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Abstract

This project examines skin shade discrimination by region of birth and by race within the
labor market for new immigrants to the US by analyzing data from Princeton University’s New
Immigrant Survey (NIS). In contrast to findings from a previous study written by Joni Hersch, a
subsample regression analysis by region of birth and race demonstrates that skin shade
discrimination—a negative effect of skin shade on hourly wage when controlling for all other
salient factors including race and ethnicity—is only present for those immigrants born in Latin
America and the Caribbean. The regression model predicts that the darkest Latin American and
Caribbean immigrants have hourly wages which are between 13% and 17% lower than the
lightest Latin American and Caribbean immigrants. This is in stark contrast to Hersch’s work

which concludes that all immigrants in the NIS sample face skin shade discrimination.



. Introduction

Over the past few decades, the United States has seen an influx of immigrants from
diverse regions of the world. These immigrants—many of whom do not fit neatly into the black
and white categories that have pervaded the discourse on race for centuries—have fostered the
development of a new racial landscape in the United States. Consequently, the lines between
numerous ethno-racial terms have become quite hard to distinguish in literature across the field
of ethnic and racial disparities. This poses significant problems for statistical analysis of racial,
ethnic, and skin color issues among populations and can potentially confound conclusions in this
area.

Furthermore, there is a tendency in a portion of the immigration literature to group
immigrants as one single population without fully acknowledging that different immigrant
populations—that is, people hailing from varying countries or of different racial/ethnic
backgrounds—have very different experiences in the United States and leave their home
countries for a variety of different reasons. This may significantly affect the factors which shape
research conclusions on these populations and should be taken into account.

More specifically, this study will expand upon a previous study written by Joni Hersch
and entitled “Profiling New Immigrant Workers: The Effect of Skin Color and Height” which
examined the effect of skin shade and height on hourly wage among immigrants. Hersch
grouped all new immigrants to the United States into one regression analysis and in so doing, did
not account for the blurred definitions and interactions between race, ethnicity, and skin color
within her analysis, potentially failing to fully recognize the inherent differences between
immigrants hailing from different regions of the world. Furthermore, the findings were not

consistent with the literature on colorism which has detected colorism in the United States only



among certain populations, such as African Americans and Latin Americans. To build upon
Hersch’s research and to further analyze her conclusion, this project included these additional
aspects into the investigation and explored the dynamics of skin shade discrimination among
immigrants in a more nuanced manner. This was achieved by performing subsample regression
analyses by region of birth and by race on immigrants included in the New Immigrant Survey
(NIS).

In contrast to Hersch’s findings, the subsample regression analysis by region of birth and
race demonstrated that skin shade discrimination—a negative effect of skin shade on hourly
wage when controlling for all other salient factors including race and ethnicity—is only present
for those immigrants born in Latin American or the Caribbean. The regression model predicts
that the darkest Latin American and Caribbean immigrants have hourly wages which are
between 13% and 17% lower than the lightest Latin American and Caribbean immigrants. This
is in stark contrast to Hersch’s work which concludes that all immigrants in the NIS sample face
skin shade discrimination.

Il. Immigration & Blurred Definitions of Race, Ethnicity and Skin Color

In 2003, the US Census Bureau reported that there were 33.5 Million foreign born people
living in the United States. These people originate from many diverse regions of the world
including 53.3% from Latin America, 25% from Asia and 13.7% from Europe. Many of these
newcomers such as those immigrants from Asia and Latin America do not fit neatly into the
black and white categories that once defined the American racial landscape?. As a result
traditional definitions of race have been reevaluated and new concepts such as ethnicity are

becoming more widely invoked.

! Luke J. Larsen, "The Foreign Born Population in the United States," (US Census Bureau, 2003).
2 Trina Jones, "Shades of Brown: The Law of Skin Color," Duke Law Journal 49, no. 6 (2000).
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This new discourse on race has come about not only because of these immigrants’
physical appearances but also because of the varying views on race they bring with them from
their home countries. For example, Latin American immigrants come from countries where race
is generally conceptualized differently than it is in the US. More specifically, racial ideology in
Latin America is often tied to the social status of an individual and is more attached to visual
cues such as skin color®. This is in contrast to race in the US which is generally thought of in
relation to genetic heritage—i.e. if your mother is black then you are considered black as well*.

However, new immigrants to the US have fostered significant changes in beliefs about
race. As a result, the US has moved from a country that once viewed race only as a black and
white concept to a society that increasingly understands race as a dynamic idea which is colored
by social constructs and additional factors such as ethnicity®. These new interpretations of race
have shaped the recent discourse on racism and ethnic inequalities, undoubtedly providing us
with a more intricate and nuanced understanding of discrimination in many different arenas.

With that said, this discussion has also served to blur the lines between a number of key
concepts in the ethno-racial discourse. Specifically, our definitions of race, ethnicity, and skin
color have become very interrelated and indistinguishable from one another. For example, the
close relationship between race and ethnicity has contributed to the terms becoming somewhat

interchangeable. This interchangeability between the two concepts has led to the use of the term

3 Tanya Kateri Hernandez, "Multiracial Matrix: The Role of Race Ideology in the Enforcement of
Antidiscrimination Laws, a United States-Latin America Comparison," Cornell Law Review 87, n0. 1093
(2002).

* William A. Jr. Darity, Darrick Hamilton, and Jason Dietrich, "Passing on Blackness: Latinos,
Race, and Earnings in the USA," Applied Economics Letters 9 (2002), Dwight N. Hopkins,
"Beyond Black and White: The Hawaiian President,” Christian Century 126, no. 3 (2009).

> Jennifer Lee, Frank D. Bean, Jeanne Batalova, and Sabeen Sandhu, "Immigration and the
Black-White Color Line in the United States,” The Review of BLack Political Economy (2003),
Jennifer and Frank D. Bean Lee, "America's Changing Color Lines: Immigration, Race/Ethnicity,
and Multiracial Identification,” Annual Reviews 30 (2004).
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ethnicity as a euphemism for race due to the prevalence of post-Civil Rights Era sensitivity to
racially charged statements and “political correctness” °.

Additionally, the applied meaning of race and ethnicity in most research surveys such as
the U.S. Census serve to further blur the definitions of the two terms. For example, the racial
categories on the 2000 U.S. Census are as follows: American Indian or Alaska Native; Asian;
Black or African American; Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander; and White, while the
choices for ethnicity are only “Hispanic or Latino” and “Not Hispanic or Latino” . This usage of
the terms would imply that race is national origin or ancestral origin and color only in the case of
African Americans while ethnicity is whether or not you have Latin American ancestry.
However, this is not aligned with other uses of the word ethnicity which often include a
relationship with other nationalities in addition to those from Latin America.

Unfortunately, in practice, these definitions are not easily reconciled as many different
definitions and connotations abound. This phenomenon can also be attributed to the politically
charged undertones that these terms often have and society’s dynamic and ever-changing
interpretations them. As F. Barth wrote: “ethnic boundaries, like racial boundaries, are not static,
fixed and permanent, but rather continually transform through expression, validation, inclusion,

and exclusion”’.

Therefore, it is more or less impossible to clearly define concepts which are
constantly changing throughout the literature and within our social understanding of the terms.
Nonetheless, it remains clear that race, ethnicity and nationality—or some combination thereof—

are responsible for many life outcomes of individuals.

® Tracey Skelton and & Tim Allen, “Ethnicity,” in Culture and Global Change (Routledge:
Taylor & Francis Group, 1999).
" F. Barth, "Introduction,” in In Ethnic Groups and Boundaries: The Social Organization of
Culture Difference (Boston: Little Brown & Co., 1969), Lee, "Immigration and the Black-White
Color Line in the United States."
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I11.  Colorism and Immigrants

With that said, we can now consider the effect of race, ethnicity, and skin shade on the
labor market to better understand claims of discrimination in the literature and how the
interactions between these concepts affect interpretations of data—particularly with respect to
colorism. For the purposes of this paper, racism will be defined as discrimination based on one’s
race and colorism will be defined as a more nuanced form of racism where darker individuals
within a racial or ethnic group face more discrimination than the lighter individuals within that
same group.

The notion of colorism has been studied by many notable scholars recently. Most of the
studies performed have found negative effects with respect to skin shade on numerous aspects of
life such as income, educational attainment, criminal justice sentencing and marriage markets.

For example, the 2006 study by Goldsmith, Hamilton & Darity entitled “Shades of
Discrimination: Skin Tone and Wages” further illustrates the concept of colorism. This study
looked at wage discrimination among dark and light skinned black men using the Multi-City
Study of Urban Inequality (MCSUI). They found that black men received, on average, a 10%
lower wage than their white counterparts. They also found significant differences when
comparing the wages of light skinned black men to medium- and dark-skinned black men.
Among black men, having light skin resulted in a 7% increase in wages. Thus, this result
demonstrated that medium and dark skinned black men face greater wage discrimination in the
labor market®. This illustrates the concept of colorism because it shows a negative effect of

darker skin colors.

8 Arthur H. Goldsmith, Darrick Hamilton, and William Darity Jr., "Shades of Discrimination:
Skin Tone and Wages," AEA Papers and Proceedings 96, no. 2 (2006).
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In a similar study, Joni Hersch investigated the effect of African Americans’ skin tone on
wage and educational attainment using the National Survey of Black Americans 1979-80, the
Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality 1992-94, and the Detroit Area Study, 1995: Social
Influence on Health: Stress, Racism, and Health Protective (DAS). Hersch found that there
were significant differences in years of education based on skin tone. She found that women
categorized as having “very dark” skin had on average between 15 and 20 percent fewer years of
schooling than their lighter skinned counterparts. Although she found an interaction between
education and skin tone for both genders, she only found significant differences in wages
between light- and dark- skinned men®.

Colorism has also been found to have a negative impact on African Americans
historically. In a study published in 2007, Howard Bodenhorn and Christopher S. Ruebeck used
the 1860 US federal census to determine that there was a significant difference in wealth among
blacks, whites, and mulattoes. Through the analysis of 15,000 households reporting wealth in
this census, Bodenhorn & Ruebeck found that the wealth of mulattoes was on average 2.5 times
greater than that of blacks. Although the wealth of mulattoes was still half that of their white
counterparts, this sharp difference between blacks and mulattoes demonstrates a significant
effect, at least in 1860, of skin shade on wealth among non-white populations and notes that
these effects likely date back to the times of slavery when light-skinned Africans were often

preferred to darker Africans by slaveholders™.

® Joni Hersch, "Skin Tone Effects among African Americans: Perceptions and Reality,” The
American Economic Review 96, no. 2 (2006).

19 Howard Bodenhorn and Christopher S. Ruebeck, "Colourism and African American-Wealth:
Evidence from the Nineteenth Century South,” Journal of Population Economics 20, no. 3
(2007).
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Colorism has been detected among Latin American populations in the United States. For
example, in a study entitled “The Continual Significance of Skin Color: An Explanatory Study of
Latinos in the Northeast” Christina Gomez finds that dark skin shades depress the earnings of
Latin American men. Gémez found that having dark skin reduced wages of Latin American men
by 19.8%. The results, however, were not conclusive for Latin American women. She obtained
this result through a regression analysis using data from the Boston Social Survey Data of Urban
Inequality, part of the Multi-City Study of Urban Inequality (MCSUI)™.

IV.  Limitations of Previous Study on Colorism among Immigrants

In 2008, Joni Hersch conducted a study entitled: “Profiling New Immigrant Workers: The
Effect of Skin Color and Height” which studied the effect of colorism and height discrimination
particularly among new immigrants to the US. Using a three-part regression analysis of data
from the New Immigrant Survey (NIS), Hersch concluded that when controlling for race, place
of birth, ethnicity and most other factors that all new immigrants to the US are negatively
affected by darker skin shades. She made this conclusion because the regression coefficient for
skin color, which was measured on an 11-point scale with 0 being Albino and 10 being the
darkest possible, was negative, suggesting that darker skin shades reduce wage regardless of
other factors.

Although the results of Hersch’s study were quite interesting and significant, the
conclusion seems inconsistent with the literature on this subject as colorism has only been

previously detected among specific populations such as African Americans and Latin

1 Christina Gémez, "The Continual Significance of Skin Color: An Explanatory Study of
Latinos in the Northeast," Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences 22, no. 1 (2000).
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Americans*2. However, another possible explanation for the negative skin shade coefficient is
that the regression results presented in Hersch’s study are in some way skewed as a result of
blurred definitions of and the interactions between the concepts of race, ethnicity, and color.
Detailed below are the limitations of Hersch’s analysis which I believe suggest that this is likely
to be the case.

