment

rate, 10.3 percent of the variation in being in market employment, and 14.7 percent of the vari-

ation in emergency work. Worker fixed effects can explain 14.3 percent of the variation in the

unemployment rate, 16.7 percent of the market employment rate, and 41.8 percent of the relief

employment rate. The worker fixed effects variation that can be attributed to pure chance is 64

percent for the unemployment rate, 56.7 percent for the market employment rate, and 45.2 percent

for the relief employment rate. The unexplained variance, or overall luck, explains 18.3 percent

of the unemployment rate variation, 16.3 percent of the market employment rate variation, and 13

percent of the relief employment variation.

Overall, worker characteristics (“bad/good workers”) can explain 19.5 percent of the variation

in unemployment, 17.6 percent of the variation in market employment, and 40.5 percent of the

variation in relief employment. The amount that we attribute to non-worker variation (“bad/good

luck”) is 72.5 percent for the unemployment rate, 74 percent for the market employment rate, and
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46.2 percent for the relief employment rate. While both factors mattered a lot, luck was the primary

determinant of both the unemployment and market employment experiences of workers in 1940,

while for those on emergency relief employment the effects were more split. This conforms with

relief employment being an employer of last resort for workers who were screened out of private

employment, while workers who were more competitive in labor markets were either employed or

continued to search for private employment in unemployment.

5 Conclusion

We used matched data to see what the unemployed and those on emergency employment in 1940

looked like twenty and ten years before, in 1920 and 1930. Correlates with unemployment in

1940 were being in a state hit hard by the downturn of 1929-1933, being in a low-income occu-

pation, being young, being in a sector like Mining or Construction, and being in the Northeast in

1920. The opposite categories predicted low unemployment, as well as being in the FIRE sector

or the Service Sector, or in the Midwest or South in 1920. For emergency relief work, positive

correlates include being non-white, being in a low-income occupation, being middle-aged (and

male), being in the South, and being in the Mining, Construction, Manufacturing, or Transporta-

tion/Communications/Utilities sector in 1920. Negative correlates with emergency employment

were the opposite categories, as well as being age 25-34 in 1940, or being in the FIRE of agricul-

tural sector. Migrants also revealed their type by migrating, and were more likely to migrate from

states harder hit by the Depression, being in non-clerical occupations, being older, and by living

in the South or West in 1920. Negative correlates with migration were being in Agricultural, Min-

ing, and Construction sectors, with the Transportation/Communications/Utility, FIRE, and Service

sector also seeing less migration out of state.

We were able to see how much of these outcomes for those that were not employed in the pri-

vate sector came from bad luck, i.e. being in sectors, geographic areas, industries, occupations, or
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age groups hard hit by the Depression, or “bad workers”, i.e. having characteristics like lower skills

or human capital. We found that many characteristics were significant predictors of employment

outcomes in 1940, even as far back as 1920. We used Ancova techniques to decompose the ef-

fect of worker-specific characteristics and random chance on employment outcomes. Surprisingly,

state-level economic conditions mattered not at all in determining employment outcomes once we

controlled for other factors, even though . Both factors mattered a great deal and in different ways.

Overall, we found that being out of the labor force and being on emergency relief employment

were most related to worker characteristics, consistent with both the previous literature and in-

tuition. However, even in these cases bad luck mattered more than worker characteristics. Both

factors mattered for employment and unemployment, but here bad luck explained about 75 percent

or more of the variation, so we can say that overall, bad luck mattered more than bad workers in

the Great Depression. Future work will delve more deeply into the variance of the long-term un-

employed and will see if migration can function as an independent variable as an additional worker

characteristic correlated with standard unobservable characteristics. Using the methods in Margo

(1990), we will also estimate hazard rate for the long-term unemployed into and out of gainful

employment.
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6 Tables

6.1 Descriptive Tables

Table 3: Anatomy of the 1940 Unemployed, Race/Age/Region

A. Unemployment Duration Bins (Weeks) B. Labor Force Status

1-49 50-99 100-199 200+ Unemp. Emerg. Emp. Regular Emp.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

1. Race (Omitted group: White)
Black -0.116 0.242** -0.021 0.033 -1.269*** 1.529*** -0.260

(0.186) (0.095) (0.076) (0.091) (0.350) (0.243) (0.352)
Other 0.351 0.219 0.179 -0.207* -0.950** 1.453*** -0.503

(0.240) (0.174) (0.127) (0.122) (0.363) (0.379) (0.494)
Constant 4.403*** 1.608*** 1.392*** 1.398*** 7.142*** 3.558*** 89.300***

(0.080) (0.073) (0.053) (0.082) (0.344) (0.176) (0.296)

Obs. 713743 713743 713743 713743 713743 713743 713743
LHS Mean 4.400 1.628 1.393 1.398 7.043 3.682 89.275

2. Age in 1940 (Omitted group: 25-34 and younger)
35-44 -0.869* -1.068*** 0.045 0.030 -2.491*** -0.215 2.706***

(0.478) (0.280) (0.187) (0.154) (0.884) (0.315) (0.828)
45-54 -1.411*** -1.278*** -0.036 0.240 -3.778*** 0.299 3.479***

(0.441) (0.290) (0.184) (0.161) (0.872) (0.334) (0.821)
55-64 -1.483*** -1.250*** 0.024 0.571*** -3.295*** 0.196 3.099***

(0.431) (0.271) (0.178) (0.161) (0.836) (0.352) (0.769)
65+ -4.559*** -2.356*** -0.983*** -0.619*** -7.456*** -2.846*** 10.302***

(0.491) (0.288) (0.187) (0.144) (0.993) (0.401) (0.825)
Constant 6.071*** 2.972*** 1.524*** 1.295*** 10.770*** 4.039*** 85.192***

(0.502) (0.317) (0.182) (0.137) (1.160) (0.403) (0.946)

Obs. 713663 713663 713663 713663 713663 713663 713663
LHS Mean 4.400 1.628 1.393 1.398 7.043 3.682 89.275

3. Region in 1920 (Omitted group: Northeast)
Midwest -0.467*** -0.450*** -0.201** -0.213 -2.138*** 0.410 1.728***

(0.110) (0.099) (0.096) (0.175) (0.220) (0.399) (0.394)
South -0.474** -0.404*** -0.375*** -0.598*** -3.046*** 0.914** 2.132***

(0.229) (0.111) (0.113) (0.172) (0.336) (0.434) (0.515)
West 0.302 -0.514*** -0.243*** -0.428** -1.389*** -0.013 1.402**

(0.235) (0.118) (0.088) (0.163) (0.224) (0.500) (0.533)
Constant 4.663*** 1.921*** 1.577*** 1.657*** 8.661*** 3.303*** 88.036***

(0.088) (0.069) (0.073) (0.157) (0.146) (0.371) (0.305)

