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ABSTRACT  

Objective. To examine the labor market returns on education and the effects of match 

between degree and job field between Native Americans and their White counterparts. Methods. 

Using logistic and OLS regressions, pooled data from the 2003 and 2010 National Survey of 

College Graduates is used to examine the effects of match between bachelor’s degree and job 

field on earnings. Results. Having a match creates statistically significant differences in on 

income with those with matches in engineering making 1.26 times as much and those with a 

match in business making 1.17 times as much as their unmatched counterpart. Notable racial 

differences are also seen on income within the same match. Interaction effects show that Native 

Americans and Whites are not getting the same return on education, although the results were not 

statistically significant, Whites make more than American Indians in the match field of “other”, 

but in the match of engineering, American Indians make statistically significantly more than their 

White counterparts, with Whites making .894 times less, indicating a higher labor market return 

for that match field than Whites. Conclusion. The results underscore the need for further research 

on educational returns for Native Americans as many underlying processes such as social and 

cultural capital, disparities in higher education, and dispersion of earnings throughout fields all 

may contribute to masking inequalities.  
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Introduction 

There has been little sociological attention paid to the continuous social and economic 

poverty of America’s oldest racial minority; Native American1 people in the United States. Being 

the first group to have been colonized, victims of widespread genocide, and locked into treaties 

with the U.S. government that are often ignored, American Indians in the United States find 

themselves disproportionally disadvantaged in almost all facets of life (Debo 1973; Evans-

Campbell 2008; Roscigno et al 2015; Smith 2003; Stannard 1992). Recent research shows that 

education, wages, and health disparities such as HIV, heart disease, liver disease, and diabetes 

are extreme for American Indian people (Davis 2016; Huyser 2010, 2014; Indian Health Services 

2016; Patterson-Silver Wolf 2013; Sakamoto et al. 2000). This comes as no surprise as Native 

Americans have historically been subjected to genocide, forced cultural assimilation into main 

stream White culture, resulting in the stripping away of traditional language, clothing, and 

traditions (Deyhle & Swisher 1997), as well as economic extermination, resulting in atrocious 

conditions that leave them living in the margins compared to the rest of the United States 

(Walters 2011). Yet, through extreme poverty and a legacy of colonial trauma, American Indians 

have maintained a strong racial and ethnic identity, pushing to remember and teach culture and 

traditions to younger generations, actively resisting and persisting (Wexler 2014).  

American Indians were the first racial minority group in the United States and have been 

and continue to be subjected to extreme oppression. Even with “reparations” granted by the 

government (Fine-Dare 2002), they still have the worst health and socioeconomic outcomes of 

                                                           

1 I use Native American and American Indian interchangeably as there is no one consensus on the racial 

identification [although “American Indian” may be slightly more preferred among people who identify with this 

category (Farley 1996, p.212)] 
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almost any racial group in America (Indian Health Services 2016), and with a few exceptions 

continued to be ignored in sociological literature. This thesis contributes to the literature by not 

only looking at the employment status of American Indians including the types of jobs they hold, 

but also the relation to their educational degree, what they major in, and the effects this may have 

on income. The study strives to further pull apart the intricate depth of systemic marginalization 

that Native Americans face, even when having obtained a college degree and employment, 

which is often thought of a way to achieve upward mobility (Backes et al 2015). 

Racial Identity of Native Americans 

A major racial distinction of American Indians is that the majority of Native American 

tribes are formally recognized as groups that hold certain legal statues, rights, and entitlements in 

concordance with treaties that were established with the U.S. federal and states governments. 

Yet, to be privy to the entitlements outlined in treaties, or in some cases to live on tribal land or 

reservations, one must be legally considered American Indian (Edmo 2016; Nagel 1996). A 

status that has no regulated definition and consistently changes, often shaping to current 

sociopolitical patterns (Garroutte 2001). The definitions of who qualifies as American Indian is 

decided at two levels, the federal and tribal governments. It is important to note that these two 

levels often hold definitions that contradict each other and the federal government has no legal 

responsibility to match up with the criteria that tribal memberships use to determine citizenship. 

In fact, a 1978 congressional survey revealed no less than thirty-three different definitions of 

“Indians” in use in varying pieces of federal legislation (O’Brien 1991). 

 The differing but distinct racial criteria for those who identify as Native American 

signifies the unique place within the racial formation of America, also conceptualized as the 
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process in which socio-historical designations of race are created and continually manipulated 

(Omi & Winant 2015), as Native Americans are the only racial group that still has legal 

requirements to “officially” belong to the race. This analysis recognizes the unique positionality 

of American Indians with college degrees and seeks to produce meaningful results to better the 

understanding of inequality that Native Americans face.  

Current Characteristics of Native Peoples  

Today, the estimated U.S. population of American Indians and Alaska Native peoples, 

both single and multi-race is approximately 5.4 million, around 2 percent of the total U.S 

population. Of this total, about 48 percent are single race Native American and 52 percent multi-

race (U.S. Census Bureau 2014). As of 2016, there are more than 566 federally recognized tribes, 

with many other tribes currently petitioning for state and federal recognition (Department of the 

Interior, BIA 2016). According to the 2010 Census, 41% of the American Indian and Alaska 

Native population lived in the West. Western states contain the largest tribal and federally 

designated reservation areas.  