First, as noted in Section Il, above, race, ethnicity, and skin color are highly correlated
and have definitions which are hard to distinguish from one another. As a result, this interaction
could lead to multicolinearity and potentially reduce the accuracy of the coefficient estimates.
Hersch acknowledged this potential limitation in another article she wrote, entitled “Skin Color
Discrimination and Immigrant Pay”, stating that “Hispanic ethnicity, race, and country of birth
are highly correlated with skin color...By including these characteristics that are highly
correlated with skin color, it is possible that multicolinearity will reduce the precision of the

estimate for the skin color effect on wages” ™.

This relationship could not only cause
multicolinearity but could also cause the effects of racism or other ethnic discrimination to be
picked up as colorism as explained above.

Second, the literature on immigration demonstrates that there is a great deal of variation

in pre-immigration experiences as well as economic success in the United States among different

immigrant populations. Specifically, the circumstances within various countries as well as the

12 Julia Alvarez, "Black Behind the Ears,” Essence 23, no. 10 (1993), Marta I. Cruz-Janzen,
"Latinegras: Desired Women - Undesirable Mothers, Daughters, Sisters, and Wives," Frontiers
22, no. 3 (2001), Darity, "Passing on Blackness: Latinos, Race, and Earnings in the USA.",
Goldsmith, "Shades of Discrimination: Skin Tone and Wages.", Hersch, "Skin Tone Effects
among African Americans: Perceptions and Reality.”, Jr. William A. Darity, Jason Dietrich, and
Darrick Hamilton, "Bleach in the Rainbow: Latin Ethnicity and Preference for Whiteness,"
Transforming Anthropology 13, no. 2 (2005).

13 Joni Hersch, "Skin Color Discrimination and Immigrant Pay," Emory Law Journal 58, no. 2
(2008).
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comparative opportunities within the United States select for certain members of a population to
emigrate over others'*. As a result of varying circumstances in different regions of the world, the
human characteristics that comprise each population in the United States are likely to be quite
different from one another. Not only are these populations different in terms of human capital
characteristics but different immigrant populations are also subjected to various differing
stereotypes which affect how they are treated by others in the United States. These stereotypes
vary widely—from the “model minority” stereotypes often attributed to those hailing from Asia
to the “illegal immigrant” assumptions made about Latin Americans®®.

Because immigrant populations from different regions of the world are very different
from one another, it is likely that factors tested in research studies affect different populations in
different ways. Therefore, it is possible that by grouping all immigrants together as one
population, Hersch may have missed some of the nuanced differences between populations of
different races or hailing from different regions of the world.

Third, by concluding that colorism affects immigrants regardless of region of birth or
race, Hersch is positing that within national-origin or racial subpopulations, darker skinned
immigrants have lower wages. This predicts, for example, that immigrants born in Europe, who
have darker skin shades when controlling for race and other salient factors have lower wages

than their European counterparts of the same race but with lighter skin. While it is possible that

this actually is the case, it is also possible that immigrants hailing from regions of the world

“George J. Borjas, "Self-Selection and the Earnings of Immigrants,” The American Economic
Review 77, no. 4 (1987).

!> George J. and Marta Tienda Borjas, ed. Hispanics in the U.S. Economy, Institute for Research
on Poverty Monograph Series (Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System on
behalf of the Institute for Research on Poverty,1985), EM and RC Cassidy Grieco, "Overview of
Race and Hispanic Origin," Census 2000 Brief (2001), Jin Sung Yoo, "The Earnings Gap among
Foreign-Born Chinese, Japanese, and Koreans in the U.S. Labor Market."
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which generally have lighter skin shades may have higher earnings than immigrants who came
from regions of the world that generally have darker skin shades.

This hypothesis is somewhat consistent with 2000 US Census data on “The median
household income for Foreign Born Individuals Living in the US”. This data shows lower
incomes for populations that generally have darker skin tones. For example, the median
household income for immigrants from Europe is more than $1,500 greater than that of
immigrants from Africa. In addition, immigrants from Asia who generally have lighter skin
tones on average than African immigrants make over $9,000 more in median household income
than African immigrants®®. Furthermore, numerous studies have found evidence of racial
discrimination against African Americans in the United States labor market'’. Therefore, the
observed negative coefficient on the skin color variable even when controlling for race and
ethnicity may simply be a reflection of racial or ethnic discrimination that is captured in the color
variable which has not been accounted for.

To fully test Hersch’s original conclusion, an analysis of populations homogeneous for
region of birth and populations homogeneous for race under the null hypothesis that colorism
does not affect these populations must be conducted. If the results are significant enough to
reject the null hypothesis for all homogeneous populations aggregated by race and region of birth,
then it can be concluded that colorism affects all immigrants regardless of race or region of birth.
This would demonstrate that it is not the average characteristic of the subgroup that faces

discrimination but rather, the variation within the ethnic-subgroup that is affected. Hersch’s

18 |_arsen, "The Foreign Born Population in the United States."

" William A. Jr. Darity, and Patrick L. Mason, "Evidence on Discrimination in Employment:
Codes of Color, Codes of Gender," The Journal of Economic Perspectives 12, no. 2 (1998),
Jennifer L. Eberhardt et al., "Looking Deathworthy: Perceived Stereotypicality of Black
Defendants Predicts Capital-Sentencing Outcomes," Psychological Science 17, no. 5 (2006).
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study did not look at subsamples, and it is unclear whether her conclusion will hold with a
subsample analysis of this sort. Therefore, the purpose of this study will be to provide an
additional analysis of skin shade discrimination against new legal immigrants to the US to
determine if colorism truly affects all new immigrants.

V. Subsample Regression Analysis

In order to test the effect of skin shade on hourly wage by race and region of birth, this
study will take the form of multiple subsample regression analyses of populations homogeneous
for region of birth or race.

A. The New Immigrant Survey (NIS)

The dataset which will be used in this study was collected by Princeton University’s 2003
New Immigrant Survey (NIS). The NIS is a panel study of recent and documented immigrants
to the United States. The study was first released in 2003 and the data was collected from May to
November of that year'®. This research project collected interviews from 8,573 legal immigrants
to the US who had received permanent resident status.

Questions asked in these interviews covered a wide range of topics including
demographic information, experiences before coming to the US, employment, income, health
status, and the status of family members. In addition, a number of variables including skin shade
and English language ability were coded by the interviewer based on his perception of these

variables. This data is publicly available and can be accessed by visiting www.nis.princeton.edu.

In the New Immigrant Survey, data on skin shade was reported by the interviewer using
an 11 point scale—with 0 being no pigment at all, or albino, and 10 being the darkest skin shade

possible. The interviewers were not allowed to show the scale to the interviewees and were

18 »“The New Immigrant Survey,” in The New Immigrant Survey (Princeton University, 2009).
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required to memorize the scale and provide a skin tone number accordingly. Thus measurement
error or interviewer bias is possible. However, because of the visual nature of this scale, it is
likely that if the errors do exist, they are small. Figure 5.1 shows the scale used to determine the

skin shade variable®®.

Figure 5.1
The NIS Skin Color Scale

Piisessnns

4 5 6 T 8 9 10
Massey, Douglas 3. and Jennifer A Nartin 2003. The NIS Skin Color Scale.

B. Subsample Creation
Place of birth subsamples were created using the following regions of birth: “Europe &
Central Asia”, “China, South Asia, East Asia, & the Pacific”, “Latin America & the Caribbean”,
“Sub-Saharan Africa” and the “Middle East & North Africa”. A subsample analysis was not
performed on the North America/Canada region of birth because this region only has 23
observations and is too small to obtain valid results.
Region of birth was obtained from the data in one of the two following ways:
1. For immigrants whose country of birth was among the top 21 most represented
countries in the sample, the data reports an individual country and does not report
a region of birth. Therefore, | have assigned these observations to a region of
birth based on the region of the world that their birth country is located in.
2. For immigrants who were not born in one of the 21 most represented countries, no
individual country was reported and region of birth was coded in the same

categories | mentioned above. The only category which was modified slightly

¥ Douglas S. Massey and and Jennifer A. Martin, "The Nis Skin Color Scale," (2003).
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was the “China, East Asia, South Asia and the Pacific” region where I added
China and “the Pacific” to the “East Asia and South Asia” sample for purposes of
having a large enough sample to work with.

The subsample analyses were also performed based on race. | only performed analyses
on those immigrants who have reported their race as “White”, “Black, Negro or African
American” (“Black”), or “Asian”. This is due to the small number of observations among the
other races reported in the sample, which are not large enough to yield reliable results using this
regression analysis. Nonetheless, the three races analyzed using this methodology constitute
89% of the total observations in the sample.

C. Dependent Variable—Natural Log of Hourly Wage

The natural log of hourly wage before taxes and deductions was used as the dependent
variable. This hourly wage will be calculated for those who reported that they were salaried
workers by dividing their yearly salary by the number of weeks they worked per year and then
dividing this number by the number of hours worked per week. This allowed for both salaried
workers and workers paid by the hour to be included in the analysis.

D. Regression Specifications

The analysis took the form of three separate regression specifications. | employed the
same three regression specifications used in Hersch’s study. These regression specifications take
the form of increasing numbers of variables and therefore increasing amounts of multicolinearity.
These different regression specifications can be seen as an attempt to demonstrate which results
may have come about as a result of multicolinearity and to show the effect of the addition of

certain variables in the regression.
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The first regression specification has the fewest variables and controls for fairly general
factors such as years of education, gender, age, among others. Table 5.1, shown in Appendix A,
defines all of the independent variables which were included in the first specification on the
natural log of hourly wage and describes the way each variable was calculated using the NIS data.

Regression specification 2 includes dummy variables for race, Hispanic ethnicity, and
region of birth in addition to all of the variables included in regression specification 1. Dummy
variables for those reporting more than one race and those not reporting any race were also
included in regression specification 2. Although the addition of these variables is important
given the salience of race in this analysis, it is important to note here that the relationship
between race and skin shade is likely to contribute to multicolinearity. Table 5.2, shown in
Appendix A, defines the additional variables included in regression specification 2.

The third regression specification includes variables in addition to those included in
regression specification 2 that affect wage but may also be endogenous or possibly affected by
skin shade. Table 5.3, shown in Appendix A, defines the additional variables included in
regression specification 3.

Last, it is important to be aware that although | am using the same regression
specifications as Hersch used, | have calculated each variable based on assumptions which | feel
are appropriate given their descriptions in Hersch’s paper. A very high degree of specificity is
necessary to replicate regression results of this magnitude from the NIS data as a result of the
high number of data points which are available in the NIS and multiple ways to construct the
same variables. For example, current region of residence can be calculated using “Region where
Green Card was sent” as Hersch used or the “current location of immigrant at the time of the

interview”. Unfortunately, the necessary degree of specificity was not present in Hersch’s article
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to replicate her results exactly for a number of variables. As a result, the variables presented
here may not be constructed in exactly the same way as Hersch calculated them.

Although some variables may not be calculated in exactly the same way, the regression
results should not be significantly different if multiple data points measure something very
similar. If results in my regression specifications are similar to Hersch’s despite these slight
variations, both results can be seen as being more valid. This is because results which can only
be obtained through very specific assumptions—especially among difficult to define social
variables—should not be considered valid. Thus before | perform the regression specifications
on the subsamples, I will first attempt to replicate Hersch’s results by performing the regression
analysis on the total sample. This will serve as a baseline for comparison with Hersch’s results.

The only variable which has decidedly been calculated differently than Hersch’s
calculations is the variable which measures the ability to speak English well or very well. While
Hersch used interviewee reported English language ability | have elected to use interviewer
reported English language ability. This is because as Hamilton, Goldsmith & Darity noted in
2008, interviewer reports of immigrants’ English language ability seems to be a better indicator
of the perceptions that American employers have towards immigrants’ language ability®®. This is
most certainly a more salient variable in an analysis of labor market discrimination because
employers’ perceptions are arguably much more important in decisions of employee pay than are

the employees’ perceptions of themselves.

20 Darrick Hamilton, Arthur H. Goldsmith, and and William Darity Jr., "Measuring the Wage
Costs of Limited English: Issues with Using Interviewer Versus Self-Reports in Determining
Latino Wages," Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences 30, no. 3 (2008).
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VI.  Sample Construction & Characteristics

| constructed the sample upon which the regression specifications were performed based
on the way that Hersch created her sample. Due to a large number of missing datapoints within
the NIS data, some observations were not usable for this particular regression analysis. This
required the dropping of observations due to missing data. Thus, like the construction of the
variables mentioned above, | dropped unusable observations based on what | believe to be the
appropriate criteria given the information provided in Hersch’s study. However, the description
of these criteria was also not specific enough in a number of cases to replicate the sample exactly.
As a result, even small differences in assumptions could lead to discrepancies in the results.
Thus, the sample used in this study differs somewhat from Hersch’s sample. From the total
population of 8,573 new immigrants, the sample used in this study contains 1,799 respondents
while Hersch’s study contained 2,158 respondents.