Obs. 713743 713743 713743 713743 713743 713743 713743
LHS Mean 4.400 1.628 1.393 1.398 7.043 3.682 89.275

Notes: Each column reports a regression of 100 times an indicator for the particular labor force status on indicator variables for
demographic groups. The regression includes linked individuals who were in the labor force in both periods. Hence, the coefficients
for columns (1)-(4) add up to column (5), while columns (5)-(7) sum to one. Standard errors are clustered on state and reported in
parentheses below each coefficient. Significance levels are indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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Table 4: Anatomy of the 1940 Unemployed, Occupation and Occupational Score

A. Unemployment Duration Bins (Weeks) B. Labor Force Status

1-49 50-99 100-199 200+ Unemp. Emerg. Emp. Regular Emp.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

4. Occupation in 1920 (Omitted group: clerical and kindred workers)
Prof./Tech. -1.051*** -0.890*** -0.276** -0.205** -2.485*** -0.325* 2.810***

(0.171) (0.097) (0.127) (0.079) (0.225) (0.193) (0.326)
Farmers -1.030*** -0.952*** -0.564*** -0.511*** -3.768*** 0.405* 3.363***

(0.150) (0.131) (0.091) (0.094) (0.440) (0.240) (0.409)
Manag./Proprietors -0.688*** -0.687*** -0.294*** -0.322*** -1.955*** -0.354** 2.309***

(0.106) (0.103) (0.086) (0.073) (0.228) (0.160) (0.215)
Sales 0.115 -0.337** -0.181** -0.137* -0.554** 0.118 0.436

(0.143) (0.161) (0.088) (0.080) (0.233) (0.157) (0.319)
Craftsmen 0.523*** -0.401*** -0.066 0.036 -0.237 0.437*** -0.199

(0.086) (0.091) (0.067) (0.059) (0.220) (0.120) (0.194)
Operatives 1.021*** 0.044 0.330*** 0.452*** 0.860*** 1.325*** -2.185***

(0.125) (0.103) (0.071) (0.096) (0.285) (0.142) (0.336)
Service -0.032 -0.605*** -0.091 0.157 -0.992*** 0.329* 0.662**

(0.132) (0.111) (0.146) (0.101) (0.278) (0.184) (0.277)
Farm Laborers 0.505** -0.609*** -0.384*** -0.439*** -1.869*** 1.093*** 0.775

(0.206) (0.127) (0.095) (0.075) (0.464) (0.252) (0.469)
Non-Farm Laborers 1.103*** -0.007 0.236*** 0.468*** 0.552 1.735*** -2.287***

(0.177) (0.094) (0.078) (0.075) (0.358) (0.165) (0.341)
Constant 4.192*** 2.039*** 1.506*** 1.424*** 7.987*** 3.009*** 89.004***

(0.123) (0.115) (0.083) (0.083) (0.478) (0.219) (0.364)

Obs. 584187 584187 584187 584187 584187 584187 584187
LHS Mean 4.400 1.628 1.393 1.398 7.043 3.682 89.275

5. Occupational Score Quintile in 1920 (Omitted group: 1st quintile)
Quintile: 2.0000 1.238*** 0.713*** 0.681*** 0.848*** 3.211*** 0.756*** -3.968***

(0.090) (0.068) (0.062) (0.074) (0.199) (0.160) (0.251)
Quintile: 3.0000 1.171*** 0.663*** 0.592*** 0.656*** 3.304*** 0.154 -3.458***

(0.133) (0.095) (0.062) (0.090) (0.267) (0.216) (0.319)
Quintile: 4.0000 0.715*** 0.620*** 0.483*** 0.577*** 2.886*** -0.326* -2.560***

(0.137) (0.096) (0.066) (0.090) (0.367) (0.182) (0.366)
Quintile: 5.0000 0.047 0.234** 0.264*** 0.344*** 1.558*** -0.675*** -0.883***

(0.116) (0.094) (0.050) (0.065) (0.256) (0.159) (0.281)
Constant 3.876*** 1.258*** 1.054*** 0.987*** 5.167*** 3.747*** 91.086***

(0.124) (0.065) (0.050) (0.050) (0.186) (0.172) (0.263)

Obs. 584187 584187 584187 584187 584187 584187 584187
LHS Mean 4.400 1.628 1.393 1.398 7.043 3.682 89.275

Notes: Each column reports a regression of 100 times an indicator for the particular labor force status on indicator variables for
demographic groups. The regression includes linked individuals who were in the labor force in both periods. Hence, the coefficients
for columns (1)-(4) add up to column (5), while columns (5)-(7) sum to one. Standard errors are clustered on state and reported in
parentheses below each coefficient. Significance levels are indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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Table 5: Anatomy of the 1940 Unemployed, Sector

A. Unemployment Duration Bins (Weeks) B. Labor Force Status

1-49 50-99 100-199 200+ Unemp. Emerg. Emp. Regular Emp.
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

4. Sector in 1920 (Omitted group: wholesale trade)
Ag./Forestry/Fishing -0.484*** -0.493*** -0.400*** -0.417*** -2.381*** 0.472** 1.909***

(0.165) (0.100) (0.065) (0.083) (0.312) (0.224) (0.303)
Mining 1.350*** 0.650*** 0.763*** 1.138*** 2.087*** 2.370*** -4.458***

(0.225) (0.132) (0.077) (0.217) (0.558) (0.493) (0.373)
Construction 1.169*** 0.098 0.091 0.005 1.183*** 0.503*** -1.686***

(0.212) (0.124) (0.079) (0.067) (0.224) (0.131) (0.256)
Manufacturing 0.612*** 0.140* 0.232*** 0.377*** 0.880*** 0.690*** -1.570***

(0.137) (0.073) (0.054) (0.070) (0.165) (0.099) (0.162)
Trasp./Comm./Util. 0.357** 0.117 0.153** 0.255*** 0.299** 0.827*** -1.126***

(0.140) (0.118) (0.068) (0.062) (0.143) (0.160) (0.182)
Finance/Ins./RE -0.729*** -0.070 -0.172 -0.266** -0.846** -0.617*** 1.463***

(0.215) (0.218) (0.112) (0.103) (0.352) (0.155) (0.369)
Service -0.159 -0.181* -0.040 0.065 -0.464** 0.041 0.423*

(0.122) (0.101) (0.077) (0.071) (0.175) (0.155) (0.234)
Public Sector 0.111 0.019 0.065 0.099** 0.170 0.221* -0.391*

(0.121) (0.102) (0.070) (0.047) (0.149) (0.131) (0.202)
Constant 4.291*** 1.718*** 1.416*** 1.361*** 7.406*** 3.222*** 89.372***

(0.129) (0.096) (0.050) (0.082) (0.342) (0.237) (0.258)

