



REVISIONS
“Resilience of Immigrants in the US Recession and Recovery”
Page numbers in parentheses below refer to page/s in the revised manuscript.

Revisions are explained in blue below, and shown in blue on the revised manuscript. Manuscript revisions go far beyond responses to the reviewers. 
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REVIEWER 1

Thanks for inviting me to review “Resilience of Immigrants in the US Recession and Recovery.” This manuscript is very clearly written and well structured. It addresses an interesting topic and raises a series of important questions and issues for geographers interested in migration, economic outcomes, labor markets, and so on. For reasons I discuss below, however, I do not recommend that you accept this manuscript in its current version. Instead, I recommend that the author revise and resubmit a substantially different manuscript, along the following lines. As is, this manuscript is not publishable. It could be, though, in substantially revised form.
First, this manuscript has no – and I mean, no – link to geography as a discipline or as a way of thinking about the world. Its framing literatures draw from sociology and demography, with some attention to economics. Its study design, analysis, and arguments are aspatial. The theories used here – business cycle theory, vulnerability theory, etc. – aren’t common in geography and, thus, should have more in-depth explanations. There is no attention – or even mention – of whether the Great Recession had a regional footprint (here, I’m thinking of work by Richard Wright and Mark Ellis on this issue). Most of my own work is interdisciplinary, so my comment here isn’t about policing disciplinary boundaries. I do wonder, though, why this geography journal seemed like a good match for a paper that is so clearly not dealing with geographic ideas, arguments, or analyses (and whether a geography journal wants to publish something that makes no attempt to address the discipline).

(7,17) I have included the spatial dimension by analyzing ACS data by major US Census regions, on unemployment and wages for 2006, 2009, and 2012, and presented the results in Fig. 5. They are discussed on (p.18). I have cited work by Ellis et al. 2014; Hughes and Seneca 2010 (cited originally) and Jones 2010 on the patterns of growth and immigration in the US, and Wright and Ellis 2001 and Ellis et al. 2007, on economic niching of immigrants in particular sectors. 
 

Second, the author needs to be much more diligent about engaging and citing relevant literatures. On a basic level, any place the author mentions studies that do something, scholars who make some argument, etc., those claims need citations. Similarly, any time the author cites a figure or empirical trend, that information came from somewhere and needs to be cited. Any time the author mentions a theory – business cycle theory, etc., he/she should cite the people who came up with it, use it, critique it, etc. If the theory is something the author created, make that clear. We don’t let students get away with this sloppiness in their work, so we shouldn’t let colleagues do the same. For examples of this problem, see p. 2, p. 4, p. 5, p. 6, p. 7, p. 10, p. 13, p. 14, p. 18, p. 19, p. 20, and p. 21. 

I had to guess about what the reviewer was referring to on these pages. I returned to each of them to add citations where I felt they were missing. I cited the articles using CPS and BLS data on page 10 (12). Regarding pages 14 and 18 (19 and 23) I have eliminated the allusion to neo-classical labor economics and to segmented labor markets (neither of which was cited) because neither was essential to the argument. Finally, on pp. 20-21 (25), which falls within my discussion of the results, I have not re-cited the sources referring to business cycle, vulnerability thesis and flexibility thesis---but have referred the reader to the introduction to save space, and also because I did not see a reason to cite them once more, when they have been cited multiple times in the preceding text.  


Third, I wanted greater reflection on study design. How did the author settle on the three variables analyzed – skills, gender, occupational sector (p. 2)? What about ethnicity? What about length of time in the U.S.? What about place of settlement/work? There may be good reasons for not addressing ethnicity, but given its centrality in other analyses of immigrant labor participation, outcomes, etc., not including it – and not even mentioning its impact – seems odd. On p. 7, the author claims to “compare unemployment and income changes for immigrants and natives for the three years of the recession… and the subsequent three years of recovery.” In reality, he/she is looking at three snapshots of time – one week of data collection in 2006, one in 2009, and one in 2012. Analytically, these two things – the author’s description and the paper’s empirical base – aren’t the same. Also, what are the impacts of leaving out small towns and rural areas not included in the ACS (p. 8)? Given what immigrant movement into rural parts of the country since the late 1990s, this omission may matter. 