The main differences in the datasets seem to stem from the calculation of wage. While
Hersch dropped 842 observations for wage data not being reported, | dropped 1,430. It is
unclear to me where the additional wage data Hersch finds has come from. However, there are a
few factors which may have contributed to the difference in observations. First, there are a few
variables available in the New Immigrant Survey (NIS) which could be used to calculate wage.
The NIS contains two datasets for employment information. The first dataset is raw data
containing the exact information provided by the respondent and the second dataset contains
conversions for wage information which were reported in different currencies and converted to
US dollars using purchasing power parity over consumption®. In this dataset, many more

observations are missing. Wages were reported in different currencies only for those immigrants

21 *The New Immigrant Survey." Princeton University. nis.princeton.edu
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working overseas and receiving compensation in other currencies. Observations for respondents
working overseas were dropped from the sample and therefore, | have used the raw dataset
because all of the respondents used reported their wages in US dollars. Thus after removing all
immigrants not working in the US, all of the wage and income data were reported in US dollars
and therefore it was not necessary to convert their wages from other currencies.

The second difference may stem from the fact that for respondents who reported an
annual salary but did not report how many weeks per year they worked, | have assumed 50
weeks per year. This may be different from Hersch’s assumption and may affect the hourly
wage calculations for some of the observations. Without a reasonable assumption of this sort,
calculations of hourly wage for those reporting an annual salary and not reporting weeks worked
per year, would not have been included in the sample.

Table 6.1 depicts the construction of the sample used in this regression analysis.

Table 6.1
Sample Construction
Number Net Number
Remaining Affected

Initial Sample 8573

Overseas Immigrant? 8252 321
Not working for pay 4942 3310
Not working in US 4862 80
Missing Country/Region of Birth 4840 22
Self-Employed and not paid regular salary

Wage 4682 158
Missing Age 4665 17
Missing Education 4652 13
Missing Wage 4325 327
Hourly Wage not in range $1.50-$100 3222 1103
Missing whether employed full-time 3207 15
Missing Skin Shade 1799 1408

The total sample includes 1,799 observations to which the regression specification can be

applied. Despite the smaller sample size than Hersch obtained, this is still a sample large enough
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to obtain reliable results. Additionally, as Hersch notes, the total population does not seem to
suffer from non-response bias in the sense that it has not been detected that variables did not
receive responses systematically. However, this possible objection cannot be ruled out
completely given the high number of dropped responses. Additionally, although the use of
multiple imputations to fill in the missing data listed above and to account for list-wise deletion
were considered, given the importance of these characteristics to the analysis, this approach was
ruled out.

It is also important to note that the sample consists of an uneven number of observations
in each subsample population. Immigrants from “Latin America & the Caribbean” represent
44.75% of the sample, and contain almost twice as many observations as the next largest
subsample from “China, East Asia, South Asia, & the Pacific”. Additionally, the sample from
the “Middle East & North Africa” is very small in comparison to the other subsamples with only
66 observations. This sample, therefore, may be a bit small to obtain reliable results from.

Figure 6.1, shown below illustrates the distribution of observations among the total population.
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Figure 6.1
Total Sample Region of Birth Distribution
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VII.  Coefficient Estimates

Table 7.1, which is located in Appendix B, presents the coefficient estimates for the total
population of 1,799 new, legal immigrants to the United States as described above with respect
to the log of hourly wage. This should serve as a base estimate for the entire population.

Although the regression specifications themselves are similar to those Joni Hersch
presented in her article entitled, “Profiling New Immigrant Workers: The Effect of Skin Color
and Height”, due to potentially different assumptions, a slightly smaller sample size, and controls
for the subsample regions | have described above which are likely to be different from the ones
that Hersch controlled for, the results are not exactly the same. Coefficients for the country
indicators that Hersch used were not reported in the article “Profiling New Immigrant Workers:
The Effect of Skin Color and Height” and therefore, cannot be replicated exactly which is why I

have chosen to use the regions | described above as controls for place of birth. These differences
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should be taken into account when considering the results of this analysis. The dependent
variable for all specifications is the log of hourly wage.

Despite these slight differences, the results of the regression analysis on the total
population, shown in table 7.1, which can be found in Appendix B, support Hersch’s findings.
Although the coefficients differ somewhat, they do not differ significantly from Hersch’s results.
The results of this regression demonstrate that each increase by 1 shade of darkness on the skin
shade scale results in a decrease in hourly wage of 1.4%, significant to the 10% level for the total
population.

Tables 7.2-7.9 which are located in Appendix C provide coefficients for the three
specifications for each subsample by region of birth and by race. Coefficients for the North
America/Canada subsample were not reported because this subsample only contained 23
observations and was not large enough to acquire results from these large regression
specifications. These 23 observations were included in the analysis for the total sample, however.
Additionally, as mentioned above, regression results by race were only reported for white, black,
and Asian immigrants due to a lack of enough observations to acquire reliable results for the
other races included in the sample.

VIIIl. The Effect of Skin Shade on Hourly Wage
A Aggregated by Region of Birth
When aggregated by region of birth, the coefficient for skin shade is only significant for

the “Latin American & Caribbean” subsample which sees between a 1.2% and a 1.5% decrease
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in hourly wage for each additional level of skin shade darkness across the three regression
specifications?.

The only other subpopulation which had significant results in any of the regression
specifications was Sub-Saharan Africa which was significant in the first regression specification
but lost significance once race was controlled for, suggesting that racism may be to blame for
discrimination of immigrants from Sub-Saharan Africa but that colorism in the US labor market
IS not present in this subpopulation. The conclusion that racism affects the Sub-Saharan African
subpopulation is supported by the fact that the coefficient results for the Sub-Saharan African
subpopulation demonstrated that being white increases the hourly wages of Sub-Saharan African
immigrants by 68.8%. This result was very significant with a p-value less than .05.

Given that the “Latin American & Caribbean” subpopulation made up about half of the
total sample and was almost two times larger than the next largest subpopulation, I was
concerned that the smaller sample sizes among the other subpopulations could have caused the
lack of significance among their skin shade coefficients. To fully test the validity of the
conclusion that skin shade discrimination only affects Latin American and Caribbean immigrants,

| performed an additional regression analysis on the total population excluding Latin American

2The skin shade coefficient in the first regression specification for the “Latin American &
Caribbean” subsample had a p-value of 0.11. Specifications 2 and 3 were significant beyond the
10% level for this subpopulation with p-values less than 0.1. | am rejecting the null hypothesis
with 15% significance levels in this study. Hersch accepted results at the 10% level but given the
smaller sample sizes and the slightly different baseline results, |1 have decided to accept at the
15% level. This corrects for a potential margin of error that may have come about as a result of
the slightly differing total population coefficient estimates and a smaller sample size. |
originally used a 10% significance level but I did not feel comfortable rejecting results with p-
values of 0.11 or 0.14, for example, and when lowering the significance threshold to 15% the
vast majority of the results remained insignificant as most of the coefficients were either almost
significant under 10% significance levels or completely insignificant. Additionally, the majority
of the skin shade coefficients which I am reporting here as significant were significant to 10%
and | have denoted the results which were only significant to 15% in the footnotes.
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and Caribbean immigrants. This analysis yielded a sample of 974 observations which is larger
than the “Latin American & Caribbean” subsample which had 825 observations. The results of
this analysis can be found in Appendix C, table 7.10.

The results of this analysis were significant in the first two regression specifications but
lost significance in the third specification with a p-value of 0.26. This suggests that although
there may be a differential in pay between light and dark non-Latin American & Caribbean
immigrants of the same race, colorism within the US labor market does not appear to be the
reason for this differential. This conclusion is drawn from the fact that the third regression
specification controls for important labor market factors such as Visa status, profession within
the US, union status, whether the immigrant is an hourly wage earner, etc?. Rather, the fact that
the skin shade coefficient loses significance when controlling for these additional factors
accounts for this pay differential between lighter and darker non-Latin American or Caribbean
immigrants.

Thus, when controlling for all salient factors, only the wages of Latin American and
Caribbean immigrants appear to be negatively affected by darker skin shades. These findings
contradict Joni Hersch’s conclusion which states that darker skin shades have a negative effect
on wages regardless of race or region of birth of new immigrants to the US.

B. Aggregated by Race

As described above, regressions on subpopulations homogeneous for race were only
performed on white, black and Asian immigrants. The results were quite unexpected, showing
that the skin shade coefficient was only significant for the white population in the first and third

regression specifications with a decrease of 1.9% in the third regression for each additional level

2% See Appendix A.
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of skin shade darkness®*. The regression results for the black and Asian populations were not
even remotely significant in any of the specifications.

Smaller sample sizes could also be a potential concern for the analysis of race. Therefore,
| also performed the regression analysis on the total sample excluding the white population. This
yielded a sample of 811 observations which is larger than the 580 observation white population.
The results in the first and second regression specifications were significant to the 10% level
with coefficients of -0.020 and -0.015, respectively. In the third regression specification, the
results were less significant with a p-value of 0.16 and a skin shade coefficient of -0.012. The
results of this analysis can be found in Appendix C, table 7.11.

This finding also contradicts Joni Hersch’s original conclusion and the data suggests that
not all new immigrants to the US are affected by colorism. However, the fact that the second
regression specification for the white subpopulation lost significance with the addition of only
the Hispanic/Non-Hispanic variable warranted further analysis as this suggested a potential
connection between this finding and the significant skin shade coefficients found among the
Latin American & Caribbean region of birth.

C. The Problem of Race Self-Reports among Latin American Immigrants

One potential explanation for these results in light of the literature is the limitation of the
use of self-reported race in the second and third regression specifications. This was the only data
on race collected in the New Immigrant Survey (NIS) and has been demonstrated to be an issue
by a number of other studies, particularly among Latin Americans®. The problem with self-

reported race is that this type of data reflects the race that an individual perceives himself to be,

?* The skin shade coefficient for the white population had a p-value of 0.14 in the third
regression specification. The first specification had a p-value that was less than 0.05.

2 William A. Darity, Jason Dietrich, and Hamilton, "Bleach in the Rainbow: Latin Ethnicity and
Preference for Whiteness."
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which may differ from the way that an American employer perceives that individual’s race.
These potential differences in perception between the NIS respondents and their employers are
therefore particularly salient for analyses of the US labor market.

More specifically, a discordance between the race that the respondents believe
themselves to be and the race that employers in the United States perceive the respondents to be,
could cause a subsample homogenous for race to incorrectly attribute discrimination to skin
shade. This is particularly true for Latin America immigrants who come from countries where
race is conceptualized very differently than it is in the United States?®. Given that the New
Immigrant Survey (NIS) only provides information for race self-reports, this is likely a salient
concern, particularly for the “White” subsample which has a high potential for facing this issue
given the fact that it contains both immigrants from Latin America & the Caribbean and
immigrants born in other regions of the world. This is also likely to be the case because
“Hispanic” was not given as a choice under the race question but was asked in a separate

ethnicity question?’.

2% Darity, "Passing on Blackness: Latinos, Race, and Earnings in the USA."

2" Hispanic/Non-Hispanic was asked in a separate question about ethnicity but was not included
in the question about race. This is consistent with the way that race and ethnicity are asked on
other data collection surveys such as the US Census.
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Figure 8.1, below, shows the breakdown by self-reported race of the “Latin American &

Caribbean” population.

Figure 8.1
Breakdown of Self-Reported Race — Latin America & Caribbean Subsample
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Native
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To determine if a discordance between self-reported race and physical appearance is a
possible confounder in the analysis of the white subsample, I compared the distribution of skin
shades among the “Latin American & Caribbean” subpopulation who reported their race as white
to the distributions of the total white population excluding Latin American and Caribbean
immigrants.

Figures 8.2 and 8.3, below, show the distributions of skin shade among the total white
population excluding Latin American and Caribbean immigrants and the white “Latin American

& Caribbean” subsample, respectively.
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Figure 8.2 Figure 8.3
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The total white population excluding Latin America and the Caribbean had a mean skin
shade of 2.38 while the white Latin American population had a mean skin shade of 4.09. These
differences in skin shade distribution demonstrate that those reporting their race to be white from
Latin America and the Caribbean are significantly darker than those reporting their race as white
from other countries. It is also important to note that 92% of immigrants in the total sample who
reported their race as white and had skin shades that were greater than 5 on the skin shade scale
were from Latin America or the Caribbean. Looking back at the Martin & Massey skin shade
scale, shown in figure 5.1, it seems quite likely that these immigrants may not be perceived to be
white by American employers given their dark skin shades. Additionally, Latin American &
Caribbean immigrants on average have much lower hourly wages than other immigrants so the
negative skin shade coefficient for the white subsample is likely the result of the differences in
skin shade among white immigrants from Latin America & the Caribbean and lower overall

wages for Latin American & Caribbean immigrants as opposed to colorism.
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To test this, | performed an additional analysis where | excluded Latin American and
Caribbean immigrants from the sample and re-ran the regression specifications aggregated by
race. The skin shade coefficients for this analysis were not significant for white, black or Asian
immigrants when the Latin American and Caribbean observations were excluded. The results of
this analysis can be found in Appendix D, tables 8.1-8.3. This supports the conclusion that only
Latin American and Caribbean immigrants face colorism and that white immigrants do not face
colorism based on race alone.