Obs. 584187 584187 584187 584187 584187 584187 584187
LHS Mean 4.400 1.628 1.393 1.398 7.043 3.682 89.275

Notes: Each column reports a regression of 100 times an indicator for the particular labor force status on indicator variables for
demographic groups. The regression includes linked individuals who were in the labor force in both periods. Hence, the coefficients
for columns (1)-(4) add up to column (5), while columns (5)-(7) sum to one. Standard errors are clustered on state and reported in
parentheses below each coefficient. Significance levels are indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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6.2 Cross-Sectional Regressions: Employed, Unemployed, Not in Labor Force

Table 6: Employed/Unemployed/Not in Labor Force in 1940 (base characteristics 1920, occupa-
tional score)

Probability of Labor Market Status in 1940 (%)

Employed Unemployed Not in Labor Force
(1) (2) (3)

% Drop in Income (29-33) -0.077* 0.081** -0.004
(0.039) (0.030) (0.016)

Black 0.001 -0.397 0.397*
(0.382) (0.284) (0.198)

Other -1.058** -0.096 1.154***
(0.495) (0.388) (0.343)

Occ. Inc. Perc. (Omitted: 1)
2 -0.951** 0.758*** 0.193

(0.368) (0.250) (0.276)
3 0.572* 0.433* -1.005***

(0.291) (0.258) (0.238)
4 1.451*** -0.152 -1.299***

(0.364) (0.240) (0.258)
5 2.415*** -1.090*** -1.325***

(0.352) (0.248) (0.258)
Age 1940 (Omitted: 16-24)

25-34 14.686*** -4.863*** -9.823***
(0.840) (0.720) (0.591)

35-44 16.273*** -6.174*** -10.099***
(0.942) (0.780) (0.623)

45-54 16.328*** -7.488*** -8.840***
(0.975) (0.782) (0.667)

55-64 8.961*** -6.937*** -2.024***
(0.880) (0.758) (0.706)

65+ -5.748*** -8.637*** 14.385***
(0.913) (0.742) (1.069)

Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)
Ag./Forestry/Fishing 3.796*** -2.155*** -1.641***

(0.375) (0.264) (0.232)
Mining -3.563*** 1.943*** 1.620***

(0.417) (0.322) (0.216)
Construction -2.312*** 1.639*** 0.673**

(0.316) (0.262) (0.262)
Manufacturing -0.144 0.195 -0.052

(0.246) (0.167) (0.171)
Trasp./Comm./Util. -0.439** 0.219 0.220

(0.193) (0.148) (0.208)
Finance/Ins./RE 0.274 -0.786** 0.512

(0.461) (0.318) (0.401)
Service 1.197*** -0.607*** -0.591***

(0.253) (0.219) (0.183)
Public Sector -0.205 0.074 0.131

(0.232) (0.162) (0.160)
Region (Omitted: Northeast)

Midwest 3.050*** -2.500*** -0.550***
(0.448) (0.338) (0.195)

South 2.331*** -2.556*** 0.225
(0.421) (0.328) (0.180)

West 1.036** -1.058*** 0.021
(0.485) (0.288) (0.297)

Constant 68.957*** 12.866*** 18.178***
(2.058) (1.504) (0.990)

Obs. 548895 548895 548895
LHS Mean 77.062 11.398 11.540
R2 Adj. 0.016 0.006 0.022
R2 All 0.016 0.006 0.023
R2 Depression 0.000 0.000 0.000
R2 Controls 0.016 0.006 0.022
Controls 0 0 0

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for being in a particular labor market state. The main regressor is the
percentage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are based on a cross section in 1940 with controls for 1920;
the second regression in each block including individual fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered on state. Significance levels are
indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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Table 7: Employed/Unemployed/Not in Labor Force in 1940 (base characteristics 1920, Occupa-
tions)

Probability of Labor Market Status in 1940 (%)

Employed Unemployed Not in Labor Force
(1) (2) (3)

% Drop in Income (29-33) -0.081** 0.082*** -0.001
(0.039) (0.030) (0.016)

Black 0.184 -0.430 0.246
(0.381) (0.281) (0.197)

Other -0.861* -0.124 0.985***
(0.492) (0.387) (0.343)

Occupation (Omitted: Clerical)
Prof./Tech. 3.416*** -2.316*** -1.100***

(0.372) (0.332) (0.257)
Farmers 2.749*** -2.275*** -0.474

(0.945) (0.621) (0.573)
Manag./Proprietors 1.220*** -1.385*** 0.164

(0.348) (0.236) (0.239)
Sales 0.500 -0.596** 0.096

(0.336) (0.283) (0.159)
Craftsmen -0.203 -0.294 0.497**

(0.332) (0.221) (0.187)
Operatives -1.240*** 0.457* 0.783***

(0.374) (0.244) (0.183)
Service -1.309*** -0.458 1.767***

(0.302) (0.343) (0.365)
Farm Laborers 0.359 -1.494** 1.135**

(0.897) (0.637) (0.549)
Non-Farm Laborers -2.963*** 0.979*** 1.985***

(0.473) (0.256) (0.307)
Age 1940 (Omitted: 16-24)

25-34 15.359*** -5.094*** -10.264***
(0.795) (0.706) (0.595)

35-44 16.510*** -6.270*** -10.240***
(0.925) (0.775) (0.620)

45-54 16.246*** -7.473*** -8.773***
(0.989) (0.790) (0.664)

55-64 8.745*** -6.865*** -1.880***
(0.894) (0.771) (0.699)

65+ -6.021*** -8.545*** 14.566***
(0.912) (0.758) (1.054)

Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)
Ag./Forestry/Fishing 0.995 -0.519 -0.477

(0.865) (0.654) (0.458)
Mining -2.229*** 1.149*** 1.079***

(0.516) (0.398) (0.239)
Construction -1.753*** 1.337*** 0.416

(0.382) (0.346) (0.288)
Manufacturing 0.526** -0.269 -0.257

(0.256) (0.206) (0.166)
Trasp./Comm./Util. 0.546** -0.488*** -0.057

(0.238) (0.169) (0.221)
Finance/Ins./RE 0.275 -0.997*** 0.721*

(0.434) (0.307) (0.402)
Service 0.392 -0.139 -0.252

(0.275) (0.186) (0.208)
Public Sector 0.078 -0.186 0.108

(0.240) (0.185) (0.172)
Region (Omitted: Northeast)

Midwest 3.044*** -2.495*** -0.550***
(0.447) (0.341) (0.195)

South 2.206*** -2.505*** 0.299*
(0.417) (0.327) (0.176)

West 1.029** -1.059*** 0.030
(0.485) (0.295) (0.289)

Constant 70.433*** 13.029*** 16.538***
(1.995) (1.503) (0.937)

