
War I era. To regulate the number of arrivals from different places, im-
migration officials assigned each sending country a quota. In the
British case, the quota was extremely generous; indeed, many slots
went unfilled.2 Because the 1924 law grouped Western Hemisphere
colonies with their respective mother countries, West Indians should
have qualified for entry as British subjects. But as figure 2.1 clearly re-
veals, they did not.

Another 1924 innovation might explain the hiatus. In order to immi-
grate, an applicant had to obtain a visa from an American consulate.
Roger Daniels (2004, 53) writes: “There is no thorough study of how
the consular service actually regulated the issuance of visas, but it is
quite clear that officials such as Wilber J. Carr, who directed the con-
sular service from 1909 to 1937, saw their roles to be gatekeepers and
that Carr and many of his subordinates were nativists. There is also a
great deal of anecdotal evidence that individual consuls often used
their authority to impose their own agendas.” In short, if consul offi-
cials did not wish to grant visas to black West Indians, there was no au-
thority that would require them to do so.
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whole from 1967 to 2004. The totals have been adjusted to exclude the
significant proportion of emigrants from Trinidad and Guyana who
were of Indian rather than African descent.8 Clearly, the implementa-
tion of Hart-Celler produced a large increase in West Indian arrivals.
At no point have fewer than twenty thousand entered annually.

In 1976 Congress passed further amendments to the Hart-Celler Act
in order to reduce immigration from Mexico. This was achieved by ex-
tending to the Western Hemisphere the limit of twenty thousand per-
sons per country that had previously applied only to the Eastern
Hemisphere. As a result of this change, relatively more visas went to
Caribbean nations than before. In addition, Western Hemisphere appli-
cants now joined Eastern Hemisphere applicants in being subject to the
preference system. Because West Indians had now been resident in the
United States long enough to take advantage of kinship preferences,
their numbers increased. Indeed, figure 2.2 shows not only little subse-
quent decline but a substantial bulge between 1989 and 1991. This
bulge is the result of the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act
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Who Left: The Skills of the Third Wave

Totaling the official figure for the years 1967 to 2004, some 1.2 million
West Indian blacks immigrated legally to the United States. Doubtless,
several thousand more arrived clandestinely. Were these third-wave
movers, like their first-wave counterparts, positively selected on meas-
urable job-related skills like literacy or job outcomes like premigration
occupation? To explore this important issue, this study compares West
Indian movers and stayers in terms of years of education and premi-
gration occupation. The comparison of education uses U.S. census data
to describe West Indian immigrants and Robert Barro and Jong Lee’s
(1996) cross-national data on education to describe residents of the
four major West Indian sending countries: Barbados, Jamaica,
Trinidad, and Guyana.

Figure 2.4 graphs the ratio of the mean years of schooling of West
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Indians age twenty-five to sixty-four who immigrated to the United
States after age twenty-four and the mean years of schooling of all
West Indian residents over age twenty-four. Ratios above 1.0 indicate
that movers have more education than residents; ratios below 1.0 indi-
cate that movers have less education than residents. All ratios are
above 1.0, which is to say that positive selection obtains across the
board.

But there are variations in the size of the ratio within and among
countries. With respect to within-country variations, it is plausible to
expect “early birds” to be more educated than “latecomers.”11 One rea-
son is that pioneers have fewer compatriots to cushion their adjust-
ment. Another is that United States immigration officials accorded
more weight to schooling in the 1967 to 1976 period than they did
thereafter.12 Jamaica, Guyana, and to a lesser extent Trinidad fit this ex-
pectation, but not Barbados. There those who arrived in the middle
years (1976 to 1985) were more positively selected than their predeces-
sors or followers. One possibility is weakness in the data. Barbados is
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proportion of white collar departures resumed its decline. In 1997,
about as many white collar workers left Jamaica as remained. This pat-
tern is consistent with the expectation that early birds are more posi-
tively selected than latecomers.