To fully test the impact of race on Latin American & Caribbean immigrants, | also
applied the regression specifications to three subsamples of the “Latin American & Caribbean”
subpopulation: “white Latin American & Caribbean immigrants”, “black Latin American &
Caribbean Immigrants”, and “Latin American & Caribbean immigrants excluding whites”.

In the regression on the white Latin American & Caribbean subpopulation which
included 580 observations, the skin shade coefficient was significant but only in the third
regression specification and showed a 1.6% decrease in hourly wage for each additional shade of
darkness.

In the “Latin American & Caribbean” subsample excluding whites which had 245
observations, the results of all of the regression specifications were significant to the 15% level,
showing between a 2.3% to 2.4% decrease in wage for each additional level of skin shade
darkness. The results of this analysis can be found in Appendix E, tables 8.4-8.6.

It is important to remember, however, that approximately 47% of the non-white Latin
American & Caribbean subsample was comprised of immigrants who did not report any race.
Thus, the racial variation within the “no race reported” dummy variable could have caused the

skin shade coefficient to be significant since all of these people would be counted as the same
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race in the second and third regression specifications. This however, does not account for the
fact that the skin shade coefficient is significant in the first regression specification which does
not control for race?.

The black Latin American & Caribbean immigrant subsample was likely too small to
make any conclusions from, with only 68 observations, and did not yield any significant skin
shade results®.

D. Variance Analysis of Skin Shade

One potential concern with these findings is that some of the subpopulations may not
contain enough variation in skin shade to indicate colorism to a significant level. This was
especially a concern for the Sub-Saharan Africa subpopulation which was significant for
colorism when race was not controlled for but became insignificant in regression specifications 2
and 3 when race was accounted for. To test for this possibility, a variance analysis was
performed. This analysis demonstrated that there is not a lack of variation in skin shade among
the various subpopulations which could make it impossible to show colorism.

Table 8.7 illustrates the findings of this variance analysis.

28 The skin shade coefficient in the first regression specification of this analysis had a p-value of
0.13.

2% Another interesting and highly significant result that this first additional analysis yielded was
that in the black Latin American & Caribbean population, being Hispanic increased hourly
wages by 42.4%, suggesting that some form of discrimination against non-Hispanic black
immigrants in this sample is taking place. Although this discrimination is not linked to colorism,
it is a potentially very important finding which should be considered in future research. See
Table 5.3 located in Appendix A.
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Table 8.7
Mean and Variance of Skin Shade by Subsample

Mean | Variance
Total Sample 411 5.01
Total excluding Latin America & the Caribbean 3.79 6.12
Total excluding Whites 5.00 5.53
Latin America & the Caribbean 4.49 3.45
White Latin American & Caribbean 4.09 2.79
Black Latin American & Caribbean 6.75 3.35
Latin American & Caribbean excluding Whites 5.44 3.73
Europe & Central Asia 2.39 2.55
China, E. Asia, S. Asia, Pacific 3.99 3.97
Sub-Saharan Africa 7.20 6.15
Middle East & North Africa 3.20 3.39
White 3.38 3.40
White excluding Latin America & the Caribbean 2.38 2.57
Black 7.30 4.08
Black excluding Latin America & the Caribbean 7.58 4.24
Asian 3.97 3.70

Given that the amount of variation in the white Latin American & Caribbean
subpopulation was large enough to yield significant results for colorism, we can use the variance
for this subsample of 2.79 as a benchmark to give a basic estimate of whether or not the other
subsamples would not have enough variation to show colorism. We can clearly see from table
8.7, above, that the majority of subsamples have variances which are larger than that of the white
Latin America & the Caribbean subsample. As a result, there are only two subpopulations of
possible concern, “Europe & Central Asia”, which has a variance of 2.55 and the white
population excluding Latin America which has a variance of 2.57. This is very close to the 2.79
variance within the white Latin American & Caribbean subpopulation, however, and is likely to
be large enough to yield significant colorism results if they were present.

IX.  Limitations
Clearly, the analysis has some limitations which must be discussed before proper

conclusions can be drawn. Firstly, as with all regression estimates, it is entirely possible that the
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regression specifications used in this study do not properly represent the populations in question.
As argued earlier, it is evident that the experiences of various national populations in the United
States are shaped by numerous factors which are often not consistent from one population to the
next. This suggests the possibility that different populations might have different wage equations.
Nonetheless, the controls presented in the third regression specification are more or less
exhaustive of the factors which could possibly affect hourly wages and are likely representative
enough to draw valid conclusions from.

Furthermore, colorism might not operate on a continuous scale as is used in this analysis.
Other studies that have identified colorism have measured skin shade using dummy variables for
“light”, “medium”, and “dark” skin tones. For example, suppose only "dark" Sub-Saharan
immigrants face a colorism penalty, dummy variables for light, medium, and dark skin tones
might better capture the effect. Therefore, a point of further analysis might be to see if the effects
change using dummy variables instead of a continuous skin shade scale.
X. Conclusion

Despite some limitations, a number of important conclusions can be drawn from this
study. Firstly, the results of this analysis contradict the findings of Joni Hersch in her article
entitled, “Profiling New Immigrant Workers: The Effect of Skin Color and Height”. In contrast
to Hersch’s conclusion that all immigrants face colorism regardless of race or region of birth, I
have found that the majority of immigrants do not face colorism. The only population that
appears to face colorism is Latin American and Caribbean immigrants.

These results which are quite contradictory to Hersch’s findings using the same data.
This suggests that the unique qualities of the Latin American and Caribbean population coupled

with its large size skewed the results of Hersch’s analysis. Additionally, the difficulties of

36



measuring race and ethnicity and their connection to skin shade in the data analysis also
contributed to Hersch’s findings. This demonstrates the importance of separating populations
which are inherently different and therefore may be affected differently by certain factors.

Although further research must be done to determine the exact causes of the skin shade
discrimination among Latin American & Caribbean immigrants, the data supports a few potential
explanations. Firstly, immigrants who consider themselves to be white are significantly darker
than immigrants from other regions of the world who report themselves as white. This is not
only supported by a darker overall white population from Latin America and the Caribbean but is
also supported by the literature which has argued in numerous articles that race is conceptualized
differently in Latin America than it is in the United States. As a result, it is possible that
American employers perceive the race of some Latin American immigrants differently than the
immigrants themselves do, resulting in discrimination based on the perception that certain Latin
American immigrants are not white.

Secondly, the mixture of races among Latin American and Caribbean people may mean
that immigrants from these populations with lighter skin shades may also appear to have more
“European-looking” features, allowing light-skinned Latin American and Caribbean immigrants
to assimilate more easily into the US labor market.

Third, it has been shown by numerous studies that skin shade discrimination is present in
Latin America®. It is possible, then, that Latin American immigrants may be more likely to be
employed by other Latin American immigrants who may discriminate based on their biases
learned in their home countries. However, this explanation does not explain the observed

phenomenon completely as skin shade discrimination has also been shown to be present in many

% Alvarez, "Black Behind the Ears.”, Cruz-Janzen, "Latinegras: Desired Women - Undesirable
Mothers, Daughters, Sisters, and Wives."
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Asian countries but this effect does not seem to be transferred for Asian immigrants in the United
States™.

Although this analysis did not find convincing evidence that colorism affects all new
immigrants to the United States, it is important to point out that this does not mean that color
does not matter. To the contrary, color remains an extremely important determinant of life
outcomes for individuals and presents itself this way in the data. For example, the lightest
immigrants in this sample have an average hourly wage that is about two times greater than the
average wage of the darkest immigrants in the sample. Figure 10.1, shown below, demonstrates

a steady decrease in hourly wage, the darker an immigrant’s skin shade.

Figure 10.1
Average Wage by Skin Shade — Total Sample
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This suggests that inequalities in the earnings of light and dark immigrants are related to
racial inequalities as race and skin color are highly correlated. Thus, the wage differential based

on color is likely a reflection of the racism that still pervades the US labor market. While this

%1 Kavita Karan, "Obsessions with Fair Skin: Color Discourses in Indian Advertising,"
Advertising & Society Review 9, no. 2 (2008), Alex Perry, "Could You Please Make Me a Shade
Lighter?,” Time South Pacific, no. 48 (2005).
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more nuanced form of racism, colorism, is not detected for most immigrants, it is likely that
color coupled with additional factors which characterize a person’s race are responsible for the
inequalities present.

Alternatively, these results may also suggest that although colorism does not operate for
non-Latin American or Caribbean immigrants in the US labor market, these inequalities may be
explained by the fact that colorism or racism faced in the home country translates into fewer
opportunities or less profitable human capital characteristics, decreasing the earnings of
immigrants when they enter the US labor market. This theory is supported by the literature
which asserts that colorism is prevalent in countries around the world and particularly in Latin
America. Nonetheless, this differential between light and dark immigrants must be looked at
more closely to pinpoint the exact reasons for the inequalities present among new immigrants
and should not be attributed to colorism alone.

Regardless of the explanations, it is clear that both racism and colorism remain prevalent
in the US labor market for immigrants. As a country which likes to think of itself as a
welcoming place for all, it is clear that we are not as fair or hospitable to our newcomers as we

should be.
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A. Appendix A

Table 5.1
Independent Variables in Regression Specification 1
Independent Variable Calculation Used
Skin Shade (X,) Based on interviewer reports of skin shade

Avg. US Height in inches for gender — Height converted to inches. 69 inches used for

Inches Below US-Gender-Average Height (X,) males 64 inches for females based on CDC data®. Assign a 0 to negative answers.

Inches Above US Gender Average Height (X3) Height converted to inches — Avg. US Height in inches for gender

703 * (weight in pounds/height in inches)
Assign average weight for gender if weight is not reported or weight is less than 50

Body Mass Index (X,) pounds.
Average weight for female 123 pounds and average weight for males 164 based on
CDC Data®.

Male? (Xs) Dummy variable for gender (Male = 1)

Age (Xe) Year of interview — Year of birth

Age’/100 (X;) (Year of interview — Year of birth)*/100

Speaks English Well/Very Well (Xs) Dummy variable for speaks English Well/Very Well.

Years of Education in the US (Xo) Based on years reported in NIS

Education Outside of the US (Xy) Total Years of Education — Years of Education in the US

Worked in a professional/managerial profession Dummy variable using Census codes (10-2690)
before immigrating to US (Xy,)

Worked in a health profession before Dummy variable using Census codes (3000-3650)
immigrating to US (X,,)

Worked in a Service Profession before Dummy variable using Census codes (3700-4650)
immigrating to the US (Xy3)

Worked in a sales profession before immigrating | Dummy variable using Census codes (4700-5390)
to the US (Xy)

Worked in a production profession before Dummy variable using Census codes (6000-9750)
immigrating to the US (Xys)

0 = Adjustee — Lived in US before acquiring Green Card

New Arrival? (X . . Lo .
(Xie) 1 = New Arrival — Did not live in the US before acquiring Green Card.

Potential Experience in the US (Xy;) Interview Date — Date first worked in the US

Potential Experience in the US%/100 (X1g) (Interview Date — Date first worked in the US)?/100

Father’s years of education (X,) Based on Years reported in NIS data.

Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average Dummy Variable for Family Income at Age 16 (1=Far Below Average)
(X20)

Family Income at Age 16 Below Average (X») Dummy Variable for Family Income at Age 16 (1= Below Average)
Family Income at Age 16 Above Average (X5) Dummy Variable for Family Income at Age 16 (1=Above Average)

%2 Eryar CD Ogden CL, Carroll MD, Flegal KM, "Quickstats: Mean Weight and Height among
Adults Aged 20--74 Years, by Sex and Survey Period --- United States, 1960--2002," ed. CDC
US Department of Health and Human Services, National Center for Health Statistics (Hyattsville,
g\S/ID: National Center for Health Statistics, 2004).