Obs. 548895 548895 548895
LHS Mean 77.062 11.398 11.540
R2 Adj. 0.017 0.006 0.023
R2 All 0.017 0.006 0.023
R2 Depression 0.000 0.000 0.000
R2 Controls 0.017 0.006 0.023
Controls 1 1 1

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for being in a particular labor market state. The main regressor is the
percentage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are based on a cross section in 1940 with controls for 1920;
the second regression in each block including individual fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered on state. Significance levels are
indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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Table 8: Unemployed/Regular Work/Emergency Work in 1940 (base characteristics 1920, income
percentile)

Probability of Labor Market Status in 1940 (% of Population)

Unemployed Regular Employment Emergency Work
(1) (2) (3)

% Drop in Income (29-33) 0.081** -0.087 0.011
(0.030) (0.060) (0.037)

Black -0.397 -0.987** 0.987***
(0.284) (0.486) (0.204)

Other -0.096 -2.049*** 0.991***
(0.388) (0.681) (0.325)

Occ. Inc. Perc. (Omitted: 1)
2 0.758*** -0.978** 0.027

(0.250) (0.415) (0.185)
3 0.433* 1.203*** -0.631***

(0.258) (0.318) (0.218)
4 -0.152 2.341*** -0.890***

(0.240) (0.376) (0.167)
5 -1.090*** 3.662*** -1.247***

(0.248) (0.405) (0.174)
Age 1940 (Omitted: 16-24)

25-34 -4.863*** 15.274*** -0.588*
(0.720) (0.814) (0.344)

35-44 -6.174*** 16.199*** 0.074
(0.780) (0.882) (0.302)

45-54 -7.488*** 15.597*** 0.731**
(0.782) (0.942) (0.308)

55-64 -6.937*** 8.341*** 0.620*
(0.758) (0.912) (0.360)

65+ -8.637*** -5.082*** -0.666
(0.742) (1.037) (0.408)

Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)
Ag./Forestry/Fishing -2.155*** 4.235*** -0.439*

(0.264) (0.442) (0.241)
Mining 1.943*** -5.982*** 2.419***

(0.322) (0.449) (0.484)
Construction 1.639*** -3.001*** 0.690***

(0.262) (0.355) (0.153)
Manufacturing 0.195 -0.619** 0.475***

(0.167) (0.294) (0.139)
Trasp./Comm./Util. 0.219 -1.155*** 0.716***

(0.148) (0.265) (0.169)
Finance/Ins./RE -0.786** 0.851* -0.577***

(0.318) (0.454) (0.166)
Service -0.607*** 1.384*** -0.187

(0.219) (0.305) (0.172)
Public Sector 0.074 -0.364 0.159

(0.162) (0.267) (0.157)
Region (Omitted: Northeast)

Midwest -2.500*** 2.663*** 0.388
(0.338) (0.578) (0.473)

South -2.556*** 1.564** 0.767*
(0.328) (0.612) (0.435)

West -1.058*** 0.938 0.098
(0.288) (0.621) (0.537)

Constant 12.866*** 65.834*** 3.123*
(1.504) (3.199) (1.726)

Obs. 548895 548895 548895
LHS Mean 11.398 73.609 3.453
R2 Adj. 0.006 0.014 0.002
R2 All 0.006 0.015 0.002
R2 Depression 0.000 0.000 0.000
R2 Controls 0.006 0.014 0.002
Controls 0 0 0

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for being in a particular labor market state. The main regressor is the
percentage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are based on a cross section in 1940 with controls for 1920;
the second regression in each block including individual fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered on state. Significance levels are
indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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Table 9: Unemployed/Regular Work/Emergency Work in 1940 (base characteristics 1920, Occu-
pations)

Probability of Labor Market Status in 1940 (% of Population)

Unemployed Regular Employment Emergency Work
(1) (2) (3)

% Drop in Income (29-33) 0.082*** -0.092 0.011
(0.030) (0.061) (0.038)

Black -0.430 -0.768 0.952***
(0.281) (0.478) (0.201)

Other -0.124 -1.844*** 0.983***
(0.387) (0.681) (0.324)

Occupation (Omitted: Clerical)
Prof./Tech. -2.316*** 3.784*** -0.367

(0.332) (0.517) (0.246)
Farmers -2.275*** 1.429 1.321***

(0.621) (1.004) (0.342)
Manag./Proprietors -1.385*** 1.438*** -0.217

(0.236) (0.313) (0.163)
Sales -0.596** 0.293 0.207

(0.283) (0.348) (0.172)
Craftsmen -0.294 -0.616* 0.413***

(0.221) (0.331) (0.131)
Operatives 0.457* -2.135*** 0.895***

(0.244) (0.411) (0.114)
Service -0.458 -1.576*** 0.267

(0.343) (0.335) (0.181)
Farm Laborers -1.494** -1.339 1.697***

(0.637) (0.957) (0.353)
Non-Farm Laborers 0.979*** -4.617*** 1.654***

(0.256) (0.448) (0.157)
Age 1940 (Omitted: 16-24)

25-34 -5.094*** 16.029*** -0.670*
(0.706) (0.770) (0.352)

35-44 -6.270*** 16.484*** 0.026
(0.775) (0.864) (0.305)

45-54 -7.473*** 15.525*** 0.721**
(0.790) (0.957) (0.306)

55-64 -6.865*** 8.111*** 0.633*
(0.771) (0.923) (0.358)

65+ -8.545*** -5.381*** -0.640
(0.758) (1.031) (0.406)

Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)
Ag./Forestry/Fishing -0.519 1.806* -0.811**

(0.654) (0.904) (0.375)
Mining 1.149*** -4.043*** 1.814***

(0.398) (0.503) (0.483)
Construction 1.337*** -2.186*** 0.433***

(0.346) (0.382) (0.151)
Manufacturing -0.269 0.416* 0.110

(0.206) (0.243) (0.133)
Trasp./Comm./Util. -0.488*** 0.249 0.297*

(0.169) (0.258) (0.169)
Finance/Ins./RE -0.997*** 0.721* -0.445**

(0.307) (0.411) (0.178)
Service -0.139 0.298 0.094

(0.186) (0.287) (0.213)
Public Sector -0.186 0.017 0.061

(0.185) (0.234) (0.152)
Region (Omitted: Northeast)

Midwest -2.495*** 2.656*** 0.388
(0.341) (0.585) (0.470)

South -2.505*** 1.419** 0.788*
(0.327) (0.610) (0.427)

West -1.059*** 0.917 0.112
(0.295) (0.631) (0.532)

Constant 13.029*** 68.448*** 1.985
(1.503) (3.128) (1.764)

Obs. 548895 548895 548895
LHS Mean 11.398 73.609 3.453
R2 Adj. 0.006 0.015 0.002
R2 All 0.006 0.015 0.002
R2 Depression 0.000 0.000 0.000
R2 Controls 0.006 0.015 0.002
Controls 1 1 1