My decision on what independent variables to consider was originally based on Papademetriou and Terrazas 2011 and Orrenius and Zavodny 2009, and certain variables were eliminated for economy of analysis. However, I see the value of the Reviewer’s arguments and I have included “ethnicity” in the form of birthplace (Latin America, Asia, and other), and have re-analyzed the appropriate ACS data and presented the results in Fig. 4. The commentary on these unemployment and income patterns appears on p. (17). 
Yes, I am using three years, 2006, 2009, and 2012. But as noted on p. (10), the ACS surveys (unlike those for the CPS) are taken throughout the year, and questions deal with the 12 months prior to the survey, so this is not a one week “snapshot” as implied by the reviewer. It is true that there could plausibly be abnormal fluctuations for years between those included in this study, but perusal of graphs from studies that include all years from 2006 to 2009 does not bear this out. The end of the recession was in late 2009 or early 2010. 
Finally, the ACS is a 1% sample of the entire US population; it does not leave out small towns and rural areas; state data includes such places. But publication of data detailed down to that level is done only every five years, owing to statistical reliability problems.
  

Along similar lines, I wanted more reflection on what the author gained in using ACS over CPS data, used by many other scholars (p. 8). What are the effects of using variables with two different cut-off ages (older than 15 for unemployment and older than 25 for skill level, p. 9)? Since low-skilled immigrant workers are often quite young, do these different age points matter?

See p. (10) for the superiority of ACS to CPS for this study. Regarding the different cutoff ages, it is only in the analysis of unemployment and wages by skill level that the ≥ 25 year cutoff is used, for reasons given on p. (11). Since “skill” is based on education (this follows conventions in Papademetriou and Terrazas 2011 and others) this is logical to do, since prior to that age many would still be in school and thus any measure of educational attainment would be incomplete. The independent variable determines the range of the dependent variables for this situation alone; in all the other cases the labor force is defined as > 15 years old.


Fourth, I encourage the author to be more exact in parts of this manuscript. On p. 3, for example, in a discussion of immigrant labor, the author cites mainly studies of “low-status” immigrant groups and then “labor migrants.” The paper’s analysis, though, is based on both high- and low-skill immigrants, which means the literatures discussed should do the same. On a more basic level, I’m not fully convinced that it makes sense to discuss the entire working foreign-born population in one category – ‘immigrant.’ An enormous amount of research has disaggregated the experiences of the foreign born by place of birth, length of stay in the U.S., education, work experience, immigration status, etc. What do we gain in a very blunt analysis of all of these people in one category – ‘immigrant’?

I have re-read the section on immigrant labor and completely revised this section to correctly represent the authors’ conclusions and to include works on skilled migrants in addition to labor migrants. See pp. (3-4). The reviewer’s comments on discussing the entire foreign-born labor force are well taken; however, in subsequent paragraphs and sections I do indeed disaggregate on several of the variables mentioned. 


This need to be more exact was acute around p. 17. Here, the author lays out what becomes a fairly important point in the conclusion (the impact of geographic mobility/flexibility on immigrant recovery after the recession), but the evidence presented is speculative (i.e., anecdotal evidence from one place – and made with no references –or claims that begin with ‘may’ – “Immigrants may have moved into sectors”). This is a real problem that may make this paper unpublishable. See the top of p. 19, where this anecdotal, speculative argument becomes the claim that “immigrants had become more mobile.” The two case studies cited below this statement, as evidence that it is accurate, are again speculative – “one might expect,” “may become,” “may be shorter.” These statements, in fact, are not evidence, as the author claims in the subsequent paragraph. If, in fact, there is substantive evidence to back up this claim, cite it (see Point 2). At the end of this same paragraph, the author jumps from discussing flexibility/mobility to displacement, drawing a causal line between the speculative argument about flexibility and immigrants displacing native-born workers. Based on the evidence presented, I don’t buy this argument, and I encourage the editor to think carefully about publishing a paper with this kind of analysis.