Ibid.
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Family Income at Age 16 Far Above Average
(X23)

Dummy Variable for Family Income at Age 16 (1=Far Above Average)

Living in Northeast (Xy)

Dummy Variable for Where Green Card was Mailed (1=Northeast)

Living in Midwest (Xys)

Dummy Variable for Where Green Card was Mailed (1=Midwest)

Living in West (Xy)

Dummy Variable for Where Green Card was Mailed (1=West)

Living in South (X,7)

Dummy Variable for Where Green Card was Mailed (1=South)

2004 Skin Shade Memo (Xyg)

Dummy variable if interview performed after skin shade memo reminding interviewers
to only code 0 for skin shade if the person was Albino after the NIS noticed an overuse
of the 0 in coding skin shade (1=after 2004 memo)

Spouse of US Citizen (X,g)

Dummy variable if the immigrant is the spouse of a US citizen (1=spouse of US
Citizen)

Table 5.2

Additional Variables Included in Regression Specification 2

Independent Variable

Calculation Used

Hispanic (Xzg)

Dummy variable for Hispanic ethnicity (1 = Hispanic)

American Indian/Alaskan Native (X3;)

Dummy variable for American Indian/Alaskan native race (1 = American
Indian/Alaskan Native)

Asian (X3y)

Dummy variable for Asian (1 = Asian)

Black/African American (Xs3)

Dummy variable for Black/African American (1 = African American)

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (Xz4)

Dummy variable for Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (1 = Native Hawaiian/Pacific
Islander

White (Xss)

Dummy variable for white (1 = White)

Multiracial (Xzg)

Dummy variable for more than 1 race reported (1 = more than 1 race reported)

No race reported (Xs;)

Race not reported (1 = no race reported)

Region of Birth Indicators (Xag)

Dummy variables for the region of birth categories discussed in Section V.
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Table 5.3

Additional Variables Included in Regression Specification 3

Independent Variable

Calculation Used

Employment Visa (Xs)

Dummy variable if the immigrant holds and Employment Visa (1 = Employment Visa)

Diversity Visa (Xu0)

Dummy variable if the immigrant holds and Employment Visa (1 = Diversity Visa)

Tenure (Xu1)

Start date of job — Interview Date

Tenure?/100 (Xa,)

(Start date of job — Interview Date)*/100

Works in a Professional/Managerial Profession in
the US (X43)

Dummy variable using Census codes (10-2690)

Works in a Health Profession in the US (X44)

Dummy variable using Census codes (3000-3650)

Works in a Service Profession in the US (X;s)

Dummy variable using Census codes (3700-4650)

Works in a Sales Profession in the US (Xg6)

Dummy variable using Census codes (4700-5390)

Works in a Production Profession in the US (X,7)

Dummy variable using Census codes (6000-9750)

Government Employer (Xg)

Dummy variable if employed by a governmental entity (1 = govt. employer)

Covered by Union Contract (X,o)

Dummy variable if job covered by a union contract (1 = union contract)

Outdoor Work Highly Probable (Xs)

Dummy variable coded using the professions denoted as having outdoor work highly
probable by Kasper 2004*.

Paid Hourly (Xs,)

Dummy variable if wage reported by the hour.

Employed Full-Time (Xsy)

Dummy variable if works 35 hours or more per week.

Self-Employed (Xs3)

Dummy variable if self-employed (1 = self employed)

% Henry T. Kasper, "Matching Yourself with the World of Work: 2004," Occupational Outlook

Quarterly, Fall 2004 2004.
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B. Appendix B

Coefficients for the Regression Specification

Table 7.1
Total NIS Population

n=1799
Specification 1 Specification 2 Specification 3
Coeff. Std. Error | Coeff. Std. Error | Coeff. Std. Error

Skin Shade -0.021** 0.006 -0.017* 0.008 -0.014* 0.008
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.011** 0.005 -0.012** 0.005 -0.010** 0.004
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.025** 0.010 0.024** 0.010 0.013 0.009
BMI 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000
Male 0.078** 0.031 0.085** 0.031 0.043 0.031
Age 0.047** 0.008 0.044** 0.009 0.035** 0.008
Age® -0.059** 0.010 -0.057** 0.010 -0.046** 0.010
Speaks English Well/VVery Well- Interviewer
Reported 0.169** 0.028 0.145** 0.029 0.090** 0.027
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.010 0.008 0.011 0.008 0.001 0.008
Education outside of the US 0.017** 0.004 0.015** 0.005 0.004 0.004
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000" 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000" 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.201** 0.035 -0.201** 0.035 -0.120** 0.034
Potential Experience in the US 0.038** 0.006 0.038** 0.006 0.018** 0.005
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.107** 0.026 -0.106** 0.025 -0.047** 0.022
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.009** 0.002 0.009** 0.002 0.006** 0.002
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.124" 0.080 -0.116" 0.079 -0.114 0.079
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.062* 0.037 0.055" 0.036 0.041 0.032
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.068** 0.033 -0.067** 0.033 -0.070** 0.032
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average -0.051 0.037 -0.043 0.038 -0.036 0.034
Northeast 0.054" 0.034 0.052" 0.033 0.057* 0.030
Midwest 0.032 0.054 0.006 0.056 -0.001 0.054
West 0.020 0.034 0.006 0.033 0.057* 0.030
South
Memo 0.040" 0.025 0.045* 0.025 0.051** 0.022
Spouse of US Citizen -0.068** 0.030 -0.069** 0.030 -0.001 0.027
Hispanic -0.050 0.063 -0.006 0.061
American Indian/Alaskan Native 0.300* 0.172 0.299* 0.180
Asian 0.092 0.156 0.095 0.171
Black/African American 0.172 0.168 0.238 0.179
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
White 0.248" 0.162 0.221 0.175
Multiracial 0.238 0.180 0.241 0.195
No race reported 0.192 0.163 0.190 0.174
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Employment Visa 0.433** 0.054
Diversity Visa -0.057" 0.037
Tenure 0.022** 0.008
Tenure’/100 -0.059 0.048
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.163** 0.067
Health Profession in US 0.117** 0.051
Service Profession in US -0.187** 0.042
Sales Profession in US -0.125** 0.053
Production Profession in US -0.080* 0.042
Government Employer? -0.040 0.073
Covered by Union Contract -0.006 0.036
Outdoor Work Highly Probable 0.162** 0.034
Paid Hourly -0.144** 0.066
Full-time 0.038

Self-Employed

North America

China, East Asia, South Asia & the Pacific

-0.066 -0.148

Europe & Central Asia -0.253» 0.169 -0.221 0.157
Sub-Saharan Africa -0.209 0.182 -0.177 0.170
Middle East & North Africa -0.346** 0.173 -0.217 0.160
Latin America & the Caribbean -0.260" 0.179 -0.256" 0.167
Constant 1.038** 0268 | 1.516%*
R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15)
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C. Appendix C

Table 7.2

Latin America & the Caribbean

Coefficients for the Regression Specification

n=825
Specification 1 Specification 2 Specification 3
Coeff. Std. Error | Coeff. Std. Error | Coeff. Std. Error
Skin Shade -0.012" 0.008 -0.014* 0.008 -0.015* 0.008
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.009** 0.004 -0.008** 0.004 -0.006" 0.004
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.016 0.013 0.015 0.013 0.012 0.012
BMI 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Male 0.123** 0.032 0.126** 0.033 0.076** 0.033
Age 0.037** 0.010 0.038** 0.010 0.029** 0.009
Age? -0.048** 0.012 -0.049** 0.012 -0.039** 0.011
Speaks English Well/VVery Well- Interviewer
Reported 0.130** 0.033 0.126** 0.035 0.096** 0.034
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.007 0.006 0.007 0.006 0.003 0.006
Education outside of the US 0.011** 0.004 0.011** 0.004 0.005 0.004
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.152** 0.045 -0.151** 0.046 -0.087* 0.044
Potential Experience in the US 0.018** 0.006 0.017** 0.006 0.005 0.006
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.033* 0.022 -0.031 0.022 0.003 0.022
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.003
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.142* 0.076 -0.139* 0.077 -0.100 0.073
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.096* 0.051 0.098* 0.052 0.114** 0.049
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.064* 0.036 -0.067* 0.037 -0.065* 0.035
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average -0.029 0.041 -0.033 0.042 -0.027 0.039
Northeast -0.224** 0.087 -0.208** 0.089 -0.218** 0.085
Midwest (omitted) (omitted) (omitted)
West -0.176** 0.085 -0.156* 0.087 -0.169** 0.082
South -0.185** 0.087 -0.171* 0.089 -0.215** 0.085
Memo 0.052* 0.029 0.051* 0.029 0.0417 0.027
Spouse of US Citizen -0.018 0.036 -0.023 0.036 -0.004 0.035
Hispanic -0.025 0.068 0.004 0.065
American Indian/Alaskan Native 0.126 0.159 0.089 0.149
Asian -0.179 0.271 -0.180 0.256
Black/African American 0.030 0.153 0.056 0.144
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
White 0.024 0.147 -0.018 0.138
Multiracial 0.020 0.183 -0.008 0.172
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No race reported

Employment Visa

Diversity Visa

Tenure

Tenure?/100

Professional/Managerial Profession in the US

Health Profession in US

Service Profession in US

Sales Profession in US

Production Profession in US

Government Employer?

Covered by Union Contract

Outdoor Work Highly Probable

Paid Hourly

Full-time

Self-Employed

Constant

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15)

-0.001 0.149 -0.027 0.141
0.142**  0.053

-0.041 0.129

0.031**  0.008

-0.135%*  0.045

0.153* 0.079

0.181**  0.081

-0.123**  0.058

-0.021 0.066

-0.014 0.058

-0.013 0.085

-0.019 0.035

0.196**  0.040

-0.068 0.056

0.100* 0.058

1.390** 0253 | 1.671**  0.258
0.3676
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Table

7.3

Europe & Central Asia Population

Coefficients for the Regression Specification

n=327

Specification 1

Specification 2

Specification 3

Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error
Skin Shade -0.007 0.021 -0.001 0.023 0.004 0.021
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.052** 0.017 -0.051** 0.017 -0.055** 0.016
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.027" 0.018 0.039** 0.020 0.014 0.018
BMI 0.008 0.010 0.006 0.010 0.000 0.009
Male 0.041 0.100 0.026 0.101 -0.083 0.096
Age 0.056** 0.022 0.052** 0.022 0.053** 0.020
Age? -0.064** 0.027 -0.058** 0.028 -0.055** 0.025
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer
Reported 0.278** 0.082 0.289** 0.082 0.149* 0.077
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.002 0.022 0.001 0.022 -0.027 0.021
Education outside of the US -0.006 0.012 -0.004 0.012 -0.022* 0.011
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? 0.025 0.086 0.005 0.087 0.056 0.084
Potential Experience in the US 0.081** 0.018 0.080** 0.018 0.047** 0.019
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.194** 0.068 -0.197** 0.068 -0.119* 0.065
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.007 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.004 0.005
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average 0.024 0.273 0.015 0.274 -0.138 0.246
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.030 0.094 0.036 0.094 -0.058 0.086
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.093 0.100 -0.075 0.101 -0.089 0.090
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average 0.172 0.234 0.159 0.237 -0.040 0.215
Northeast 0.041 0.099 0.038 0.101 0.125 0.092
Midwest -0.023 0.111 -0.019 0.113 0.049 0.103
West 0.013 0.113 -0.003 0.114 0.123 0.102
South
Memo 0.038 0.073 0.042 0.074 0.055 0.069
Spouse of US Citizen -0.115 0.102 -0.111 0.103 -0.013 0.104
Hispanic -0.186 0.298 0.033 0.265
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian 0.100 0.666 -0.344 0.598
Black/African American
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
White 0.019 0.620 -0.551 0.563
Multiracial
No race reported -0.866 0.766 -1.744** 0.694

Employment Visa

0.375** 0.105

Diversity Visa

0.078 0.083
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Tenure -0.012 0.023
Tenure’/100 0.087 0.073
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.028 0.162
Health Profession in US -0.170 0.172
Service Profession in US -0.654** 0.158
Sales Profession in US -0.446** 0.170
Production Profession in US -0.426** 0.160
Government Employer? -0.178" 0.120
Covered by Union Contract 0.143 0.112
Outdoor Work Highly Probable 0.149* 0.089
Paid Hourly -0.199** 0.095
Full-time -0.097
Self-Employed