 The overall Native American poverty rate in 2014 was 28.3 percent, the highest of any 

racial group in the U.S., with the nation as a whole more than ten percent lower at 15.5 percent 

(U.S. Census Bureau 2014). The majority of, if not all demographic research on American 

Indians shares common results of lower levels of socioeconomic status compared to non-

Hispanic whites, with education, income, and unemployment being the indicators (Farley 1996; 

Hunt et al 2010; Huyser et al 2010; Huyser 2014; Snipp 1986,1992). Unemployment also holds a 

direct correlation with poverty levels and health outcomes, with unemployment leading to higher 

poverty rates resulting in worse health (Bambra, 2011; Dooley et al 1996; Jin et al 1995). 
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Importance of Education in the Labor Market 

 The link between educational attainment and eventual labor market outcomes is well 

known and highly documented; with the amount of education an individual has holding a direct 

positive effect on socioeconomic status (Jencks 1972, Kao & Thompson 2003). Literature shows 

that in general, Asians have the highest probability of school progression and completion at 

every educational level, followed by Whites, Hispanics and Blacks, and then Native Americans 

(Mare 1995).  Choice of college major also affects occupational opportunities and earnings, as 

well as the chances of pursuing a graduate degree (Arcidiacono 2004, Bedard & Herman 2008, 

Jacobs 1996). Individuals who major in female dominated fields (i.e. education, health, and 

social services) tend to make significantly lower wages than those who major in male dominated 

fields like engineering and math (Roksa 2005).  Past research shows that racial minorities 

students such as African American students are more likely than White students to major in 

education, humanities, and the social sciences, all fields that end up providing substantially lower 

incomes than the hard sciences (Thomas 1985), and overall women and students of color are 

underrepresented in the selection of science majors compared to their White male counter parts 

(Barber 1995; Mullen, 2001). Blacks are more likely than Whites to choose interdisciplinary and 

social science majors over hard science fields and Hispanics are more likely to choose arts and 

humanities, interdisciplinary, or social science majors than their White counter parts over a hard 

science major (Porter & Umbach 2006). It is also suggested that factors such as family 

socioeconomic status, academic preparation, cultural capital like the education of parents and 

style of speech or dress, group values, and institutional factors such as research and teaching of 
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an educational institution, as well as racism within the institution, may all have direct influence 

on the choice of college major (Simpson 2001). 

Education levels for Native Americans are significantly lower than the U.S. population. 

The high school graduation rate for this group is 67 percent, which is the lowest of any racial and 

ethnic group in the U.S., with even lower graduation rates from the Bureau of Indian Education 

schools sitting at 53 percent, compared to the national average of 80 percent. (Department of 

Education 2014). In higher education, only five percent of American Indians and Alaska Natives 

have received graduate or professional degrees and only 13 percent bachelor’s degrees. 

Compared to the United States population as whole, in which 10 percent hold a graduate or 

professional degree and 29 percent hold a bachelor’s degree (U.S. Census 2010), these numbers 

illustrate the stark reality of not only the educational disparities but also how the cycle of poverty 

is sustained.  

 For many people from disadvantaged and minority families, obtaining a college degree is 

a thought to be guaranteed way to achieve upward mobility (Backes et al 2015; Issacs, 2007; 

Haskins et al., 2009), as monetary awards for college degrees have grown in the U.S. labor 

market. Although minimal, labor market research regarding match between schooling and jobs 

shows that workers who are mismatched earn less than their adequately matched workers 

counterparts that hold the same amount of schooling and also shows that individuals who 

graduate with majors that focus on general skills, like liberal arts, have a higher likelihood of 

mismatch (Robst 2007). When including all levels of education, the chance of mismatch is 

higher for Whites and Asians than Blacks and Native Americans. But, the likelihood of 

mismatch decreases with the higher the degree above a bachelors that one holds (Robst 2007), 
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potentially implying that the found race effect may switch due to Whites making up the majority 

of graduate degrees (U.S Department of Education 2012). Yet, it is not only majors that 

influence income but the type of educational institution attended as well. Based off of the 

Carnegie classification of institutions, individuals from larger research institutions earn 

significantly more than their counterparts from liberal arts colleges.  It was also shown that there 

are labor market benefits from graduating from a graduate degree granting and/or research 

institution compared to liberal art colleges (Monks 2000).  

 Although bleak, the above data shows that some Native Americans do earn college 

degrees. Yet, even when controlling for age, gender, education, metropolitan status, and region 

of residence, American Indians still have considerably greater chances of being in poverty 

(Huyser et al 2014). Meaning that even when an a Native American and a non-Hispanic White 

both have college degrees, are from the same place, same age, and same gender, the Native 

American will make less, resulting in higher chances of poverty. Research also shows that Native 

American poverty does not waiver in the face of labor market opportunities (Davis et al 2016), 

with individuals struggling to climb out of poverty even when employed, due to firing and 

promotion discrimination practices (James et al.1994).  Income data from the American 

Community Survey shows that although the median wage for all workers with a bachelor’s 

degree or higher was $51,035 the median wage for Native Americans with a bachelor’s degree or 

higher was only $41, 263 (American Community Survey 2008-2012). Exemplifying the reality 

that labor market outcomes are not the same for racial minorities and Whites even with matching 

qualifications, perhaps illustrating differential treatment by race in the U.S. labor market 

(Betrand & Mullainathan 2004).  
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 This thesis seeks to further understand why American Indian and Alaska Native peoples 

do not experience the same returns on education that Whites experience. I will do this through 

focusing on an important and understudied intersection of Native people – college graduates. I 

will examine what types of institutions Natives attend, type of bachelor’s degree major received, 

and type of current employment. I will examine what factors predict confluence between 

bachelor’s degree field and current job field. I will finally examine the effect of having a match 

between the field of bachelor’s degree and current job field on income. The research questions 

for this analysis are as follows:  

Research Question 1: What are the characteristics of Native Americans with bachelor’s degrees?  