Figure 2.6 conveys the ratio of upper-white-collar emigrants to up-
per-white-collar residents for Barbados, Jamaica, Trinidad, and
Guyana in 1970, 1979, 1990, and 2000.14 The figure depicts sixteen ratios,
two of which fall below 1.0: Barbados in 1990 (.65) and Jamaica in 2000
(.96). In addition, in 1990 Trinidad lost nearly as many white collar
workers as it retained (1.07), though in 2000 white collar workers were
again overrepresented among those leaving Trinidad. These excep-
tions aside, upper-white-collar workers are overrepresented as West
Indian emigrants to the United States. But this propensity does not de-
cline with year of departure, as selectivity theory predicts.
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To sum up this inquiry into who leaves the Caribbean and who
stays, immigrant adults are more positively selected on education, and
immigrant workers are more positively selected on occupation than
their nonmigrant compatriots. However, the expectation that early mi-
grants are more positively selected than latecomers receives more sup-
port in terms of education than occupation. This disparity may arise
because the two outcomes are not calculated on precisely the same
cases: the education figures exclude those under age twenty-five, and
the occupation figures exclude those who did not report a job.15 Then,
too, if a special situation obtains when a decennial census is under
way, discrete data (only four data points) may mislead. For example,
Jamaican emigrants display the expected decline in educational selec-
tivity over time, but this decline is far more obvious in the continuous
(figure 2.5) than in the decennial results (figure 2.6). Time trends aside,
the key point is that the great majority of West Indian movers have
been more skilled than those who stayed at home.
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ers of the period, African Americans would seem the appropriate
benchmark. But which African Americans? According to calculations
based on public use samples of the U.S. census available from the In-
tegrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS), between 1920 and
1930 southern-born blacks increased from 57.6 percent of New York’s
African American population to 74.5 percent (Ruggles et al. 2004).
Since, according to Lee’s theory, southern black migrants should
have been less skilled than northern-born blacks, any calculations of
job-related skills should distinguish the birthplaces of native-born
blacks.

With respect to literacy, calculations based on IPUMS data show
that, in 1920 and again in 1930, over 97 percent of New York’s black
adults were able to read and write. Nor were there any statistically
significant differences among northern-born, southern-born, and
Caribbean-born blacks. In 1940, when figures on schooling became
available, two significant distinctions emerged. Foreign-born West
Indian men had significantly more education than southern-born
black men (7.9 years versus 7.0 years), and foreign-born West Indian
women had significantly less education than northern-born black
women (7.6 years versus 8.7 years). All other comparisons were in-
significant. Taken together, these numbers say that the average West
Indian adult was a little less educated than his or her northern-born
black counterpart and a little more educated than his or her southern-
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Table 2.1 Occupational Distribution of Foreign-Born Blacks in the
United States and Jamaica, 1901 to 1925 

Country and
Year(s) Professions Commerce Industry Othera Number

United States, 
1901 to 1915 2.9 8.5 28.0 60.6 50,677b

Jamaica, 1911 2.2 4.8 17.6 75.3 410,900
United States, 
1916 to 1925 4.0 11.3 34.1 50.6 48,601c

Jamaica, 1921 2.6 4.6 16.6 76.2 443,900

Source: Roberts (1957); Reid (1939/1969).
a This category consists mainly of unskilled labor: agricultural workers, ser-
vants, and so on.
b The West Indies were the previous residence of 75.1 percent of foreign-born
blacks in the United States during this period.
c The West Indies were the previous residence of 76.6 percent of foreign-born
blacks in the United States during this period.



scholars accept the sample-based result as descriptive of the popula-
tion it represents. In this book, asterisks appear when a statistically sig-
nificant difference between West Indians and African Americans is
found.

To continue with the example of women’s labor force participation,
there is no asterisk affixed to the ratio 1.16. This means that the West
Indian advantage may be due to chance. Interestingly, in 1940 the labor
force participation of West Indian women was 23 percent lower than
African American women’s. Since this ratio carries an asterisk (.77*),
scholars are reasonably confident that there is a real difference between
the two groups. Only one other ratio meets this criterion: in 1940 the
occupational prestige of West Indian men was 31 percent higher than
that of African American men.