Constant

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15

49




Table 7.4
China, East Asia, South Asia, & Pacific

Coefficients for the Regression Specification

n=425
Specification 1 Specification 2 Specification 3
Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error
Skin Shade -0.012 0.015 -0.014 0.015 -0.014 0.014
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.043** 0.015 -0.043** 0.015 -0.035** 0.014
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.008 0.028 0.009 0.028 0.016 0.026
BMI -0.013 0.010 -0.014" 0.010 -0.011 0.009
Male -0.089 0.093 -0.082 0.094 -0.052 0.088
Age 0.080** 0.022 0.079** 0.022 0.051** 0.021
Age? -0.108** 0.027 -0.106** 0.028 -0.065** 0.026
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer
Reported 0.157* 0.082 0.151* 0.082 0.107 0.078
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.016 0.018 0.019 0.018 0.004 0.018
Education outside of the US 0.036** 0.010 0.035** 0.010 0.006 0.010
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000* 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.236** 0.082 -0.235** 0.083 -0.141* 0.082
Potential Experience in the US 0.139** 0.021 0.142** 0.022 0.091** 0.023
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.752** 0.121 -0.784** 0.128 -0.534** 0.128
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.011** 0.005 0.011** 0.005 0.011** 0.004
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.161 0.171 -0.148 0.172 -0.097 0.157
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.071 0.076 0.082 0.076 0.113" 0.070
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.015 0.088 -0.009 0.088 -0.042 0.080
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average -0.004 0.185 0.011 0.186 0.151 0.170
Northeast 0.072 0.090 0.055 0.091 0.105 0.084
Midwest
West 0.085 0.091 0.063 0.093 0.133" 0.086
South -0.020 0.102 -0.027 0.103 0.026 0.094
Memo -0.145** 0.066 -0.149* 0.066 -0.112* 0.061
Spouse of US Citizen -0.450** 0.100 -0.460** 0.101 -0.110 0.104
Hispanic 0.133 0.352 0.091 0.322
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian 0.273 0.347 0.226 0.319
Black/African American 0.652 0.489 0.468 0.446
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.465 0.396 0.266 0.364
White 0.323 0.382 0.297 0.352
Multiracial
No race reported
Employment Visa 0.461** 0.082
Diversity Visa -0.096 0.130
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Tenure -0.026 0.032
Tenure’/100 0.180 0.250
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.131 0.138
Health Profession in US 0.139 0.144

Service Profession in US

-0.298** 0.133

Sales Profession in US

-0.257* 0.136

Production Profession in US -0.131 0.145
Government Employer? -0.106 0.139
Covered by Union Contract 0.076 0.104
Outdoor Work Highly Probable 0.003 0.102
Paid Hourly -0.057 0.087
Full-time 0.090
Self-Employed

Constant

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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Table 7.5
Sub-Saharan Africa

Coefficients for the Regression Specification

n=133
Specification 1 Specification 2 Specification 3
Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error
Skin Shade -0.082** 0.016 -0.021 0.018 -0.012 0.017
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.047** 0.017 -0.045** 0.015 -0.048** 0.014
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height -0.022 0.020 -0.029 0.019 -0.028" 0.019
BMI 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000
Male 0.048 0.093 -0.040 0.084 -0.077 0.083
Age -0.007 0.029 0.011 0.027 0.007 0.026
Age? 0.008 0.040 -0.015 0.036 -0.010 0.035
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer
Reported 0.118 0.101 0.056 0.091 0.032 0.092
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.071** 0.028 0.103** 0.026 0.091** 0.027
Education outside of the US 0.026** 0.012 0.022** 0.011 0.019* 0.010
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.172 0.125 -0.142 0.113 -0.238* 0.124
Potential Experience in the US 0.080** 0.040 0.053" 0.036 -0.005 0.039
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.249 0.277 -0.097 0.249 0.473" 0.294
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.006 0.005 0.001 0.005 0.001 0.005
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.093 0.206 0.067 0.186 0.125 0.183
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average -0.039 0.098 0.065 0.090 0.044 0.090
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.040 0.091 -0.035 0.081 0.014 0.078
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average 0.075 0.188 0.057 0.174 -0.040 0.173
Northeast -0.026 0.113 -0.004 0.100 0.019 0.099
Midwest -0.031 0.126 0.012 0.113 0.019 0.111
West
South -0.039 0.113 -0.020 0.101 0.003 0.100
Memo -0.078 0.081 0.013 0.076 0.003 0.072
Spouse of US Citizen 0.122 0.128 0.137 0.114 0.305** 0.122
Hispanic 0.026 0.247 0.040 0.232
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian
Black/African American -0.105 0.277 -0.003 0.311
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
White 0.904** 0.300 0.688** 0.293
Multiracial
No race reported 0.021 0.323 0.219 0.345
Employment Visa 0.469* 0.245
Diversity Visa 0.241** 0.105
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Tenure 0.087** 0.042
Tenure’/100 -1.217** 0.455
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.313* 0.178
Health Profession in US 0.367** 0.144
Service Profession in US 0.123 0.130
Sales Profession in US 0.070 0.132
Production Profession in US 0.160 0.142
Government Employer? 0.059 0.156
Covered by Union Contract 0.008 0.090
Outdoor Work Highly Probable 0.070 0.182
Paid Hourly 0.026 0.122
Full-time -0.096
Self-Employed

Constant

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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Table 7.6
Middle East & North Africa
Coefficients for the Regression Specification
n=66

Specification 1

Specification 2

Specification 3

Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error
Skin Shade -0.001 0.027 -0.007 0.030 -0.021 0.029
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height 0.017 0.021 0.015 0.021 -0.009 0.020
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height -0.019 0.025 -0.022 0.026 -0.014 0.025
BMI 0.010 0.013 0.014 0.013 0.015 0.018
Male 0.086 0.164 0.096 0.165 0.027 0.155
Age 0.055 0.037 0.078* 0.039 0.058 0.039
Age? -0.072 0.049 -0.098* 0.051 -0.084 0.050
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer
Reported -0.051 0.116 -0.015 0.119 -0.086 0.152
Yrs. Education in the US. -0.169* 0.088 -0.249** 0.099 -0.195" 0.117
Education outside of the US 0.028* 0.016 0.019 0.017 -0.002 0.019
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000" 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? 0.025 0.187 0.055 0.185 0.105 0.209
Potential Experience in the US 0.244** 0.109 0.238** 0.109 0.280* 0.134
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -1.454 1.280 -1.161 1.292 -1.841 1.714
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.015* 0.009 0.020** 0.009 0.016* 0.009
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.404 0.394 -0.587 0.399 -0.084 0.449
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.113 0.163 0.068 0.173 -0.007 0.239
Childhood Family Income Above Average 0.044 0.154 0.087 0.160 0.222 0.156
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average
Northeast -0.002 0.140 -0.022 0.140 -0.096 0.165
Midwest
West 0.096 0.158 0.113 0.159 -0.124 0.179
South 0.104 0.152 0.141 0.160 -0.114 0.193
Memo -0.026 0.125 -0.015 0.130 -0.115 0.152
Spouse of US Citizen 0.113 0.181 -0.024 0.191 0.438* 0.215
Hispanic
American Indian/Alaskan Native 0.265 0.419 0.107 0.451
Asian 0.295 0.252
Black/African American -0.170 0.293
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
White -0.062 0.184 -0.268 0.204
Multiracial
No race reported -0.153 0.231 -0.183 0.249
Employment Visa 0.573* 0.321
Diversity Visa 0.171 0.245
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Tenure 0.159* 0.078
Tenure’/100 -2.075** 0.733
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.874" 0.515
Health Profession in US 0.839 0.567
Service Profession in US 0.238 0.425
Sales Profession in US 0.240 0.447
Production Profession in US 0.251 0.434
Government Employer? 0.088 0.821
Covered by Union Contract -0.024 0.181
Outdoor Work Highly Probable 0.142 0.215
Paid Hourly 0.655** 0.198
Full-time -0.052
Self-Employed

Constant

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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Table 7.7

Black
Coefficients for the Regression Specification
n=198
Specification 1 Specification 2 Specification 3
Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error

Skin Shade 0.010 0.015 0.002 0.016 0.005 0.016
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.028* 0.014 -0.034** 0.015 -0.032** 0.016
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.011 0.016 0.016 0.017 0.019 0.015
BMI 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000
Male -0.192** 0.089 -0.202** 0.090 -0.203* 0.105
Age 0.039* 0.021 0.035" 0.022 0.016 0.022
Age? -0.042 0.028 -0.037 0.029 -0.014 0.029
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer

Reported 0.168** 0.059 0.189** 0.064 0.164** 0.069
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.014 0.033 0.012 0.033 -0.002 0.029
Education outside of the US 0.021** 0.010 0.020** 0.010 0.019" 0.012
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000" 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.135 0.108 -0.126 0.105 -0.131 0.109
Potential Experience in the US 0.070** 0.026 0.070** 0.027 0.060* 0.034
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.373** 0.178 -0.371* 0.188 -0.313 0.219
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.002 0.004 0.001 0.004 -0.003 0.005
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.399* 0.206 -0.422** 0.212 -0.448** 0.196
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.176" 0.113 0.166" 0.113 0.078 0.101
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.138* 0.070 -0.136* 0.074 -0.179** 0.075
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average 0.061 0.155 0.027 0.162 0.059 0.168
Northeast 0.1417 0.093 0.1417 0.095 0.076 0.108
Midwest

West 0.074 0.093 0.037 0.097 0.029 0.103
South 0.065 0.080 0.082 0.087 0.044 0.100
Memo 0.066 0.058 0.067 0.061 0.037 0.058
Spouse of US Citizen 0.179** 0.077 0.201** 0.079 0.189** 0.085
Hispanic 0.178 0.131 0.203* 0.121
Employment Visa 0.603** 0.231
Diversity Visa 0.011 0.099
Tenure -0.008 0.041
Tenure’/100 0.249 0.393
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.223" 0.142
Health Profession in US 0.172» 0.117
Service Profession in US 0.065 0.113
Sales Profession in US 0.095 0.104
Production Profession in US 0.098 0.113
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Government Employer?

Covered by Union Contract

Outdoor Work Highly Probable

Paid Hourly

Full-time

Self-Employed

North America

China, East Asia, South Asia & the Pacific

Europe & Central Asia

Sub-Saharan Africa

Middle East & North Africa

-0.072

0.096

-0.158

0.395 0.309 -0.144 0.238

Latin America & the Caribbean

Constant

0.804** 0.393

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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-0.191 0.155 -0.263* 0.157
-0.150 0.125 -0.252* 0.140
1.019** 0.395 1.543**




Table 7.8
White

Coefficients for the Regression Specification

n=988

Specification 1

Specification 2

Specification 3

Coeff. Std. Error

Coeff. Std. Error

Coeff. Std. Error

Skin Shade -0.026** 0.013 -0.018 0.013 -0.019" 0.013
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.011** 0.004 -0.009** 0.004 -0.009** 0.003
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.014 0.014 0.005 0.014 -0.003 0.014

BMI

0.000** 0.000

0.000* 0.000

0.000** 0.000

Male

0.113** 0.038

0.136** 0.035

0.090** 0.033

Age

0.037** 0.010

0.034** 0.010

0.029** 0.010

Age?

-0.046** 0.013

-0.044** 0.013

-0.038** 0.012

Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer
Reported

0.183** 0.039

0.133** 0.037

0.081** 0.034

Yrs. Education in the US. 0.004 0.009 0.005 0.009 -0.002 0.008
Education outside of the US 0.009" 0.006 0.006 0.006 -0.001 0.006
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000* 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000" 0.000 0.000" 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000* 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000" 0.000

New Arrival?

-0.142** 0.044

-0.130** 0.044

-0.079* 0.041

Potential Experience in the US

0.034** 0.007

0.036** 0.007

0.016** 0.006

Potential Experience in the US%/100

-0.084** 0.026

-0.088** 0.025

-0.036" 0.023

Father’s Yrs. Of Education

0.010** 0.003

0.009** 0.003

0.006* 0.003

Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.102 0.076 -0.087 0.075 -0.056 0.071
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.056 0.053 0.048 0.051 0.042 0.046
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.053 0.046 -0.056 0.042 -0.044 0.038
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average -0.097** 0.043 -0.087** 0.043 -0.074** 0.037
Northeast -0.006 0.045 -0.015 0.047

Midwest -0.069 0.084 -0.116 0.089 -0.098 0.082
West -0.016 0.043 -0.039 0.042 -0.013 0.036
South -0.030 0.041
Memo 0.057* 0.033 0.064* 0.033 0.074** 0.029
Spouse of US Citizen 0.008 0.037 0.015 0.037 0.019 0.031
Hispanic -0.133" 0.092 -0.039 0.086
Employment Visa 0.244** 0.073
Diversity Visa -0.012 0.054

Tenure 0.034** 0.010
Tenure?/100 -0.100* 0.059
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.121 0.087
Health Profession in US 0.068 0.072

Service Profession in US

-0.229** 0.050

Sales Profession in US

-0.148** 0.065

Production Profession in US

-0.117** 0.050
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Government Employer?