Sub Question 1: What type of institution was attended? 

Sub Question 2: What are the fields of majors by race?  

Sub Question 3: What are the fields of employment by race? 

Research Question 2:  Compared to whites, are Native Americans employed in the same field of 

study as their bachelor’s degree?  

Hypothesis 1: I hypothesize that Native Americans will be working more in their same field of 

major. 

Hypothesis 2: I hypothesis that Native Americans will be working in more social science fields 

than hard math and science fields. 

Research Question 3: How does having a match between your major and job affect income?  
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Hypothesis 3: I hypothesize that having a match between major and job will affect income 

differently depending on the field of major and job, with fields like engineering and math earning 

higher incomes and fields like education and social sciences earning less.  

Data and Methods 

Data 

The data for this paper was pooled from the 2003 and 2010 National Survey of College 

Graduates (NSCG).  This survey is funded and administered by the National Science Foundation 

and has been conducted since the 1970s. The 1993, 2003, and 2010 cycles of the NSCG supply 

reporting of the United States college educated population as of the survey reference date. In 

addition to those years, the NSCG has been conducted biennially or triennially from 1990-99 and 

2000-09. The sample population consists of individuals who are living in the United States 

during the survey reference week, hold at least one bachelor’s degree, and are 21 and over and 

under the age of 76. The survey also has a specific focus on individuals who in science and 

engineering fields. 

  The 2003 survey obtained its sample from the 2000 decennial census long from 

respondents who marked they held a bachelor’s degree or higher in any academic field of study. 

The 2003 NSCG survey respondents served as the sample source for the 2006 and 2008 NSCG. 

The 2010 survey used a dual frame sample design where a part of the sample came from the 

2009 American Community Survey respondents and other half came from the respondents of the 

2008 NSCG survey, meaning some of them may be the same respondents as the 2003 NSCG. It 

was necessary to use two years of the survey data as to have a large enough sample size of 

Native American respondents. The NSCG examines characteristics of employed college 
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educated individuals such as occupation, salary, work activities, the relationship of degree field 

and occupation and basic demographic information. The survey includes college graduates from 

all academic backgrounds, making it ideal in the analysis of the relationship between college 

education and job opportunities. Although a great data source, the National Survey of College 

Graduates is only administered to those who are not institutionalized, excluding the college 

educated who are incarcerated.   

Methods 

Analyses 

In order to ensure that the analysis was ran on people who had the same level, number, 

and type of degree, the sample was limited to those who had only earned one bachelor’s degree, 

with all others being dropped. It is also important to note that all questions were answered and 

self-reported by the respondents themselves. Descriptive statistics of proportion were ran for 

gender, race, type of institution, region, and match. In addition to that, descriptive statistics of 

mean and standard deviation were calculated for age and log earnings. Cross tabulations between 

bachelor’s degree field and job field were also computed for both Native Americans and Whites.  

A logistic regression was ran on the dependent variable of match. Models one and two of the 

logistic regression, include all people who were unemployed or not in the labor force, where 

models three and four dropped and excluded those who were unemployed or not in the labor 

force. Lastly, an OLS regression was ran on the dependent variable of log earnings. A probability 

weight was used in which all analysis was run under. 

Measures 

One of the dependent variables for this analysis was “match” which is if the field of study 

for the individual’s bachelor’s degree matched that the field of their job. This variable was 
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created with the variables of bachelor’s degrees and job type. The degree and job variables were 

created by categorizing the 132 options for job and the 139 options for degree into corresponding 

categories. The appendix holds all possible options provided by the survey. Those degrees and 

jobs working with computer and information, math, statistics and the like were placed into the 

“math” categories. Fields such as forestry and conservation scientists, agriculture, biological 

scientists, postsecondary teachers in biological sciences, and food science were placed in the 

“life” category for life sciences. Degrees and jobs pertaining to geology, physics, astronomy, 

chemistry, space, oceanography, and earth science were labeled in the “physics” options. “Social 

science” jobs and degrees include political science, psychology, sociology, economics, and 

anthropology. Jobs and degrees pertaining to architecture, civil engineering, chemical 

engineering, electrical, industrial and mechanical engineering, biomedicine engineering, marine, 

mining, nuclear, sales, petroleum, and all other engineering were categorized as “engineering”. 

“Medicine” fields and degrees included diagnosing/treating practitioners, RN’s, pharmacists, 

dieticians, therapists, physicians, health technicians, and medicine and health service managers. 

“Education” included all jobs and fields of teachers and postsecondary teachers of a non-science 

subject as well as educational and vocational counselors. The “business” degree and job field 

included managerial work and studies, administrative, accounting, auditing, financial specialists, 

insurance, sales, securities, real estate and business degrees. “Business finance” was specifically 

for accounting fields. The “arts and other” categorization for both degree and job included things 

such as art studies/jobs, library works, food studies and preparation, music, construction, 

protective services (firefighting and police) and all other occupations. Law studies and lawyers 

and judges were placed in the “law” category.  
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 An independent variable was created for the OLS regression interaction effects, from the 

variable of match, called “match1”. This variable consisted of the categories, “unmatched” 

which was all respondents who did not have a match, “match engineering”, “match business”, 

“match education”, and all other matches coded into a “match other” category. The matches of 

engineering, business, and education were chosen as they are in the top match fields for Whites 

and American Indians in this analysis. The second dependent of variable of income was analyzed 

through log earnings. In order to regulate for the highly positive skew, the log transformation is 

applied to that the actual dependent variable utilized in the analysis is log earnings (Petersen 

1989).  