I raise four questions in this paper (as amended by the reviewers’ suggestions): (1) Did the relative worsening of immigrant unemployment during the recession reverse itself during the recovery, and was this same pattern observed for immigrant wages? (2) How important were skill level, occupational sector, country of birth, US region of residence, and gender in these trends?  (3) Was the worsening of immigrant unemployment (relative to natives) during the recession, and (if proven correct) its improvement in the recovery, a function of immigrant concentration in certain occupational sectors, or alternatively, of their performance within these sectors? (4) What does the literature have to say about these findings?  
To explain the impact of geographic mobility/flexibility on immigrant recovery after the recession was not one of the questions; my attempt in going briefly beyond my questions was to give the reader some hints, or speculations---in the name of research fertility. It was never intended to be definitive. The “anecdotal evidence from one place—with no references” comment is misleading; this was a comparison of two of the states with the largest number of immigrants (California and Texas), which lay at the opposite ends of the spectrum of economic impact from the Recession. A most useful comparison, I argue. This comparison was from the ACS, not the literature. I have tried to clarify and also deflate expectations for this comparison on pages (22-23). I have taken out the statement on “may have moved into sectors” in favor of the more definitive “there was a shift of immigrants out of sectors that performed poorly in the recession into those that performed well” (p (23), since the sectoral comparison is based on the entire ACS data set and that is what it shows. The “immigrants had become more mobile” statement was too preemptive on my part, and has been restated to read “scholars in the field of migration economics have hypothesized that immigrants had become more mobile.” The “case studies” that are the basis for the quotes that follow are not in fact case studies; they are summary statements from top scholars in this field of labor economics who base them on their reading of a large literature, in addition to their own analyses. I have added a third study in the same vein. Finally, I have avoided the presumptive term “displacement” for “substitutability”---throughout the manuscript. The former term might imply to some that immigrants uproot natives from their existing jobs, rather than immigrants simply getting into position to take new jobs or to fill vacant jobs faster than natives---as the quotations imply. 

To imply that “this kind of analysis” invalidates the entire paper is unfair, and a bit over the top!


Fifth, there are multiple places where ideas could use further development – see p. 7, p. 10, p. 12, p. 14, p. 15. At these points in the paper, I found myself writing ‘So…?’ at the end of paragraphs that made interesting points but never said why those points mattered. 

I have tried my best to answer this concern, but I am unclear just where on these pages are the points that are interesting but don’t matter. On page 7 is he/she referring to the discussion of the mobility of immigrants? This discussion offers a potential answer to question 4 (what the literature says about the reasons for the employability of immigrants during the recovery). On pages 10-15, in results section, I had tried to directly address each of the target questions of my research in turn. Therefore, the results matter, at least to me, in light of these original questions. Nevertheless, you will see that this section is extensively revised, especially to include commentary on immigrant unemployment patterns across regions and birthplaces, suggested by this reviewer. 
 

Finally, toward the end of the manuscript, the author starts to riff and speculate on what may explain the trends his/her analysis showed. I would cut this material entirely, since it seems to be based either on a thin engagement with the wider literature on international migration or a general sense of what the author thinks, feels, and believes about the world. Let me give some examples. On p. 18, the author describes ethnic enclaves as the result of immigrant solidarity and choice. That is a partial truth, since there is extensive work that documents how ethnic enclaves also result through structural discrimination, racial covenants on properties, city ordinances, etc. It’s not just choice. This problem is worse on the bottom of p. 21, where the author speculates on immigrant motivations, how vulnerability isn’t that bad, and so on. The paper doesn’t need this material. Its analysis is interesting on its own. Plus, this kind of speculation has no place in an academic publication. The conclusion should focus on the implications of the analysis’s findings, not some general thoughts on what might or might not motivate immigrants.

On page 18 (23), I never said that ethnic enclaves are based on immigrant choice. But in deference to this concern, in case it was somehow implied, in parentheses I have added that ethnic enclaves came into being… “whether by choice or by structural discrimination.” Regarding my original comments on whether vulnerability may actually be good…etc., I have excised this material at the end of the final section, entirely. 


Minor points: “Well-being” is far more than economic (p. 3). The author needs to be careful about both very short paragraphs (p. 3, p. 4, p. 20 – not relevant or needed) and very long paragraphs (p. 12, p. 13, p. 17). Be careful as well about run-on sentences (p. 6, p. 10, p. 13, p. 14). On p. 12, where the author discusses the bar charts, he/she needs to do more work to help the reader interpret these graphs. They can be confusing, since a negative percent on unemployment is good news for immigrants and a negative percent on wages is bad news. Also, label which figure is being discussed for each sentence.