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for being in a particular labor market state. The main regressor is the
percentage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are based on a cross section in 1940 with controls for 1920;
the second regression in each block including individual fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered on state. Significance levels are
indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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6.3 Cross-Sectional Regressions: Base Year 1930

Table 10: Employed/Unemployed/Not in Labor Force in 1940 (base characteristics 1930, income
percentile)

Probability of Labor Market Status in 1940 (%)

Employed Unemployed Not in Labor Force
(1) (2) (3)

% Drop in Income (29-33) -0.116** 0.073* 0.042
(0.054) (0.040) (0.031)

Black 0.288 -0.656** 0.368*
(0.330) (0.294) (0.189)

Other -1.158 -0.472 1.631
(1.758) (0.788) (1.090)

Occ. Inc. Perc. (Omitted: 1)
2 1.287*** 0.143 -1.429***

(0.211) (0.199) (0.136)
3 3.387*** -1.059*** -2.328***

(0.407) (0.329) (0.169)
4 4.189*** -1.458*** -2.731***

(0.389) (0.291) (0.155)
5 5.541*** -2.739*** -2.801***

(0.404) (0.290) (0.178)
Age 1940 (Omitted: 16-24)

25-34 10.409*** -0.305 -10.103***
(0.758) (0.307) (0.688)

35-44 12.717*** -2.877*** -9.840***
(0.840) (0.468) (0.680)

45-54 12.372*** -4.055*** -8.317***
(0.819) (0.515) (0.657)

55-64 4.991*** -3.475*** -1.516**
(0.689) (0.510) (0.685)

65+ -9.360*** -4.582*** 13.942***
(0.692) (0.545) (0.728)

Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)
Ag./Forestry/Fishing 5.229*** -3.520*** -1.709***

(0.325) (0.252) (0.145)
Mining -3.538*** 2.379*** 1.160***

(0.417) (0.369) (0.183)
Construction -2.536*** 2.182*** 0.354***

(0.311) (0.254) (0.130)
Manufacturing -0.248 0.277 -0.028

(0.202) (0.178) (0.113)
Trasp./Comm./Util. -0.643*** 0.481** 0.162

(0.199) (0.191) (0.141)
Finance/Ins./RE 0.401 -0.554* 0.152

(0.277) (0.314) (0.200)
Service 0.123 -0.466*** 0.343***

(0.216) (0.165) (0.093)
Public Sector -0.246 0.139 0.107

(0.150) (0.125) (0.098)
Region (Omitted: Northeast)

Midwest 3.710*** -3.046*** -0.664*
(0.608) (0.436) (0.394)

South 2.763*** -3.707*** 0.944***
(0.526) (0.415) (0.285)

West 1.024** -1.346*** 0.322
(0.414) (0.292) (0.265)

Constant 72.378*** 11.278*** 16.344***
(2.867) (1.744) (1.583)

Obs. 1215059 1215059 1215059
LHS Mean 57.541 10.609 31.850
R2 Adj. 0.013 0.010 0.020
R2 All 0.013 0.010 0.020
R2 Depression 0.000 0.000 0.000
R2 Controls 0.013 0.010 0.020
Controls 0 0 0

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for being in a particular labor market state. The main regressor is the
percentage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are based on a cross section in 1940 with controls for 1930;
the second regression in each block including individual fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered on state. Significance levels are
indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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Table 11: Employed/Unemployed/Not in Labor Force in 1940 (base characteristics 1930, Occupa-
tions)

Probability of Labor Market Status in 1940 (%)

Employed Unemployed Not in Labor Force
(1) (2) (3)

% Drop in Income (29-33) -0.121** 0.077* 0.044
(0.054) (0.039) (0.031)

Black 0.409 -0.701** 0.292
(0.337) (0.289) (0.187)

Other -1.180 -0.468 1.648
(1.734) (0.761) (1.088)

Occupation (Omitted: Clerical)
Prof./Tech. 2.042*** -2.061*** 0.019

(0.324) (0.285) (0.168)
Farmers 3.700*** -2.421*** -1.279***

(0.746) (0.513) (0.332)
Manag./Proprietors 1.101*** -1.388*** 0.287*

(0.339) (0.287) (0.146)
Sales -0.693** -0.181 0.873***

(0.282) (0.201) (0.148)
Craftsmen -0.273 -0.035 0.308*

(0.334) (0.255) (0.155)
Operatives -2.065*** 1.378*** 0.687***

(0.353) (0.257) (0.141)
Service -2.176*** 0.342 1.833***

(0.409) (0.423) (0.183)
Farm Laborers 1.536** -2.011*** 0.476

(0.673) (0.509) (0.324)
Non-Farm Laborers -4.185*** 2.353*** 1.831***

(0.534) (0.406) (0.188)
Age 1940 (Omitted: 16-24)

25-34 10.579*** -0.384 -10.195***
(0.787) (0.313) (0.701)

35-44 12.889*** -2.932*** -9.956***
(0.861) (0.468) (0.689)

45-54 12.473*** -4.055*** -8.418***
(0.839) (0.516) (0.663)

55-64 5.025*** -3.424*** -1.601**
(0.708) (0.507) (0.684)

65+ -9.358*** -4.503*** 13.861***
(0.701) (0.547) (0.712)

Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)
Ag./Forestry/Fishing -0.794 -0.118 0.911***

(0.566) (0.441) (0.266)
Mining -2.502*** 1.301*** 1.201***

(0.399) (0.361) (0.198)
Construction -2.153*** 1.691*** 0.462***

(0.320) (0.268) (0.147)
Manufacturing 0.604*** -0.595*** -0.009

(0.187) (0.168) (0.117)
Trasp./Comm./Util. 0.399** -0.513*** 0.114

(0.192) (0.181) (0.156)
Finance/Ins./RE 0.581** -0.795*** 0.214

(0.277) (0.286) (0.193)
Service -0.520** -0.072 0.592***

(0.206) (0.185) (0.091)
Public Sector 0.099 -0.300** 0.201*

(0.154) (0.128) (0.103)
Region (Omitted: Northeast)

Midwest 3.740*** -3.065*** -0.675*
(0.614) (0.441) (0.393)

South 2.697*** -3.658*** 0.961***
(0.519) (0.415) (0.280)

West 1.013** -1.332*** 0.319
(0.416) (0.300) (0.260)

Constant 76.922*** 9.792*** 13.287***
(2.851) (1.726) (1.616)

Obs. 1215059 1215059 1215059
LHS Mean 57.541 10.609 31.850
R2 Adj. 0.014 0.011 0.020
R2 All 0.014 0.011 0.020
R2 Depression 0.000 0.000 0.000
R2 Controls 0.014 0.011 0.020
Controls 1 1 1