The main independent variable was race of the respondent (racem1), which only included 

self-identified single race Native Americans and single race Whites, all other races were 

dropped. Race was measured by asking the respondent what their racial background was, with 

the choices of American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, 

Asian, Black or African-American, or White (see appendix for survey question). The respondent 

was able to choose all racial categories that they self-identified with.  The other independent 

variables were region that the respondent is from, coded into the categories of west, south, 

midwest, and northeast. Type of educational institution attended (Carnegie) was also included 

coded off the Carnegie classification (research, doctorate, comprehensive, liberal, medical, 

buslaweng, and other), age, and gender. Age was ranged from 21 to 76 years of age and gender 

was asked off the western binary gender system of female/male.  
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Results 

Descriptive Statistics  

The descriptive statistics for all variables are shown in Table 1. The relative sample sizes 

for the racial categories closely mirror their representation in the U.S. population. Specifically, 

Whites make up the majority of the sample (i.e., 99.46 percent) with singe race Native 

Americans making up the rest of the sample (i.e., .54 percent.) The average age of the sample is 

43 years old and 49.05 percent of the sample is male and 50.95 percent is female. The majority 

of attended a comprehensive institution (i.e., 33.30 percent) and the bulk of the sample is from 

the south (i.e., 31.63 percent). Out of the whole sample, only 36.96 percent had a match between 

their major field and employment field and the mean log earnings were 10.81.  

 The descriptive statistics of major, job field, institution, and region for respondents by 

race are shown in Table 2.  The mass of the Native Americans and Whites majored in social 

science fields (i.e., 23.01 percent and 22.5 percent.) The second most popular fields of major for 

Natives and Whites is business (i.e., 19.8 percent and 18.8 percent). In looking at jobs fields, the 

mass of Native Americans work in a business field (i.e., 42.1 percent), which is the same for 

Whites (45.8 percent). The art and other categories such as art studies/jobs, library works, food 

studies and preparation, music, construction, protective services (firefighting and police) and all 

other occupations is the second largest job field for both races as well (i.e. 25.68% and 19.03%). 

Both samples had majority numbers from the south region and both had majority numbers 

attending research and comprehensive institutions.  

Below, Table 3 and Table 4 present a crosstab of degree field and job field for both 

Native American and Whites.  Table 3 shows the biggest match groups for American Indians is 

that of “medicine” (i.e. 76.36 percent), “business” (i.e. 68.25 percent), and “engineering” (i.e. 
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55.9 percent). Table 4 demonstrates that the biggest match groups for Whites is “medicine” 

(77.215), “business” (i.e. 69.53 percent), and “math” (i.e. 56.04 percent). These tables 

demonstrate that Whites and American Indians have similar top matching fields, exemplifying 

the particular focus that the NSCG has on surveying those in the science and engineering 

workforce. 

 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 

 Proportion Median Mean Standard 

Deviation 

     

Match 36.96 - - - 

     

Age - - 43.26 12.03 

     

Male  49.05 - - - 

   Native only 47.53    

   White only 49.06    

     

Log Earnings - - 10.81 .882 

     

Race  - - - 

   White only 99.46    

   Native only .54    

     

Carnegie   - - - 

   Research 31.81 - - - 

   Doctorate 14.61 - - - 

   Comprehensive 36.30 - - - 

   Liberal 13.28 - - - 

   Medical .51 - - - 

   Buslaweng .44 - - - 

   Other 3.05    

     - - - 

Region     

   West 22.20 - - - 

    South 31.63    

    Midwest 26.05 - - - 

    Northeast 20.13    

     - - - 

     

     

N 45,983    

     

Source: National Survey of College Graduates (2003, 2010) 
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Table 2: Table of Proportions by Race  

 Native White    

     

Bachelor’s Degree Field 

   
 

   

   Bachelor’s social sciences   23.01%    22.5%   

   Bachelor’s math     3.55%    4.16%   

   Bachelor’s life sciences     5.98%    5.36%   

   Bachelors physics     1.87%    1.66%   

   Bachelor’s engineering      6.95%    9.45%   

   Bachelor’s medicine      8.01%    6.60%   

   Bachelor’s education   19.39%   12.75%   

   Bachelor’s business   19.84%   18.83%   

   Bachelor’s business finance      2.69%     8.77%   

   Bachelor’s arts and other     8.66%     9.37%   

   Bachelor’s law       .05%       .54%   

     

Job Field     

     

   Job social sciences     .64%      .36%   

   Job math   3.62%    7.91%   

   Job life sciences   2.01%    1.13%   

   Job physics   1.11%      .58%   

   Job engineering   6.25%    4.89%   

   Job medicine    8.23%    8.02%   

   Job education   10.31%  10.54%   

   Job business  42.09%  45.83%   

   Job business finance      .06%    1.45%   

   Job arts and other  25.68%  19.03%   

   Job law       0      .27%   

     

Carnegie      

   Research    36.17%  31.78%   

   Doctorate      9.61%  14.64%   

   Comprehensive    41.27%  36.27%   

   Liberal    11.33%  13.29%   

   Medical      1.14%      .51%   

   Buslaweng        .13%      .44%   

   Other        .35%    3.07%   

        