I have made revisions on these pages, as part of plenary revision of the manuscript. See page (14) in response to the penultimate reviewer comment. Finally, I am not aware of run-ons, I can’t find any. I will look again maybe I missed them. ()


REVIEWER 2

Although I think this paper’s topic is important, it would require significant revisions to be publishable. Some of these may just be about clarification, organization, and clear transparent presentation of results. Some may require new data analysis (although it is difficult to tell as the analysis, especially the key shift-share, is not made visible here). I will suggest revisions and clarifications below. My major concerns are with a somewhat shallow coverage of the literature and an unclear presentation of methods and results that make assessment of findings difficult. Understanding specific comparisons and methodological practices is critical to the different findings and different theoretical perspectives in this literature, as well as to the current contribution. The burden is stronger here since the analysis, while worthwhile, is mainly descriptive in nature.

Apologies for my repeated focus on ‘relative’ versus ‘absolute’ differences throughout. Being clear on these here is absolutely critical to this paper’s analysis (although I am well aware myself the writing of this can be difficult).

Intro/Lit Review
P1: I do not understand the word “except” in line 7 of the abstract?

The “except” has been removed as a result of an overhaul of the abstract.


P2 (and throughout): it does not seem to me that the ‘business cycle theory’ and the ‘vulnerability theory’ are as contradictory as presented, and thus there is some difficulty with reconciling and assessing them throughout the paper. I suspect they are oversimplified by the author, as most economists would tell you that both happen. I also think they are not addressing exactly the same things (although they are related). The business cycle theory addresses recession and recovery while I do not think that ‘vulnerability’ does, necessarily. Also, without knowing precisely what the author suggests as ‘vulnerability theory’ it follows that different groups: women, immigrants, younger/older workers could be vulnerable at different points in time for different reasons. I would suggest that there is a problem then of conflating theories and groups.  The author either needs to admit this or be more precise about what the specific claims of each ‘theory’ are when setting them in opposition.

I have eliminated any reference to “business cycle theory” throughout, using “business cycle” as a freestanding term or in the phrase “business cycle scenario.” [There are several business cycle theories and they deal with the monetary and fiscal causes of such cycles, not with the behavior and structure of the cycle---which are more germane to my study]. There is no contradiction between the business cycle and the vulnerability thesis that I can see at least. They are complementary and overlapping. [“Furthermore” on page 2 (2) suggests this].The vulnerability thesis deals with the recessionary half of the cycle, and predicts which subgroups are most susceptible to recessions. The business cycle includes the entire recession and recovery scenario, and is more descriptive in nature; it is not a theory (as I originally implied). See my definition and elaboration on business cycles at the very beginning of the paper.
P3, line 5: I don’t understand the ‘and men’ ‘relative to natives’

This phrase along with the entire summary of results has been removed from the introduction. The results are summarized well enough in the abstract, I believe.

 
P4: first quotes should perhaps be summarized precisely and integrated into text. 
End of 1st p: why are these theories so different? 2nd para: Is Orrenius and Navodny’s claim about all immigrants (who would not all be vulnerable)? Next to last sentence: what ‘corroboration’ is provided, exactly? This could be improved throughout the paper – know exactly what the literature finds and where and why findings are contradictory( including your own). In this literature methods of comparison and definitions are everything to do with finding different outcomes. 

At three places in the paper I have quotes set off from the text, for emphasis, since they are crucial to my argument. I include them in their entirety rather than summaries of them because their wording is important in making my points on vulnerability and flexibility. On p. 4, first paragraph, the oppositional statement beginning with “However…” has been removed, along with the paragraph following the quotation. Orrenius and Novodny’s quote has been removed from here and put later in the manuscript p. (7), because it is more apropos to the vulnerability thesis. I believe they are saying that among low-skilled workers (who are more susceptible to economic downturns) there are a disproportionate number of foreign born. By extension, the foreign born who are low skilled are more susceptible; they are not saying anything about the skilled foreign-born. The “corroboration” statement has been changed; see last line of the paragraph, now on p. (5).  I agree with the statement about stating findings of the literature exactly and I have striven to do so, either immediately before or after the citation.

 
P6: but the immigrants who remain after the recession are selected differently—those who did not do so well left (in contradistinction to natives). This is an important point that should be addressed. It has been in the mainstream media (ie the NY Times) as well as the academic literature.

Thanks for getting me thinking and probing on this question. See my answer, on p. (8). 


I would like to see the analysis in the lit review deepened as just mentioned throughout. 

You will find additional sources and discussion throughout.