There are at least two reasons why only two ratios are significant for
this first-wave analysis. First, in any given year the number of foreign-
born West Indians is small—one hundred to two hundred in most
cells. The smaller the sample, the harder it is to attain statistical signifi-
cance. Second, the parameter of interest is the ratio of two means. The
more these means vary, the greater the likelihood that there is a signifi-
cant difference between them. Because racism was so virulent in this
early period, the variation around a black mean is comparatively mod-
est. To take men’s occupational prestige as an example, in 1930 the
black variance was 92.0, while the white variance was 151.0. In short,
economic differences among blacks were so small that the effect of
birthplace is barely perceptible.

Supplementary analyses (not shown) distinguished between blacks
born in the North and the South. This approach unearthed four addi-
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Table 2.2 Ratio of Foreign-Born West Indian Observed Means to African
American Observed Means on Four Economic Indicators:
Residents of the New York Metropolitan Area

Labor Force Occupational Annual
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Year Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

1920 1.03 1.16 n.a. n.a. 1.03 0.95 n.a. n.a.
1930 1.02 0.94 0.85 0.96 1.03 0.97 n.a. n.a.
1940 1.01 0.77* 0.79 1.33 1.31* 0.84 1.13 0.96

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1920, 1930, and 1940 Integrated Public Use
Microdata Series (IPUMS).
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



Table 2.3 Descriptive Statistics for Job-Related Characteristics of Foreign-Born West Indians and African
Americans, by Sex and Year, 1970 to 2000

West West African African West West African African
Indian Indian American American Indian Indian American American
Men, Women, Men, Women, Men, Women, Men, Women,
1970 1970 1970 1970 1980 1980 1980 1980

Age 41.3 40.6 37.5 37.4 36.4 36.5 35.4 36.3
Percent at school 8.97 7.91 8.90 7.51 14.6 18.0 11.8 11.7
Years of school 11.6 10.2 9.43 10.0 13.7 13.7 13.1 13.4
Postmigration years 13.1 13.5 n.a. n.a. 11.4 11.0 n.a. n.a.
Percent married or 
spouse present 69.8 37.1 37.1 51.0 55.5 41.6 44.1 39.6

Percent household 
head 84.7 28.1 68.6 27.1 65.4 35.3 57.8 36.9

Child ever born n.a. 1.70 n.a. 2.63 n.a. 1.94 n.a. 2.29
Percent child under 
age five n.a. 22.6 n.a. 36.5 n.a. 23.1 n.a. 25.7

Percent disabled 8.73 9.36 n.a. n.a. 4.42 4.63 12.6 12.9
Percent metro 
residence 99.0 99.8 83.9 89.0 96.8 98.3 81.1 81.2

Percent New York 
City residence 63.7 73.4 9.3 11.0 60.0 67.7 8.30 9.29

Percent South 
residence 8.39 4.10 52.2 51.0 17.7 12.5 50.7 51.1

Percent unemployed 
in state 3.44 4.65 3.48 5.07 6.54 6.74 6.23 6.80

Unweighted N 1,224 1,683 4,416 5,302 7,680 9,355 6,232 7,353



West West African African West West African African
Indian Indian American American Indian Indian American American
Men, Women, Men, Women, Men, Women, Men, Women,
1990 1990 1990 1990 2000 2000 2000 2000

Age 36.9 37.3 36. 36.8 39.2 39.6 37.6 38.1
Percent at school 17.5 21.6 12.1 15.0 13.3 17.7 12.0 14.1
Years of school 12.2 12.5 11.9 12.3 12.4 12.9 12.4 12.8
Percent BA 9.78 9.96 6.33 7.29 9.80 12.9 7.78 9.80
Percent MA or PhD 4.67 4.10 2.22 3.09 4.77 5.77 3.02 4.65
Postmigration years 13.4 13.5 n.a. n.a. 16.8 16.9 n.a. n.a.
Percent married or 
spouse present 49.3 38.7 36.5 30.8 49.6 42.6 35.8 32.1