Region     

   West     28.02%    22.16%   

    South     38.91%    31.59%   

    Midwest     22.30%    26.07%   

    Northeast     10.78%     20.18%   

        

N for each  racial group        413      45,570   

     

N      45,983    

     

Source: National Survey of College Graduates (2003, 2010) 
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Table 3: Cross Tabulation Table of Job and Degree field for American Indians in Percentages 

Job Field    Bachelor’s Degree Field  

 BA 

Social 

BA 

Math 

BA 

Life 

BA 

Physics 

BA 

Engineer 

BA 

Medicine 

BA 

Education 

BA 

Business 

BA 

Business 

fin 

BA 

Art/Others 

BA  

Law 

job social 2.49% 

(2) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 .24% 

(1) 

0 0 0 

Job math .18% 

(1) 

48.43% 

(12) 

1.16% 

(2) 

5.42 

(2) 

15.78% 

(6) 

0 .43% 

(1) 

2.21% 

(6) 

0 0 0 

Job life 0 0 24.82% 

(18) 

0 0 .49% 

(1) 

0 1.92% 

(1) 

0 0 0 

Job 

physic 

.29% 

(1) 

0 .92% 

(1) 

49.33% 

(15) 

0 .28 

(1) 

0 0 0 0 0 

Job 

engineer 

.52% 

(2) 

0 3.17% 

(1) 

0 55.9% 

(43) 

7.63% 

(1) 

3.25% 

(1) 

0 19.67% 

(1) 

0 0 

Job 

medicine 

2.84% 

(4) 

0 20.86% 

(4) 

3.92% 

(1) 

0 76.36% 

(15) 

.98% 

(2) 

0 0 0 0 

Job 

education 

11.19% 

(21) 

.67% 

(1) 

3.43% 

(3) 

5.68% 

(2) 

2.95% 

(2) 

2.84% 

(1) 

38.48% 

(37) 

0 0 5.07% 

(5) 

0 

Job 

business 

37.81% 

(38) 

16.69% 

(3) 

43.81% 

(9) 

35.65% 

(3) 

17.69% 

(11) 

11.85% 

(6) 

2.02% 

(11) 

68.25% 

(24) 

7.53% 

(9) 

53.93% 

(6) 

100% 

(1) 

Job 

business 

fin 

.21% 

(1) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Job 

art/other 

44.48% 

(40) 

34.3% 

(1) 

1.83% 

(2) 

0 7.68% 

(8) 

.55% 

(1) 

36.65% 

(12) 

27.38% 

(18) 

5.04% 

(1) 

41.00% 

(14) 

0 

Job law 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Source: National Survey of College Graduates (2003, 2010) 
*The percentages are weighted and the numbers in parentheses are unweighted frequencies given to demonstrate raw data sample 

sizes and possible skew. 
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Table 4: Cross Tabulation Table of Job and Degree field for Whites in Percentages 

Job Field                                                Bachelor’s Degree Field 

Source: National Survey of College Graduates (2003, 2010) 
*The percentages are weighted and the numbers in parentheses are unweighted frequencies given to demonstrate raw data sample 

sizes and possible skew. 

 

Regression Results for Prediction of Match 

Logistic and OLS regressions are being used for this analysis. A first logistic regression 

was run with the first two models that include individuals who are unemployed or not in the 

labor force. The first model is simply the variable of race on the dependent variable of match. 

The results from both the first model show that race alone is not holding a significant effect. The 

second model ran utilizes all covariates. The independent variables of gender, race, regions, and 

types of educational institutions were regressed on the dependent variable of match.  The same 

 BA 

Social 

BA 

Math 

BA 

Life 

BA 

Physics 

BA 

Engineer 

BA 

Medicine 

BA 

Education 

BA 

Business 

BA 

Business 

fin 

BA 

Art/Others 

BA  

Law 

job social 1.00% 

(297) 

.33% 

(17) 

.34% 

(27) 

.41% 

(8) 

.17% 

(21) 

.15% 

(7) 

0 

(9) 

.23% 

(49) 

0 

(4) 

.24% 

(12) 

1.80% 

(5) 

Job math 4.21% 

(802) 

56.04% 

(2,497) 

5.44% 

(264) 

11.76% 

(253) 

18.51% 

(2,062) 

1.24% 

(80) 

1.65% 

(175) 

5.94% 

(716) 

2.96% 

(197) 

4.89% 

(277) 

1.46% 

(9) 

Job life .27% 

(64) 

0 

(3) 

14.17% 

(1,116) 

3.88% 

(137) 

.22% 

(39) 

.86% 

(67) 

.25% 

(15) 

.17% 

(29) 

0 

(1) 

.67% 

(9) 

0 

(1) 

Job 

physic 

0 

(42) 

0 

(9) 

2.53% 

(297) 

20.23% 

(974) 

.38% 

(58) 

.11% 

(17) 

0 

(11) 

0 

(9) 

0 

(1) 

0 

(10) 

0 

(0) 

Job 

engineer 

.35% 

(94) 

2.35% 

(128) 

2.21% 

(140) 

8.86% 

(246) 

42.07% 

(6,959) 

.27% 

(20) 

.37% 

(42) 

1.08% 

(185) 

.15% 

(14) 

1.37% 

(72) 

.93% 

(5) 

Job 

medicine 

4.20% 

(347) 

.47% 

(19) 

15.34% 

(418) 

5.14% 

(61) 

.65% 

(40) 

77.21% 

(2.271) 

2.29% 

(102) 

2.26% 

(93) 

.43% 

(11) 