Methods
P7: we usually use 2005-7 and post-2010 for recession and recovery, respectively, since the ACS refers to the previous year. Make sure this doesn’t challenge your analysis. 2005 (reflected in 2006 ACS) is definitely pre-recession. 2008 (reflected in 2009 ACS) is definitely high recession. 2011(ACS 2012) is definitely post-recession.

As I understand, the ACS questions cover the 12 months previous to the survey and the surveys are taken throughout the year. So by this token, data for (e.g.) 2006 would be anywhere from 12 months to 0 months old, or about ½ from 2006 and ½ from 2005. So as you suggest, 2006, 2009, and 2012 would be pre-, high-, and post-recession, as I intended.


P8: Questions are awkward and could be integrated rather than listed piecemeal. The assumption that begins q1 has not yet, to my mind, been established. Q4 seems out of order as the paper should discuss the literature first? Last sentence: I would be more specific and less grand about this claim. Lots of analysis of pre- and post-recession employment and wage changes has occurred, although probably not your specific analysis.

I have integrated the questions as suggested--see pp. (9-10). Regarding question 1, pp. 4-6 are directed to establishing this expectation. Concerning question 4, it represents the tail end of the deductive-inductive “wheel of science.” That is, initially I proceed deductively to address questions 1-3 after a thorough review of the literature that leads to certain expectations, which I then test. Then I proceed inductively to formulate new expectations based on these results, to survey the literature for explanations, and then do tentative testing using the ACS data. I have inserted the word “seldom” in the last sentence, p (10). 


P9: variables list should be written as text or put in table rather than awkwardly as bullet points. Also, skilled/unskilled distinction is simply whether someone has post-secondary education or not—this seems inapt and should at least be justified. Are we looking at people >15 (per employment variable) or >25 (per skilled variable)? Also, 3 occupational categories seem really crude for a sectoral shift-share analysis?

I have listed the variables in the text, and justified the definition of using education as an indicator of skills: p. (11). Also on this page it is clarified that the older cohort is used only for the relationship between skill and unemployment/ wages. The three occupational categories are used only for presenting the graphic relationships between occupation and unemployment/wages. The shift share uses 23 standard detailed occupational categories, or sectors--see p. (21) & Fig. 3. 


Results
P10 (last two sentences of first paragraph): citation?! And do we mean relative or absolute progress by immigrants’ ‘ever upward progress’? The two are very different. Even if immigrants made ‘relative’ progress this may just mean that they lost out less than natives (and it could also mean that those immigrants who lost out went home and do not appear in the ACS).

I have included a citation to (Orrenius and Zavodny 2009, 9) on p. (13). I mean “relative” (and have inserted this. Throughout, immigrant advantage or progress or superiority is meant in relative terms. For example, all the graphs in Figs. 2-6 are in terms of percent above or below natives. 

 
2nd para: use a different word than ‘partiality’ as wages don’t actually favor anything. Is the 17% the median wage gap? For all immigrants versus all natives? Men and women? What is the comparison? It seems a bit crude and unnuanced.  Also, how and why does your estimate differ from Kochar’s et al? Are they comparing exactly the same thing?

I changed the wording to get rid of “partiality.” The wage gap is now explained at the bottom of the page, in parentheses; it refers to all immigrants vs. all natives p. (12). Kochhar et al.’s statistics are based on the same indicators as mine, except their data are from the CPS and mine from the ACS (p. 13). 

 
P11: next to last sentence above fig 2. Variable was important how? Significance?

Importance is clarified on p. (14).




P12-top 14: does the vulnerability thesis pertain to skilled immigrants in the same way? Also, here and throughout you need to be clear about relatives and absolutes. Relative improvements do not mean that groups have prospered absolutely, and they also obscure absolute levels. Some of your smaller differences (13-15%) might be quite insignificant. Sometimes the analysis is stated confusingly. And again, if your analysis contradicts a previous study you need to try to address similarities and differences in your comparisons. Also, be careful with wording and rewrite for clarity: it is confusing to read something about a group seeing their ‘unemployment situation deteriorate relative to natives’. It is hard to read relative double negatives even for someone who is used to dealing with these types of issues. Why not employment situation?

This commentary is well-taken. I have changed “unemployment situation” to “employment situation” at several points in the discussion. I have cited the sources for vulnerability and flexibility theses, in situations where there are differences. 