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for being in a particular labor market state. The main regressor is the
percentage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are based on a cross section in 1940 with controls for 1930;
the second regression in each block including individual fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered on state. Significance levels are
indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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Table 12: Unemployed/Market Employment/Emergency Employment in 1940 (base characteristics
1930, occupational score)

Probability of Labor Market Status in 1940 (% of Population)

Unemployed Regular Employment Emergency Work
(1) (2) (3)

% Drop in Income (29-33) 0.073* -0.120 0.004
(0.040) (0.073) (0.034)

Black -0.656** -0.024 0.312
(0.294) (0.428) (0.245)

Other -0.472 -1.005 -0.153
(0.788) (2.849) (1.144)

Occ. Inc. Perc. (Omitted: 1)
2 0.143 1.460*** -0.173*

(0.199) (0.234) (0.092)
3 -1.059*** 4.705*** -1.318***

(0.329) (0.489) (0.144)
4 -1.458*** 5.541*** -1.353***

(0.291) (0.456) (0.129)
5 -2.739*** 7.356*** -1.815***

(0.290) (0.510) (0.161)
Age 1940 (Omitted: 16-24)

25-34 -0.305 11.505*** -1.096***
(0.307) (0.769) (0.211)

35-44 -2.877*** 12.912*** -0.195
(0.468) (0.856) (0.237)

45-54 -4.055*** 11.769*** 0.603**
(0.515) (0.845) (0.231)

55-64 -3.475*** 4.465*** 0.526*
(0.510) (0.729) (0.281)

65+ -4.582*** -8.945*** -0.415
(0.545) (0.786) (0.379)

Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)
Ag./Forestry/Fishing -3.520*** 5.755*** -0.527***

(0.252) (0.427) (0.157)
Mining 2.379*** -5.858*** 2.320***

(0.369) (0.584) (0.392)
Construction 2.182*** -3.604*** 1.068***

(0.254) (0.302) (0.116)
Manufacturing 0.277 -0.716*** 0.468***

(0.178) (0.201) (0.069)
Trasp./Comm./Util. 0.481** -1.333*** 0.689***

(0.191) (0.227) (0.083)
Finance/Ins./RE -0.554* 0.496* -0.095

(0.314) (0.287) (0.100)
Service -0.466*** 0.200 -0.077

(0.165) (0.195) (0.083)
Public Sector 0.139 -0.570*** 0.324***

(0.125) (0.149) (0.068)
Region (Omitted: Northeast)

Midwest -3.046*** 3.288*** 0.422
(0.436) (0.753) (0.422)

South -3.707*** 1.887*** 0.876**
(0.415) (0.696) (0.390)

West -1.346*** 0.903 0.121
(0.292) (0.648) (0.430)

Constant 11.278*** 68.466*** 3.912**
(1.744) (3.764) (1.625)

Obs. 1215059 1215059 1215059
LHS Mean 10.609 54.420 3.121
R2 Adj. 0.010 0.013 0.003
R2 All 0.010 0.013 0.003
R2 Depression 0.000 0.000 0.000
R2 Controls 0.010 0.013 0.003
Controls 0 0 0

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for being in a particular labor market state. The main regressor is the
percentage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are based on a cross section in 1940 with controls for 1930;
the second regression in each block including individual fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered on state. Significance levels are
indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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Table 13: Unemployed/Market Employment/Emergency Employment in 1940 (base characteristics
1930, Occupations)

Probability of Labor Market Status in 1940 (% of Population)

Unemployed Regular Employment Emergency Work
(1) (2) (3)

% Drop in Income (29-33) 0.077* -0.127* 0.006
(0.039) (0.073) (0.034)

Black -0.701** 0.148 0.261
(0.289) (0.430) (0.243)

Other -0.468 -1.062 -0.118
(0.761) (2.810) (1.133)

Occupation (Omitted: Clerical)
Prof./Tech. -2.061*** 2.153*** -0.111

(0.285) (0.299) (0.107)
Farmers -2.421*** 3.023*** 0.677**

(0.513) (0.908) (0.307)
Manag./Proprietors -1.388*** 1.290*** -0.189

(0.287) (0.328) (0.138)
Sales -0.181 -0.973*** 0.281***

(0.201) (0.328) (0.102)
Craftsmen -0.035 -0.686** 0.413***

(0.255) (0.328) (0.074)
Operatives 1.378*** -3.070*** 1.005***

(0.257) (0.407) (0.120)
Service 0.342 -3.205*** 1.029***

(0.423) (0.417) (0.100)
Farm Laborers -2.011*** 0.431 1.105***

(0.509) (0.812) (0.272)
Non-Farm Laborers 2.353*** -6.272*** 2.087***

(0.406) (0.617) (0.144)
Age 1940 (Omitted: 16-24)

25-34 -0.384 11.741*** -1.163***
(0.313) (0.804) (0.197)

35-44 -2.932*** 13.164*** -0.275
(0.468) (0.885) (0.222)

45-54 -4.055*** 11.929*** 0.544**
(0.516) (0.873) (0.220)

55-64 -3.424*** 4.540*** 0.485*
(0.507) (0.740) (0.271)

65+ -4.503*** -8.912*** -0.446
(0.547) (0.784) (0.371)

Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)
Ag./Forestry/Fishing -0.118 -0.908 0.115

(0.441) (0.625) (0.246)
Mining 1.301*** -4.230*** 1.728***

(0.361) (0.556) (0.388)
Construction 1.691*** -2.912*** 0.759***

(0.268) (0.304) (0.134)
Manufacturing -0.595*** 0.560*** 0.044

(0.168) (0.182) (0.073)
Trasp./Comm./Util. -0.513*** 0.122 0.277***

(0.181) (0.229) (0.097)
Finance/Ins./RE -0.795*** 0.552* 0.029

(0.286) (0.319) (0.110)
Service -0.072 -0.583*** 0.063

(0.185) (0.190) (0.125)
Public Sector -0.300** -0.066 0.164**

(0.128) (0.173) (0.063)
Region (Omitted: Northeast)

Midwest -3.065*** 3.334*** 0.407
(0.441) (0.746) (0.412)

South -3.658*** 1.813*** 0.883**
(0.415) (0.674) (0.379)

West -1.332*** 0.887 0.127
(0.300) (0.630) (0.417)

Constant 9.792*** 74.702*** 2.219
(1.726) (3.768) (1.623)

Obs. 1215059 1215059 1215059
LHS Mean 10.609 54.420 3.121
R2 Adj. 0.011 0.014 0.003
R2 All 0.011 0.014 0.003
R2 Depression 0.000 0.000 0.000
R2 Controls 0.011 0.014 0.003
Controls 1 1 1

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for being in a particular labor market state. The main regressor is the
percentage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are based on a cross section in 1940 with controls for 1930;
the second regression in each block including individual fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered on state. Significance levels are
indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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Table 14: Migration between 1920 and 1940 (base characteristics, Occupations)