3.25% 

(93) 

3.08% 

(7) 

Job 

education 

7.28% 

(723) 

6.38% 

(259) 

5.13% 

(247) 

5.07% 

(88) 

1.15% 

(108) 

2.43% 

(91) 

50.88% 

(1,914) 

2.45% 

(138) 

.63% 

(37) 

12.19% 

(380) 

.57% 

(4) 

Job 

business 

50.42% 

(4,457) 

24.98% 

(665) 

31.29% 

(978) 

30.42% 

(356) 

24.62% 

(1.765) 

12.44% 

(378) 

27.45% 

(857) 

69.53% 

(3,255) 

84.18% 

(1,525) 

35.02% 

(784) 

48.72% 

(68) 

Job 

business 

fin 

1.17% 

(104) 

1.57% 

(31) 

.88% 

(18) 

.35% 

(5) 

.14% 

(13) 

.59% 

(16) 

1.30% 

(34) 

2.74% 

(75) 

4.01% 

(51) 

1.41% 

(26) 

0 

(0) 

Job 

art/other 

30.44% 

(2.461) 

7.66% 

(182) 

22.58% 

(656) 

13.82% 

(149) 

11.97% 

(696) 

4.69% 

(157) 

15.69% 

(564) 

15.4% 

(748) 

7.48% 

(146) 

40.45% 

(968) 

38.85% 

(49) 

Job law .57% 

(66) 

.13% 

(2) 

0 

(2) 

0 

(1) 

.12% 

(6) 

0 

(0) 

0 

(2) 

.16% 

(3) 

0 

(1) 

.45% 

(8) 

4.52% 

(7) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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logistic regressions were run for models three and four but those without a job or not in the labor 

force were dropped, so it only includes individuals who are employed. Models three and four 

closely mirror model one and two, with no significant results of race regressed on match alone, 

and no significant results of race when ran in the full model with all other variables. The logistic 

regression coefficients and odds ratios predicting match between education field and job field are 

shown in Table 5.  

Differences can be seen between the variables through interpreting the odds ratios from 

the full model regressions in both models two and four as the coefficients do not greatly vary. In 

both models two and four, the difference in the obtainment of match between Natives and 

Whites, is that Whites have eighth tenths the odds of having a match compared to Natives. 

Models two and four also show that the variable gender is statistically significant and shows us 

that males have 1.1 times the odds on average than females of obtaining a match between their 

bachelor’s degree and their job field.  As predicted, the type of educational institution has a 

statistically significant effect, with every type of institution except that of liberal having 

statistically significant greater odds of achieving a match compared to their counterparts attended 

a research university for both models two and four.  
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Table 5: Logistic Regression Coefficients & Odds Ratios Predicting Match between Education Field and Job Field  

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

 b             Odds 

Ratio 

b             Odds Ratio b            Odds Ratio b             Odds Ratio 

Race 

   White Only                 -.202             .817 

 

Male 

 

Age 

 

Region 

   South 

   Midwest 

   Northeast 

 

Carnegie 

   Doctorate 

   Comprehensive 

   Liberal 

   Medical 

   Buslaweng 

   Other 

 

 

Constant-.707** 

 

-.232               .792 

 

.133**             1.14 

 

-.023***          .976 

 

 

.187**             1.20 

.207***           1.23 

.036                 1.03 

 

 

.225***           1.25 

.186***           1.20 

.097                 1.10 

1.68***           5.41 

.488**             1.62 

.595***           1.81 

 

 

.038                 1.03 

 

-.165                 .847 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

-.383                  .681 

 

-.184               .831 

 

-.111**           .894 

 

-.004*              .995 

 

 

.207***            1.23 

.176**              1.19 

.000                  1.00 

 

 

.216**              1.24 

.146**              1.15 

.097                  1.10 

2.09***            8.15 

.490**              1.63 

.720***            2.05 

 

 

-.377                .685 

N 61,122  61,122  45,983  45,983 

Source: National Survey of College Graduates (2003, 2010) 

+ p<.1, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 

*Model 1 and 2 include all those without a job or not in the labor force. Model 3 and 4 exclude those without a job 

or not in the labor force.  

 

Regression Results for Log Earnings  

An OLS regression was ran on the dependent variable of log earnings. The OLS 

regression coefficients as well as the exponentiated form and standard errors for prediction for 

log earnings are shown in Table 6. The results show that having a match between degree field 

and field of employment have a significant effect on income compared to those without a match. 

Those with a match in engineering are making 1.26 times as much as those without a match. 

Those with a match in business make 1.17 times more. The match field that makes less is that of 
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education, making .789 times less than their unmatched counterpart. Other significant variables 

include that of gender, with males making 1.52 times as much as their female counterpart, the 

variable of region with those from the Midwest making .935 less than those from the West and 

those from the Northeast making 1.07 times . The type of school attended matters as well with 

those who attended a comprehensive or liberal art institution making .888 and .870 times less 

than those who attended a research institution and those in the “other” category of type of 

institution making .752 times less. The regression shows that race is statistically significant with 

unmatched whites making 1.12 times as much as their unmatched Native American counterparts. 