Covered by Union Contract

Outdoor Work Highly Probable

Paid Hourly

Full-time

Self-Employed

North America

China, East Asia, South Asia & the Pacific

-0.351*

-0.070 0.109
-0.015 0.043
0.133** 0.041
-0.211** 0.078

-0.006

-0.118

Europe & Central Asia

-0.159

0.340

-0.011

0.333

Sub-Saharan Africa

Middle East & North Africa

Latin America & the Caribbean

-0.656**

-0.786**

-0.389**

-0.414**

Constant

1.193 0.222

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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-0.653** 0.146 -0.421** 0.153
2.034** 0.248 2.275**
0.3125




Table 7.9

Asian
Coefficients for the Regression Specification
n=408
Specification 1 Specification 2 Specification 3
Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error

Skin Shade -0.015 0.016 -0.015 0.016 -0.016 0.014
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.030** 0.015 -0.031** 0.015 -0.022" 0.013
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.012 0.028 0.017 0.029 0.016 0.026
BMI -0.019** 0.009 -0.018* 0.010 -0.013" 0.009
Male 0.005 0.092 -0.005 0.093 0.025 0.085
Age 0.071** 0.022 0.069** 0.022 0.047** 0.020
Age? -0.098** 0.027 -0.095** 0.028 -0.062** 0.025
Speaks English Well/\Very Well- Interviewer

Reported 0.152* 0.079 0.144* 0.081 0.090 0.075
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.019 0.018 0.020 0.018 0.010 0.017
Education outside of the US 0.037** 0.010 0.037** 0.010 0.009 0.010
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000* 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.201** 0.086 -0.201** 0.087 -0.101 0.082
Potential Experience in the US 0.167** 0.028 0.165** 0.029 0.093** 0.031
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.967** 0.205 -0.960** 0.207 -0.576** 0.210
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.009* 0.005 0.009* 0.005 0.010** 0.004
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.137 0.163 -0.127 0.165 -0.081 0.147
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.080 0.077 0.080 0.077 0.115* 0.069
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.020 0.088 -0.021 0.089 -0.063 0.080
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average 0.107 0.175 0.106 0.176 0.203 0.158
Northeast 0.022 0.090 0.023 0.091 0.070 0.081
Midwest

West 0.072 0.091 0.072 0.092 0.138* 0.083
South -0.038 0.101 -0.040 0.102 0.019 0.091
Memo -0.145** 0.066 -0.139** 0.067 -0.092" 0.060
Spouse of US Citizen -0.479** 0.101 -0.485** 0.102 -0.131 0.101
Hispanic 0.116 0.347 0.106 0.310
Employment Visa 0.471** 0.081
Diversity Visa -0.143 0.123
Tenure -0.008 0.032
Tenure’/100 0.102 0.261
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.172 0.135
Health Profession in US 0.123 0.143
Service Profession in US -0.309** 0.129
Sales Profession in US -0.296** 0.132
Production Profession in US -0.137 0.139
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Government Employer?

Covered by Union Contract

Outdoor Work Highly Probable

Paid Hourly

Full-time

Self-Employed

North America

China, East Asia, South Asia & the Pacific

Europe & Central Asia

Sub-Saharan Africa

Middle East & North Africa

Latin America & the Caribbean

Constant

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15

0.945* 0.491 0.793 0.611
0.56833 0.5288
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1.071*

0.573




Table 7.10

Total NIS Population Excluding Latin America & the Caribbean

Coefficients for the Regression Specification

n=974
Specification 1 Specification 2 Specification 3
Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error
Skin Shade -0.027** 0.009 -0.023* 0.013 -0.016 0.012
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.032** 0.011 -0.037** 0.011 -0.039** 0.011
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.014 0.013 0.018 0.014 0.001 0.013
BMI 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000
Male -0.016 0.063 -0.031 0.065 -0.071 0.063
Age 0.069** 0.013 0.062** 0.013 0.052** 0.012
Age? -0.087** 0.015 -0.080** 0.016 -0.065** 0.015
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer
Reported 0.160** 0.042 0.141** 0.046 0.076** 0.041
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.014 0.018 0.013 0.018 -0.006 0.016
Education outside of the US 0.025** 0.008 0.025** 0.008 0.004 0.007
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000" 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.117** 0.051 -0.116** 0.051 -0.066 0.047
Potential Experience in the US 0.088** 0.016 0.088** 0.016 0.056** 0.015
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.295** 0.118 -0.296** 0.105 -0.175* 0.094
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.011** 0.003 0.012** 0.003 0.009** 0.003
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.023 0.100 -0.046 0.100 -0.060 0.074
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.088* 0.053 0.065 0.052 0.044 0.044
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.034 0.058 -0.030 0.055 -0.052 0.053
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average 0.085 0.119 0.101 0.125 0.104 0.096
Northeast 0.049 0.051 0.055 0.053 0.062 0.046
Midwest -0.036 0.069 -0.034 0.071 -0.060 0.068
West 0.008 0.057 -0.014 0.059 0.059 0.051
South
Memo -0.011 0.038 0.000 0.038 0.021 0.034
Spouse of US Citizen -0.134** 0.049 -0.137** 0.049 0.005 0.044
Hispanic -0.023 0.123 0.025 0.107
American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian 0.150 0.229 0.043 0.204
Black/African American 0.179 0.200 0.219 0.166
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.046 0.303 -0.240 0.287
White 0.318* 0.182 0.193 0.144
Multiracial
No race reported 0.107 0.208 0.059 0.174
Employment Visa 0.487** 0.066
Diversity Visa -0.001 0.042
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Tenure

Tenure?/100

Professional/Managerial Profession in the US

Health Profession in US

Service Profession in US

Sales Profession in US

Production Profession in US

Government Employer?

Covered by Union Contract

Outdoor Work Highly Probable

Paid Hourly

Full-time

Self-Employed

North America

0.166

0.197

China, East Asia, South Asia & the Pacific

-0.005 0.015
0.071 0.053
0.106 0.087
0.004 0.073
-0.324** 0.067
-0.283** 0.083
-0.168** 0.072
-0.106 0.091
0.041 0.053
0.087 0.064
-0.133» 0.082

-0.069

0.144 0.161

Europe & Central Asia

0.110

0.161

-0.133

0.115

Sub-Saharan Africa

Middle East & North Africa

-0.117 0.102

Constant 0.542* 0.253 0.461 0.353
R-Squared 03826 | | 03973 |

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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1.319**




Table 7.11
Total NIS Population Excluding Whites

Coefficients for the Regression Specification

n=811
Specification 1 Specification 2 Specification 3
Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error | Coeff. | Std. Error
Skin Shade -0.020** 0.007 -0.015" 0.009 -0.012 0.009
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.033** 0.009 -0.037** 0.010 -0.030** 0.009
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.024** 0.012 0.026** 0.012 0.019* 0.010
BMI 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000
Male -0.039 0.056 -0.046 0.057 -0.063 0.058
Age 0.060** 0.013 0.058** 0.013 0.042** 0.012
Age? -0.078** 0.016 -0.076** 0.017 -0.055** 0.016
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer
Reported 0.133** 0.038 0.148** 0.044 0.107** 0.041
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.015 0.000 0.014
Education outside of the US 0.023** 0.006 0.022** 0.006 0.009" 0.006
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.260** 0.062 -0.267** 0.063 -0.171** 0.062
Potential Experience in the US 0.059** 0.014 0.057** 0.014 0.037** 0.014
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.270** 0.086 -0.258** 0.085 -0.183** 0.088
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.009** 0.003 0.008** 0.003 0.005" 0.003
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.169 0.124 -0.180" 0.122 -0.178» 0.121
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.032 0.055 0.035 0.054 0.028 0.046
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.097** 0.045 -0.095** 0.047 -0.121** 0.044
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average 0.049 0.074 0.032 0.077 0.043 0.065
Northeast -0.028 0.061 -0.026 0.064 0.059 0.048
Midwest 0.058 0.059
West -0.021 0.060 -0.020 0.062 0.121** 0.046
South -0.124** 0.062 -0.118* 0.063
Memo 0.012 0.038 0.013 0.038 0.007 0.034
Spouse of US Citizen -0.207** 0.052 -0.212** 0.052 -0.069 0.050
Hispanic 0.092 0.084 0.102 0.077
American Indian/Alaskan Native -0.004 0.122 0.034 0.108
Asian -0.040 0.148 0.004 0.135
Black/African American -0.037 0.129 0.035 0.110
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander -0.139 0.166 -0.118 0.156
Multiracial
No race reported -0.114 0.112 -0.060 0.100
Employment Visa 0.562** 0.073
Diversity Visa -0.110** 0.053
Tenure -0.003 0.019
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Tenure?/100

Professional/Managerial Profession in the US

Health Profession in US

Service Profession in US

Sales Profession in US

Production Profession in US

Government Employer?

Covered by Union Contract

Outdoor Work Highly Probable

Paid Hourly

Full-time

Self-Employed

North America

China, East Asia, South Asia & the Pacific

0.079 0.134
0.226** 0.084
0.140* 0.072
-0.137** 0.062
-0.096 0.073
-0.053 0.065
0.005 0.087
0.015 0.058
0.201** 0.053
0.004 0.096
0.103**

Europe & Central Asia

Sub-Saharan Africa

Middle East & North Africa

-0.150

-0.059

Latin America & the Caribbean

Constant

0.895** 0.260

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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-0.281** 0.130 -0.181 0.149
-0.125 0.139 -0.129 0.168
1.041** 0.338 1.294**
0.3751




D. Appendix D

Total Black Population Excluding Latin America & the Caribbean

Table 8.1

Coefficients for the Regression Specification

n=130

Specification 1

Specification 2

Specification 3

Coeff. Std. Error

Coeff. Std. Error

Coeff. Std. Error

Skin Shade -0.005 0.017 -0.008 0.016 0.008 0.015
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.036** 0.015 -0.051** 0.014 -0.055** 0.012
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height -0.022 0.018 -0.027 0.017 -0.022 0.015
BMI 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000
Male -0.044 0.087 -0.076 0.080 -0.116" 0.074
Age 0.033 0.029 0.012 0.027 0.013 0.024
Age? -0.048 0.040 -0.018 0.037 -0.017 0.033
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer

Reported -0.021 0.088 -0.032 0.082 -0.058 0.078
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.076** 0.025 0.099** 0.024 0.089** 0.024
Education outside of the US 0.024** 0.011 0.022** 0.010 0.019** 0.009
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.083 0.111 -0.088 0.102 -0.078 0.107
Potential Experience in the US 0.101** 0.034 0.078** 0.032 -0.006 0.034
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.358" 0.242 -0.237 0.226 0.462* 0.255
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.001 0.005 0.000 0.004 0.000 0.004
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average 0.106 0.186 0.124 0.170 0.207 0.156
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.089 0.093 0.124 0.086 0.142* 0.081
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.034 0.082 0.039 0.076 0.087 0.068
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average 0.211 0.192 0.216 0.176 0.145 0.169
Northeast 0.009 0.101 0.046 0.092 -0.050 0.088
Midwest -0.021 0.117 0.074 0.108 -0.007 0.101
West

South -0.076 0.103 0.005 0.096 -0.034 0.090
Memo -0.039 0.075 -0.025 0.069 0.010 0.063
Spouse of US Citizen 0.087 0.112 0.156" 0.106 0.261** 0.107
Hispanic 0.077 0.225 0.015 0.200
Employment Visa 1.273** 0.360
Diversity Visa 0.085 0.096
Tenure 0.087** 0.038
Tenure?/100 -1.074** 0.402
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.438** 0.161
Health Profession in US 0.409** 0.135
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Service Profession in US

Sales Profession in US

Production Profession in US

Government Employer?

Covered by Union Contract

Outdoor Work Highly Probable

Paid Hourly

Full-time

Self-Employed

North America

China, East Asia, South Asia & the Pacific
Europe & Central Asia -1.180**

Sub-Saharan Africa -0.971** . -0.058 0.296
Middle East & North Africa -0.977** . -0.048 0.315
Constant 2.500** . 1.584** 0.539

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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Total White Population Excluding Latin America & the Caribbean
Coefficients for the Regression Specification

Table 8.2

n=408

Specification 1

Specification 2

Specification 3

Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error

Skin Shade -0.030" 0.019 -0.026 0.019 -0.019 0.017
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.041** 0.015 -0.039** 0.015 -0.044** 0.013
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.013 0.018 0.011 0.018 -0.008 0.017
BMI 0.010 0.009 0.012 0.009 0.008 0.008
Male 0.020 0.091 0.036 0.091 -0.049 0.085
Age 0.065** 0.020 0.056** 0.020 0.051** 0.018
Age’ -0.074** 0.025 -0.065* 0.025 -0.055** 0.023
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer

Reported 0.270** 0.073 0.254** 0.074 0.143** 0.070
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.002 0.021 0.003 0.021 -0.020 0.020
Education outside of the US 0.009 0.010 0.004 0.010 -0.012 0.010
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000* 0.000 0.000" 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000* 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000* 0.000 0.000" 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.064 0.078 -0.010 0.077 0.025 0.076
Potential Experience in the US 0.085** 0.016 0.086** 0.016 0.055** 0.017
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.224** 0.065 -0.225** 0.064 -0.147** 0.061
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.007 0.005 0.006 0.005 0.004 0.005
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.138 0.249 -0.080 0.245 -0.117 0.223
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.079 0.082 0.056 0.082 -0.026 0.075
Childhood Family Income Above Average 0.028 0.089 0.010 0.088 0.006 0.079
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average 0.082 0.250 0.089 0.246 -0.073 0.224
Northeast -0.055 0.088 -0.007 0.088 0.099 0.081
Midwest -0.108 0.097 -0.091 0.097 0.023 0.090
West -0.053 0.097 -0.041 0.096 0.110 0.088
South

Memo -0.015 0.067 0.010 0.066 0.043 0.062
Spouse of US Citizen -0.088 0.089 -0.096 0.088 0.033 0.091
Hispanic -0.166 0.294 0.055 0.265
Employment Visa 0.342** 0.094
Diversity Visa 0.076 0.078
Tenure -0.009 0.020
Tenure’/100 0.074 0.068
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.021 0.150
Health Profession in US -0.123 0.161

Service Profession in US

-0.598** 0.150

Sales Profession in US

-0.415** 0.156

Production Profession in US

-0.429** 0.152
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Government Employer?