Probability of Migration between 1920 and 1940 (%)

County State
(1) (2)

% Drop in Income (29-33) 0.273* 0.448*
(0.159) (0.229)

Black 14.747*** 8.011***
(0.799) (2.373)

Other 10.086*** 4.616***
(0.943) (1.622)

Occupation (Omitted: Clerical)
Prof./Tech. 7.120*** 7.026***

(1.992) (0.882)
Farmers 7.328*** 5.411***

(2.718) (1.708)
Manag./Proprietors 7.159*** 7.962***

(1.895) (0.572)
Sales 4.287** 4.256***

(1.697) (0.593)
Craftsmen 8.309*** 10.996***

(1.860) (0.967)
Operatives 6.311*** 8.958***

(1.432) (0.731)
Service 11.415*** 16.159***

(1.599) (1.011)
Farm Laborers 7.543*** 7.590***

(2.709) (1.608)
Non-Farm Laborers 11.785*** 13.273***

(2.111) (1.140)
Age 1940 (Omitted: 16-24)

25-34 4.736*** 5.628***
(1.115) (0.760)

35-44 -2.079** 8.931***
(0.849) (0.731)

45-54 2.675*** 18.257***
(0.955) (0.946)

55-64 3.234*** 22.152***
(1.093) (1.010)

65+ 3.879*** 22.907***
(1.329) (1.084)

Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)
Ag./Forestry/Fishing -6.962*** -12.361***

(1.441) (1.263)
Mining 9.542*** 4.509***

(1.544) (1.653)
Construction -2.492*** -3.877***

(0.542) (0.613)
Manufacturing -1.120* -0.731

(0.606) (0.663)
Trasp./Comm./Util. 0.091 -3.951***

(0.478) (1.009)
Finance/Ins./RE -0.676 -2.789***

(0.835) (0.770)
Service 0.422 -2.833***

(0.496) (0.394)
Public Sector -0.101 -0.088

(0.480) (0.998)
Region (Omitted: Northeast)

Midwest -7.003** 0.374
(2.809) (3.502)

South 5.826** 3.294
(2.253) (2.847)

West -2.612 16.069***
(2.349) (4.757)

Constant 49.089*** -7.228
(6.801) (9.914)

Obs. 548895 548895
LHS Mean 56.206 18.901
R2 Adj. 0.034 0.050
R2 All 0.034 0.050
R2 Depression 0.002 0.001
R2 Controls 0.031 0.049
Controls 1 1

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for having migrated between 1920 and 1940.
The main regressor is the percentage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are
based on a cross section in 1940 with controls for 1920. The regression on the left is for migration out of
county of residence in 1920, the regression on the right is for migration out of state of residence in 1920.
Significance levels are indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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Table 15: Migrants between 1930 and 1940 (state and county, Occupations)

Probability of Migration between 1930 and 1940 (%)

County State
(1) (2)

% Drop in Income (29-33) 0.297 0.453***
(0.218) (0.161)

Black 18.457*** 11.534***
(0.797) (2.739)

Other 8.196** 2.713
(4.034) (6.420)

Occupation (Omitted: Clerical)
Prof./Tech. 8.181*** 6.504***

(1.230) (0.558)
Farmers 8.789*** 3.455***

(1.599) (1.199)
Manag./Proprietors 9.050*** 7.383***

(0.910) (0.416)
Sales 5.696*** 4.809***

(0.903) (0.464)
Craftsmen 9.645*** 8.598***

(0.746) (0.509)
Operatives 7.654*** 5.935***

(0.800) (0.349)
Service 11.753*** 12.140***

(0.867) (0.860)
Farm Laborers 4.303*** 4.776***

(1.570) (1.147)
Non-Farm Laborers 10.746*** 8.467***

(0.975) (0.688)
Age 1940 (Omitted: 16-24)

25-34 -4.769*** 3.853***
(1.106) (0.662)

35-44 0.749 12.773***
(1.169) (0.834)

45-54 5.033*** 20.329***
(1.187) (1.042)

55-64 5.998*** 23.838***
(1.281) (1.151)

65+ 7.530*** 25.344***
(1.407) (1.294)

Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)
Ag./Forestry/Fishing -4.092*** -8.217***

(0.933) (1.054)
Mining 7.715*** 3.822**

(1.814) (1.660)
Construction -1.538*** -1.714***

(0.474) (0.384)
Manufacturing -0.513 0.736

(0.751) (0.837)
Trasp./Comm./Util. 1.321*** -0.974

(0.357) (0.596)
Finance/Ins./RE -1.083 -1.142**

(0.656) (0.468)
Service 0.388 -0.961***

(0.348) (0.275)
Public Sector 0.556 0.608

(0.457) (0.691)
Region (Omitted: Northeast)

Midwest -7.439* -0.777
(3.729) (2.376)

South 8.097*** 2.669
(2.901) (1.997)

West -6.637** 10.810***
(2.832) (2.319)

Constant 34.539*** -13.092*
(9.595) (7.387)

Obs. 1215059 1215059
LHS Mean 40.228 13.357
R2 Adj. 0.045 0.062
R2 All 0.046 0.062
R2 Depression 0.002 0.001
R2 Controls 0.043 0.061
Controls 1 1

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for having migrated between 1930 and 1940.
The main regressor is the percentage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are
based on a cross section in 1940 with controls for 1930. The regression on the left is for migration out of
county of residence in 1920, the regression on the right is for migration out of state of residence in 1920.
Significance levels are indicated by * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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6.4 Pooled Fixed Effects Regressions

Table 16: Employed/Unemployed/Not in Labor Force in 1940 (pooled FE regressions)
Probability of Labor Market Status in 1940 (%)

Employed Unemployed Not in Labor Force
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Drop in Income (29-33) -0.088* -0.089 0.062 0.064 0.026* 0.025
(0.050) (0.060) (0.050) (0.051) (0.014) (0.018)

Occ. Inc. Perc. (Omitted=1)
2 2.329*** 1.264** -2.057*** -1.046* -0.272*** -0.218*

(0.246) (0.529) (0.258) (0.541) (0.068) (0.126)
3 5.788*** 2.920*** -5.234*** -2.616*** -0.554*** -0.304**

(0.340) (0.564) (0.365) (0.531) (0.106) (0.121)
4 6.840*** 4.162*** -5.966*** -3.717*** -0.874*** -0.444***

(0.370) (0.670) (0.381) (0.638) (0.089) (0.129)
5 10.472*** 6.510*** -9.596*** -5.933*** -0.876*** -0.576***

(0.392) (0.737) (0.374) (0.625) (0.083) (0.189)
Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)

Ag./Forestry/Fishing 8.791*** 6.326*** -8.176*** -5.958*** -0.615*** -0.368***
(0.471) (0.536) (0.478) (0.517) (0.061) (0.083)