Interaction Effect Between Race and Match1 on Log Earnings  

In model two in Table 6, the same OLS regression was ran again but with an added 

interaction effect between race and the match1 variable. It shows the OLS coefficients as well as 

their exponentiated form and standard errors for the interaction between race and match1. In the 

match field of business Whites make 1.13 times (e (-.0080561+. 115798) = e (.1238541)=1.1318) as much as 

their Native counterpart and in the match field of education, they make 1.03 (e (-.0812133 +. 115798) =e 

(.0345847) =1.0351) times as much as their American Indian counterpart when controlling for all 

other variables, yet neither of these are significant. In all other match fields, Whites make 1.27 

times (e (.1287643+. 155798) =e (.2445623)=1.2770) as much as Native Americans. This interaction effect 

only yielded one statistically significant result, which was that at a bachelor’s degree level 

American Indians seem to be having more of a return on their match between their engineering 

degree and engineering job field than Whites. The significant result from this regression 

surprisingly shows that within the match of engineering, Whites make .894  
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 (e (-.2275359 + .115798) =e (-.01117379)=.8942) times less their as Native Americans counterpart. 

This potentially suggests that achieving a match in this field at the bachelor’s degree level could 

help reduce income inequality between these two groups.  
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Table 6: OLS Regression Coefficients Predicting Log Earnings 

 Model 1 Model 2 

 b/exp b/exp 

Match1   

   Match Engineering .233/1.26*** .459/1.58*** 

 (.016/.020) (.096/.152) 

   Match Business .161/1.17*** .169/1.18 

 (.028/.033) (.182/.215) 

   Match Education -.236/.789*** -.155/.855 

 (.039/.031) (.087/.074) 

   Match Other .0579/1.05* -.070/.932 

 (.019/.020) (.197/.184) 

Match1##White Only   

   Match Engineering  -.227/.796* 

  (.097/.077) 

   Match Business  -.008/.991 

  (.185/.183) 

   Match Education  -.081/.921 

  (.095/.088) 

   Match Other  .128/1.13 

  (.198/.225) 

Male .424/1.52*** .424/1.52*** 

 (.017/.026) (.017/.026) 

Age .007/1.007*** .007/1.007*** 

 (.000/000) (.000/000) 

Race   

   White only .117/1.12* .115/1.12* 

 (.052/.058) (.058/.)065 

Region   

   South -.013/.986 -.013/.986 

 (.024/.022) (.022/.022) 

   Midwest -.066/.935** -.066/.935** 

 (.024/023) (.024/.023) 

   Northeast .068/1.07** .068/1.07** 

 (.025/.026) (.025/.026) 

Carnegie   

   Doctorate -.046/.954 -.046/.954 

 (.025/.024) (.025/.024) 

   Comprehensive -.118/.888*** -.118/.888*** 

 (.020/.018) (.020/.018) 

   Liberal -.139/.870*** -.139/.870*** 

 (.025/.021) (.025/.021) 

   Medical .023/.934 .024/.934 

 (.064/066) (.064/.066 

   Buslaweng .012/1.01 (.012/1.01 

 (.068/.069) (.068/.069) 

   Other -.284/.752*** -.284/.752*** 

 (.049/.036) (.049/.036) 

Constant 10.24/27.04 10.20/27.09 

N 45,983 45,983 

Source: National Survey of College Graduates (2003, 2010)  Key: coefficients/exponentiated form 

+ p<.1, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001     (standard errors) 
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Discussion and Conclusion 

 

General Summary of Major Findings 

Due to the minimal amount of sociological literature on Native Americans as well as a 

lack of research on the labor market outcomes of American Indians who have earned a college 

degree, this research analyzed the racial differences of obtaining a match between degree and job 

field as well as the effects of matches on earnings. The results demonstrated significant 

differences in having a match on income as well as notable racial differences on income within 

the same match. At a bachelor’s degree level, Native Americans are more likely to achieve a 

match although there is no significant racial difference and the effects of having a match are 

significantly positive for income except for the exception of the match field of “education”. The 

interaction effects showed that Native Americans and Whites are not getting the same return on 

education, as although the results were not statistically significant, Whites make more than 

American Indians in the match field of “other”, yet in the match field of “engineering, American 

Indians make statistically significantly more than their White counterparts, indicating a higher 

labor market return for that match field than Whites.  

Implications and Possible Explanations  

 

The data confirms other research that shows that across the board, Whites have higher 

earnings than American Indians. Yet, when examining the return on specific types of education 

and jobs, the data at first glance presents a picture of perhaps a move towards lowering income 

inequality between Native Americans and Whites. The first regression demonstrates that having 

a match also tells us that there is no significant racial difference between American Indians and 
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Whites on achieving a match, yet that having a match does have significant effects on income 

depending on what field the match is in. Although the data shows that baseline, regardless of 

match, Whites make significantly more than Natives, a notable result in this analysis is that 

American Indians are making statistically significantly amount more in the match field of 

engineering compared to their White counterparts. A surface level scan of this could potentially 

indicate a reversed race effect to what the literature normally suggests of American Indians 

getting paid less. But, when considered in the broader picture the finding becomes much more 

complex.  

 The first point to consider is that many people do not even achieve a match between their 

degree and job field at a bachelor’s degree level. Table 1 showed that only 37 percent of the 

sample had a match. With the rates of college attending American Indians being considerably 

lower than Whites, it may be that at a bachelor’s degree level, Whites are less concerned with 

achieving a match after college than Natives. This could be due to potential plans to move 

continue on to graduate school or higher socioeconomic status’s that allow them to have more 

flexibility with their degree and job choice. Research suggests that low income students like 

American Indian students, may be under more pressure to find jobs immediately after college as 

they cannot turn to their families to help pay of loans or rent, whereas students with more 

affluent parents made sure that they successfully moved into a solid career path, regardless of 

academic or financial choices (Armstrong and Hamilton 2013, Witteveen and Atewell 2017). 