P14: is gender addressed in this way in vulnerability theory? As others have noted, explaining differences between mens’ and womens’ employment and earnings is different than explaining the change in that difference. And again, this is about relative changes between men and women although the actual differences are unmentioned and more significant. I don’t understand how ‘wages represent an anomaly’. Perhaps a clearer word is needed. 

Yes, gender is treated this way in the vulnerability thesis of Papademetriou and Terrazas 2011, 47). I have rephrased and attempted to clarify this section with a sentence addressed to absolute and relative changes (p. 18).


I don’t understand the “and men” in the following sentence:
“In summary, relative to natives, the unemployment and income position of MPS workers and men deteriorated in the recession, as predicted by the vulnerability thesis. In the recovery, these groups improved or held their own compared to natives”

I have modified this section; see p. (19). 


This last paragraph ends with a pretty good summary, although it makes clear how problematic these aggregated comparisons of immigrants and natives are.
are any of these ‘recent studies’ about recessionary cycles? Please make clear if so and how.

No, not explicitly. I have made this clear.


P16, (para1): these studies (at least the last one!) should have their findings discussed and not just be tagged on. The second para makes it seem you have done something very different than a shift-share, when in fact you are just defining it as applies to your data (shift-share are the weighting/decomposition procedure you outline here, and they have been used to decompose lots of different things in the papers you have cited). The numbers here are confusing (especially since 84+16=100). I would list the respective components in a table or graph:  National (~ 66%), Mix(?%), Share(%). Why are your shift-shares not in a table or graph to make clear what you have done? This is difficult to assess. 

I have elaborated on the Hotchkiss study. The entire Shift-Share section has been re-done and the results presented in a graph (Fig. 7). 

    
P17: I am not sure if the very strong conclusion at the top of the page is correct. Mostly because I cannot see your shift-share analysis, or which sectors were used. But also because you are assessing declines in unemployment, and the interpretation is complicated. Also, it is not clear whether both immigrants and natives are included at all levels/components. It appears that you are considering immigrants only in the national component, but immigrants and natives both (ie shares) in the IM and share/concentration component? You say immigrants might have moved into faster-recovering sectors. But your shift-share could tell you this! And if you provided it you could also look at individual sector changes that you had to calculate to do your shift-share! Where can we see the ‘circumstantial evidence’ you find at the bottom of the para? Is this from the un-shown shift-share (show it?!) or does it need a citation?

I agree about the too-strong conclusion, and as part of the re-doing of this section, it has been mitigated. The answer to your question about which components consider both immigrants and natives, the answer is  found on p (21): “Both immigrants are natives are considered in all three components because (consistent with shift-shares methodology) the base-year immigrant unemployment rate is increased or reduced by national and sectoral rates pertaining to the U.S. labor force as a whole.” 


P18: I believe your assertions at the top of the page, but they need to be better-established from your own analysis and reviewed from previous research (there has been lots!)

I have cited additional studies on the formation of ethnic niches.


P19-20: Pearson of what? 2006-2009 occupational employment loss of the three sectors? Or does this need a citation? Again, be more specific with literature: what displacement evidence is found? what ‘rebound’ (Zhang)?

“the simple Pearson bivariate correlation between unemployment rate changes in the two periods”---so between (generally) unemployment increases by sector in 2006-2009, vs. (generally) employment declines by sector in 2009-2012. I have eliminated reference to “displacement.” The Zhang source is also gone. (p. 25).


Discussion
Sentence 2: again, wording on ‘… these migrants… and males’ ??

Rephrased


Throughout: again, discussion of relative and absolute needs to be as clear as possible. ‘Rebounding’ seems to mean having a diminishing gap with natives – but still being at a disadvantage and perhaps having lost ground overall although less so.  And then, there is the selection issue that complicates this interpretation and needs more discussion.

You are correct on rebounding. All these statements on change refer to relative changes. The selection issue, as it pertains to return migration and its impact on unemployment, is discussed on p. (8).


The discussion is generally good and well-written. However, I would need to see the shift-share results in order to believe it.  Also, it seems as if its findings are not exactly new and the details of other studies should be covered (rather than just glossing over)

Thank you. You now have the shift-share results in more detail and Fig.7. I feel that the contribution of the piece lies in its examination of the recovery, the shift-share and implications from it, and overall, the progressive improvement of immigrant position. In the last section, re-written almost entirely, I discuss these…