Covered by Union Contract

Outdoor Work Highly Probable

Paid Hourly

-0.194* 0.115
0.120 0.102
0.187** 0.080

Full-time

-0.172** 0.082

Self-Employed

North America

-0.295

China, East Asia, South Asia & the Pacific

-0.178

-0.401" 0.259

Europe & Central Asia

-0.258 0.233

-0.593**

Sub-Saharan Africa

Middle East & North Africa

-0.808**

Constant

-0.409*

0.542 0.431

1.329**

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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Total Asian Population Excluding Latin America & the Caribbean
Coefficients for the Regression Specification

Table 8.3

n=405

Specification 1

Specification 2

Specification 3

Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error

Skin Shade -0.014 0.016 -0.014 0.016 -0.015 0.014
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.029* 0.015 -0.030** 0.015 -0.021" 0.013
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.014 0.028 0.018 0.029 0.017 0.026
BMI -0.021** 0.010 -0.020** 0.010 -0.014" 0.009
Male 0.014 0.094 0.005 0.095 0.033 0.087
Age 0.071** 0.022 0.068** 0.022 0.047** 0.020
Age’ -0.098** 0.027 -0.095** 0.028 -0.063** 0.025
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer

Reported 0.150* 0.080 0.141* 0.082 0.089 0.076
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.021 0.018 0.021 0.018 0.010 0.017
Education outside of the US 0.036** 0.010 0.037** 0.010 0.009 0.010
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000* 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.201** 0.086 -0.202** 0.087 -0.101 0.082
Potential Experience in the US 0.166** 0.028 0.164** 0.029 0.094** 0.031
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.965** 0.206 -0.957** 0.208 -0.575** 0.211
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.009* 0.005 0.009* 0.005 0.010* 0.004
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.121 0.168 -0.121 0.169 -0.081 0.151
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.079 0.077 0.080 0.077 0.115" 0.069
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.022 0.088 -0.021 0.089 -0.064 0.080
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average 0.108 0.175 0.110 0.177 0.204 0.158
Northeast 0.060 0.086 0.062 0.086 0.051 0.079
Midwest 0.039 0.101 0.041 0.102 -0.019 0.091
West 0.111 0.087 0.113 0.088 0.118" 0.079
South

Memo -0.145** 0.066 -0.138** 0.067 -0.092" 0.061
Spouse of US Citizen -0.481** 0.102 -0.485** 0.103 -0.134 0.102
Hispanic 0.109 0.347 0.104 0.310
Employment Visa 0.470** 0.081
Diversity Visa -0.145 0.123
Tenure -0.008 0.032
Tenure’/100 0.103 0.262
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.157 0.137
Health Profession in US 0.110 0.144

Service Profession in US

-0.321** 0.131

Sales Profession in US

-0.309** 0.133

Production Profession in US

-0.157 0.142
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Government Employer?

Covered by Union Contract

Outdoor Work Highly Probable

Paid Hourly

Full-time

Self-Employed

North America

China, East Asia, South Asia & the Pacific

Europe & Central Asia

Sub-Saharan Africa

Middle East & North Africa

Constant

R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15

0.166

0.498

0.248

0.937* 0.496 0.687
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E. Appendix E

Coefficients for the Regression Specification

Table 8.4
White Latin American & Caribbean

n=580
Specification 1 Specification 2 Specification 3
Coeff. Std. Error | Coeff. Std. Error | Coeff. Std. Error

Skin Shade -0.010 0.010 -0.012 0.010 -0.016* 0.010
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.005 0.004 -0.005 0.004 -0.002 0.004
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.006 0.015 0.007 0.015 0.004 0.014
BMI 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Male 0.177** 0.038 0.180** 0.038 0.132** 0.037
Age 0.036** 0.011 0.035** 0.011 0.027** 0.010
Age? -0.047** 0.014 -0.046** 0.014 -0.037** 0.013
Speaks English Well/VVery Well- Interviewer

Reported 0.101** 0.041 0.090** 0.041 0.065* 0.039
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.006 0.007 0.006 0.007 0.002 0.007
Education outside of the US 0.007° 0.004 0.007* 0.004 0.001 0.004
Professional/Managerial Profession before US 0.000* 0.000 0.000" 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.116** 0.052 -0.116** 0.052 -0.064 0.050
Potential Experience in the US 0.020** 0.006 0.020** 0.006 0.005 0.006
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.036" 0.023 -0.035" 0.023 0.008 0.024
Father’s Yrs. Of Education 0.009** 0.003 0.009** 0.003 0.006** 0.003
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.088 0.092 -0.082 0.092 -0.026 0.087
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.095* 0.057 0.094* 0.057 0.112** 0.055
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.039 0.043 -0.037 0.043 -0.041 0.041
Childhood Family Income Far Above Average -0.048 0.046 -0.045 0.046 -0.030 0.043
Northeast

Midwest 0.233** 0.106 0.249** 0.105 0.228** 0.100
West 0.057 0.045 0.060 0.045 0.045 0.043
South 0.099** 0.050 0.104** 0.050 0.061 0.047
Memo 0.041 0.034 0.044 0.033 0.039 0.032
Spouse of US Citizen -0.014 0.042 -0.018 0.041 -0.018 0.040
Hispanic -0.256** 0.113 -0.154 0.107
Employment Visa 0.061 0.060
Diversity Visa -0.066 0.126
Tenure 0.038** 0.009
Tenure?/100 -0.163** 0.047
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.164* 0.091
Health Profession in US 0.082 0.099
Service Profession in US -0.157** 0.064
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Sales Profession in US -0.082 0.073
Production Profession in US -0.028 0.063
Government Employer? -0.060 0.102
Covered by Union Contract -0.017 0.041

Outdoor Work Highly Probable 0.134** 0.044

Paid Hourly -0.143** 0.068
Full-time 0.099
Self-Employed

Constant 1447 0.247 1.734%*
R-Squared

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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Table 8.5

Black Latin American & Caribbean
Coefficients for the Regression Specification

n=68
Specification 1 Specification 2 Specification 3
Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error
Skin Shade -0.004 0.042 -0.016 0.041 0.023 0.053
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.038 0.032 -0.045 0.032 -0.037 0.040
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.082" 0.051 0.083" 0.050 0.084 0.063
BMI -0.006 0.017 -0.003 0.017 -0.005 0.020
Male -0.354** 0.169 -0.351** 0.165 -0.269 0.207
Age 0.050 0.048 0.040 0.047 0.001 0.061
Age’ -0.039 0.060 -0.025 0.059 0.018 0.075
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer
Reported 0.204 0.159 0.356* 0.179 0.314 0.217
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.019 0.029 0.004 0.029 -0.020 0.039
Education outside of the US 0.019 0.020 0.018 0.020 0.006 0.024
Professional/Managerial Profession before
uUs 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000" 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000" 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000" 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.128 0.201 -0.098 0.197 -0.059 0.240
Potential Experience in the US 0.118** 0.056 0.134** 0.056 0.1197 0.074
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.965** 0.382 -1.025** 0.375 -0.936* 0.464
Father’s Yrs. Of Education -0.006 0.012 -0.007 0.012 -0.005 0.016
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.409* 0.220 -0.474** 0.219 -0.505* 0.260
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.372 0.303 0.300 0.300 0.177 0.391
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.039 0.160 -0.086 0.159 -0.117 0.196
Childhood Family Income Far Above
Average
Northeast 0.035 0.373 0.140 0.370 -0.196 0.450
Midwest
West
South -0.008 0.354 0.179 0.363 -0.018 0.424
Memo -0.091 0.139 -0.055 0.138 -0.043 0.161
Spouse of US Citizen 0.082 0.195 0.114 0.192 0.180 0.241
Hispanic 0.337* 0.198 0.424" 0.253
Employment Visa 0.329 0.362
Diversity Visa
Tenure 0.089 0.104
Tenure?/100 -0.801 1.112
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US -0.104 0.555
Health Profession in US 0.382 0.523
Service Profession in US 0.136 0.451
Sales Profession in US 0.099 0.448
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Production Profession in US

Government Employer?

Covered by Union Contract

Outdoor Work Highly Probable

Paid Hourly

Full-time

Self-Employed

Constant 0.861 0.970 0.779 0.950 1.658

R-Squared 0.5316 0.5631

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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Table 8.6

Latin American & Caribbean Population Excluding Whites
Coefficients for the Regression Specification

n=245
Specification 1 Specification 2 Specification 3
Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error Coeff. Std. Error
Skin Shade -0.023" 0.015 -0.024" 0.016 -0.024" 0.016
In. Below US Gender-Avg. Height -0.024** 0.011 -0.026** 0.012 -0.018" 0.011
In. Above US Gender-Avg. Height 0.021 0.026 0.020 0.026 0.025 0.025
BMI -0.005 0.007 -0.005 0.007 -0.007 0.007
Male 0.001 0.067 0.002 0.067 -0.079 0.071
Age 0.038* 0.021 0.040* 0.022 0.023 0.021
Age? -0.046* 0.026 -0.049* 0.027 -0.026 0.026
Speaks English Well/Very Well- Interviewer
Reported 0.108" 0.066 0.140* 0.071 0.113" 0.069
Yrs. Education in the US. 0.007 0.013 0.007 0.013 0.006 0.013
Education outside of the US 0.018** 0.008 0.018** 0.008 0.0147 0.009
Professional/Managerial Profession before
Us 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Health Profession before US 0.000" 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000
Service Profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sales profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Production profession before US 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
New Arrival? -0.255** 0.100 -0.251** 0.102 -0.159" 0.102
Potential Experience in the US 0.008 0.016 0.008 0.016 0.010 0.016
Potential Experience in the US%/100 -0.035 0.072 -0.037 0.074 -0.043 0.075
Father’s Yrs. Of Education -0.012** 0.006 -0.013** 0.006 -0.009" 0.006
Family Income at Age 16 Far Below Average -0.257* 0.139 -0.254* 0.143 -0.206" 0.136
Family Income at Age 16 Below Average 0.067 0.113 0.068 0.114 0.141 0.114
Childhood Family Income Above Average -0.105" 0.068 -0.118* 0.069 -0.100" 0.067
Childhood Family Income Far Above
Average 0.005 0.087 -0.040 0.093 -0.058 0.090
Northeast -0.210 0.158 -0.128 0.168 -0.188 0.165
Midwest
West -0.102 0.159 -0.013 0.166 -0.084 0.163
South -0.278* 0.157 -0.197 0.168 -0.315* 0.165
Memo 0.028 0.061 0.024 0.062 -0.032 0.061
Spouse of US Citizen 0.016 0.072 0.009 0.073 0.063 0.075
Hispanic 0.118 0.094 0.070 0.094
American Indian/Alaskan Native 0.187 0.279 0.082 0.277
Asian
Black/African American 0.162 0.261 0.122 0.262
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.098 0.297 0.029 0.292
Multiracial 0.163 0.293 0.073 0.290
No race reported 0.054 0.271 -0.008 0.270
Employment Visa 0.305** 0.122

Diversity Visa
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Tenure 0.017 0.023
Tenure’/100 -0.077 0.158
Professional/Managerial Profession in the US 0.098 0.174
Health Profession in US 0.229 0.166
Service Profession in US 0.051 0.136
Sales Profession in US 0.153 0.150
Production Profession in US 0.111 0.140
Government Employer? 0.156 0.161
Covered by Union Contract -0.020 0.074
Outdoor Work Highly Probable 0.347** 0.091
Paid Hourly 0.076 0.105
Full-time 0.079
Self-Employed

Constant 1.393%* 0.518 1.696%* 0.532
R-Squared 0.4228

**Significant to the 5% level (p<0.05)
*Significant to the 10% level (p<0.1)
ASignificant to the 15% level (p<0.15
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