 Research also shows that even larger than the gap in achievement of bachelor’s degrees 

between Native Americans and Whites, is the achievement of graduate degrees. In 2012, .6 

percent of engineering bachelor’s degrees were awarded to American Indians or Alaska Natives 

while 60.2 percent were awarded to Whites (National Science Foundation 2012). Only .4 of 
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master’s degrees in engineering were earned by Native Americans in 2012, while 45.4 percent 

were awarded to Whites, and at a doctoral level, only .2 percent of Doctoral engineering degrees 

were awarded to Natives in 2012 compared to the 45 percent provided to Whites (National 

Science Foundation 2012). The number of American Indians earning graduate degrees in 

engineering is sparse compared to that of Whites. One possible explanation for Native American 

engineers making significantly more could be that at a bachelor’s degree level, they choose 

engineering fields that will allow them to make a meaningful income with only a four year 

degree, whereas the White engineers who make significantly more are found to have graduate 

degrees. Suggesting that if adding in graduate degrees, the race finding in this analysis would 

switch. 

 The significance of Native American engineering income as well as the lack of 

significance for other matches effects of incomes may also be explained by the dispersion of 

types of jobs in these different match fields. Civil engineers make significantly less than 

aerospace engineers (US Department of Labor 2015) and the field of “business” in this analysis 

includes everything from administrative business, to insurance sales and real estate. The range of 

types of jobs within these fields is vast and has stark economic differences. The differing 

distribution of types of jobs in the differing match fields may be potentially masking economic 

inequality felt by American Indians.  

Limitations and Future Research 

Although the National Survey of College Graduates is a desirable data set to work with 

for analyses of education and employment, it does not come without limitations. Using this data 

set meant that my racial group of single race American Indians was a self-identified sample and 

did not include any information of enrolled tribal membership of the participants. The sample 
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also does not include information about if participants live on a reservation or off, and future 

research must include more specific geographic variables such as an urban or rural variable for 

the sample.  

This analysis also did not include a focus on gender, and although women have surpassed 

men in college graduation rate, they still have lower numbers in the workforce and receive lower 

pay for the same jobs compared to men (U.S. Department of Education 2016). Future research 

should include models that look not only at racial differences of return on education between 

Natives and Whites, but include gender specific models as well. In addition to gender, another 

model should include both multi-race and single race American Indians, as although mixed race 

American Indians seem to have slightly better outcomes in the labor force (Wise et al 2017), 

there are still significant differences between Whites and mixed race Natives.  

Future research should also expand this type of analysis to include graduate degrees, both 

masters and doctoral levels to more fully understand the returns on education between Native 

Americans and Whites. A time variable that could account for how long participants had been 

out of college and in the workforce, would also be useful for this analysis to account for the 

effects of time after graduation and in the labor force on earnings.  

 

Conclusion  

In conclusion, the first hypothesis tested was confirmed as American Indians are working 

more than Whites in the same field of study as their bachelor’s degree, but these findings were 

not significant. I was unable to reject the null hypothesis of the second part of the first 

hypothesis, as Native Americans were not working more in social science fields than hard math 

and science fields for this analysis.  And, the third hypothesis was supported as the effects of 
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match on income did vary depending on what field the match was in, with fields like engineering 

making statistically significantly more money than those without a match and those with a match 

in education making less than their unmatched counterparts. An unexpected result was that 

American Indians with a match in engineering make statistically significantly more money 

Whites with an engineering match, and although Whites make more than Natives in the “other” 

match category, it was not significant.  

Prior research has suggested that closing the educational gap between Native Americans 

and Whites could be one way to help close the socioeconomic disparities between the two 

groups. This research shows that at a base level regardless of match, Whites are still making 

significantly more than American Indians even when controlling for education level, age, region, 

and type of institution attended. But, this analysis also demonstrates that when American Indians 

earn a bachelor’s degree and then gain employment in that same field, that it may possibly 

contribute to closing the income gap. Yet, it may also just be the result of the widening gap 

between Native Americans and Whites in graduate school rates as well a disguise of social and 

cultural capital accumulation for Whites that American Indians do not have.  

Considering the sizable amount of discussion regarding Native American poverty in the 

media as well as the blatant numbers to back it up (Kristoff 2012; Peralta 2014; Reagan 2014), 

one would expect there to be more sociological literature addressing the issue. What is needed is 

a plethora of research to facilitate the slow process of policy and social change needed for Native 

American people. This research indicates the complex processes that are college education, job 

obtainment, and the effects of the two on income. There are clear undercover processes at play 

that this research was not able tease out and additional future is clearly needed to better 
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understand the sociological circumstances of American Indians who achieve bachelor’s degree 

and obtain a match and the effects of this comparatively. This analysis is important to further the 

conversation on Native American inequities as well as to further the understanding of 

educational choices and the labor market returns those choices generate for them.  
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Appendix A: NSCG Survey Questions for Race, Job Field, and Degree Field  

RACE 
 
What is your race? 
Mark one or more. 
1 American Indian or Alaska Native – 
2 Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
3 Asian 
4 Black or African American 
5 White 

JOB FIELD 

A18.Using the JOB CATEGORY list on pages 15-16, choose the code that best describes the 
principal job you held during the week of October 1, 2010.  
 

FIELD OF STUDY 

Using the FIELD OF STUDY list on   
D8. pages 17-18, choose the code that best describes the major field of study and second major (if 
any) for this degree 
 
(National Survey of College Graduates 2003, 2010) 
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