Mining -9.134*** -9.413*** 9.230*** 9.623*** -0.096 -0.211*
(0.509) (1.653) (0.509) (1.659) (0.070) (0.121)

Construction -9.803*** -9.432*** 9.820*** 9.346*** -0.017 0.085
(0.656) (1.304) (0.596) (1.255) (0.082) (0.111)

Manufacturing -2.226*** -2.622*** 2.540*** 2.801*** -0.313*** -0.179***
(0.235) (0.330) (0.231) (0.328) (0.030) (0.051)

Trasp./Comm./Util. -3.304*** -2.583*** 3.367*** 2.656*** -0.063** -0.073
(0.316) (0.595) (0.312) (0.592) (0.030) (0.067)

Finance/Ins./RE 3.039*** 1.571*** -2.799*** -1.385*** -0.240*** -0.186*
(0.130) (0.461) (0.114) (0.477) (0.041) (0.105)

Service -0.155 -0.236 0.092 0.278 0.063 -0.043
(0.246) (0.432) (0.222) (0.417) (0.038) (0.066)

Public Sector -2.276*** -1.399** 1.306*** 1.040* 0.970*** 0.358***
(0.360) (0.627) (0.278) (0.564) (0.133) (0.106)

Region (Omitted: Northeast)
Midwest 3.343*** 1.627** -2.584*** -0.984 -0.759** -0.644**

(0.581) (0.746) (0.585) (0.661) (0.285) (0.288)
South 5.133*** 4.909*** -4.558*** -4.437*** -0.575** -0.472**

(0.546) (0.914) (0.524) (0.849) (0.248) (0.226)
West 0.680 -0.394 -0.216 0.980 -0.464* -0.587**

(0.425) (0.851) (0.387) (0.702) (0.246) (0.244)
1940 -2.073*** -0.779 0.725* -0.293 1.348*** 1.073***

(0.488) (0.874) (0.387) (0.735) (0.179) (0.367)
Constant 87.099*** 89.653*** 13.039*** 10.560*** -0.139 -0.213

(2.190) (2.703) (2.181) (2.252) (0.647) (0.857)

Obs. 3790513 3790513 3790513 3790513 3790513 3790513
LHS Mean 40.915 40.915 6.582 6.582 52.502 52.502
R2 Adj. 0.035 0.195 0.033 0.176 0.007 0.405
R2 0.035 0.820 0.033 0.816 0.007 0.867
Fixed Effects yes yes yes

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for being in a particular labor market state. The main regressor is the per-
centage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are based on a pooled 1930-1940 panel; the second regression
in each block including individual fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered on state. Significance levels are indicated by * p < 0.1,
** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01.
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Table 17: Employment vs. Emergency Work in 1940 (pooled FE regressions)
Probability of Labor Market Status in 1940 (% of Population)

Unemployed Market Employment Emergency Work
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

% Drop in Income (29-33) 0.062 0.064 -0.115** -0.084 0.027 -0.006
(0.050) (0.051) (0.057) (0.059) (0.030) (0.031)

Occ. Inc. Perc. (Omitted=1)
2 -2.057*** -1.046* 0.024 1.359** 2.305*** -0.095

(0.258) (0.541) (0.323) (0.533) (0.192) (0.303)
3 -5.234*** -2.616*** 9.890*** 9.190*** -4.102*** -6.271***

(0.365) (0.531) (0.583) (1.155) (0.492) (1.140)
4 -5.966*** -3.717*** 8.157*** 7.380*** -1.318*** -3.219***

(0.381) (0.638) (0.440) (0.873) (0.267) (0.632)
5 -9.596*** -5.933*** 14.202*** 12.015*** -3.731*** -5.505***

(0.374) (0.625) (0.417) (0.773) (0.382) (0.816)
Sector (Omitted: Wholesale)

Ag./Forestry/Fishing -8.176*** -5.958*** 11.337*** 10.824*** -2.546*** -4.498***
(0.478) (0.517) (0.602) (0.915) (0.300) (0.558)

Mining 9.230*** 9.623*** -12.079*** -11.259*** 2.945*** 1.846**
(0.509) (1.659) (0.737) (1.634) (0.370) (0.771)

Construction 9.820*** 9.346*** -28.603*** -27.318*** 18.800*** 17.886***
(0.596) (1.255) (1.016) (1.909) (1.502) (2.938)

Manufacturing 2.540*** 2.801*** -2.093*** -2.170*** -0.134** -0.452**
(0.231) (0.328) (0.264) (0.379) (0.066) (0.202)

Trasp./Comm./Util. 3.367*** 2.656*** -3.271*** -1.851*** -0.033 -0.733***
(0.312) (0.592) (0.315) (0.520) (0.056) (0.193)

Finance/Ins./RE -2.799*** -1.385*** 2.883*** 2.073*** 0.156 -0.502***
(0.114) (0.477) (0.167) (0.467) (0.105) (0.157)

Service 0.092 0.278 -1.716*** 0.325 1.561*** -0.561**
(0.222) (0.417) (0.200) (0.556) (0.184) (0.235)

Public Sector 1.306*** 1.040* -6.801*** -3.509*** 4.525*** 2.111***
(0.278) (0.564) (0.635) (0.774) (0.323) (0.268)

Region (Omitted: Northeast)
Midwest -2.584*** -0.984 2.691*** 0.742 0.652** 0.885**

(0.585) (0.661) (0.548) (0.842) (0.318) (0.340)
South -4.558*** -4.437*** 4.396*** 5.153*** 0.737** -0.244

(0.524) (0.849) (0.612) (1.006) (0.361) (0.364)
West -0.216 0.980 0.261 -0.716 0.419 0.322

(0.387) (0.702) (0.624) (0.758) (0.493) (0.467)
1940 0.725* -0.293 -5.882*** -3.930*** 3.808*** 3.151***

(0.387) (0.735) (0.443) (0.752) (0.129) (0.247)
Constant 13.039*** 10.560*** 88.956*** 86.499*** -1.857 3.154**

(2.181) (2.252) (2.555) (2.705) (1.357) (1.214)

Obs. 3790513 3790513 3790513 3790513 3790513 3790513
LHS Mean 6.582 6.582 39.355 39.355 1.560 1.560
R2 Adj. 0.033 0.176 0.102 0.277 0.144 0.417
R2 0.033 0.816 0.102 0.838 0.144 0.870
Fixed Effects yes yes yes

Notes: The dependent variable is 100 times an indicator for being in a particular labor market state. The main regressor is the per-
centage point change in state level per-capita income. Regressions are based on a pooled 1930-1940 panel; the second regression
in each block including individual fixed effects. Standard errors are clustered on state. Significance levels are indicated by * p < 0.1,
** p < 0.05, and *** p < 0.01. 39
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