Percent household 
head 57.1 38.3 48.9 45.0 55.0 45.0 48.6 49.4

Child ever born n.a. 1.86 n.a. 2.12 n.a. 1.07 n.a. 1.03
Percent child under 
age fivea n.a. 18.9 n.a. 20.3 13.7 14.6 8.60 15.2

Percent disabled 4.94 4.61 12.7 10.8 19.0 18.0 17.0 15.8
Percent metro 
residence 97.9 99.0 86.6 87.8 92.0 94.2 63.1 66.9

Percent New York 
City residence 53.8 57.9 7.41 8.70 49.6 45.5 6.57 7.62

Percent South 
residence 26.0 23.6 53.8 53.8 31.8 30.4 57.9 57.1

Percent unemployed 
in state 6.62 6.13 6.20 6.47 6.22 6.32 5.64 5.97

Unweighted N 10,472 13,044 3,803 3,811 19,806 25,374 14,839 17,460

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: Limited to persons age eighteen to sixty-four. Means and percentages are weighted, except in 1970.
a In 1990 this calculation conveys the percentage of parents residing with one or more children under six years of age.



Table 2.4 Ratio of Foreign-Born West Indian Means to African American Observed Means on Four Economic
Indicators: West Indian Means Both Observed and Adjusted 

Labor Force Occupational Log Hourly 
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Year Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

1970
Observed 1.16* 1.46* 0.70* 0.32* 1.18* 1.08* 1.16* 1.23*
Adjusteda 1.08* 1.29* 0.73* 0.77* 1.05* 1.04* 1.04 0.94

1980 
Observed 1.12* 1.23* 0.62* 0.61* 1.10* 1.10* 0.99 1.09*
Adjusteda 1.07* 1.10* 0.55* 0.67* 1.06* 1.07* 0.98* 1.00

1990
Observed 1.15* 1.18 0.82* 0.62* 1.09* 1.07* 1.13* 1.17*
Adjusteda 1.05* 1.09* 0.85* 0.74* 1.05* 1.06* 1.01 1.03*

2000
Observed 1.20* 1.09* 0.62* 0.71* 1.06* 1.04* 1.12* 1.14*
Adjusteda 1.10* 1.07* 0.60* 0.74* 1.06* 1.04* 1.00 1.02*

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS).
a See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for the restrictions placed on the analysis. 
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



Table 2.5 Ratios of Minority Adjusted Means to Native-Born Non-Hispanic White Observed Means on Four
Economic Indicators

Labor Force Occupational
Participation Unemployment Prestige Log Earnings

Year Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

1970
Foreign-born white 1.06 1.06 1.30 1.39 1.05* 0.97 0.99 1.04
Foreign-born West Indian 0.98 1.39* 0.92 0.98 0.91* 0.90* 0.88* 0.92*
African American 0.97* 1.20* 1.64* 1.30* 0.85* 0.88* 0.91* 0.95*

1980
Foreign-born white 0.97 0.97 1.42 1.53 1.06 0.95 1.00 1.03
Foreign-born West Indian 0.99* 1.19* 1.07 1.39 0.93* 0.99* 0.93* 1.01
African American 0.94* 1.11* 1.71* 1.79* 0.88* 0.93* 0.96* 1.02

1990
Foreign-born white 0.97* 1.00 1.09 0.93 1.00 0.99 0.99 1.01
Foreign-born West Indian 0.96* 1.10* 1.57* 1.87* 0.96* 1.00 0.95* 1.04*
African American 0.94* 1.08* 1.88* 2.07* 0.94* 0.97* 0.96* 1.02

2000
Foreign-born white 0.95* 0.90* 0.73 1.44 1.00 0.98* 1.01 1.03
Foreign-born West Indian 0.90* 1.02* 1.65* 1.60* 0.98* 1.00 0.96* 1.04*
African American 0.88* 0.97* 2.57* 2.11* 0.94* 0.97* 0.96* 1.02

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for the restrictions placed on the analysis. 
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



average African American, a significant number of West Indian young
people will display the traits associated with the most disadvantaged
of black Americans: the so-called underclass. This term was popular-
ized by William Julius Wilson (1980) to describe a subculture that en-
dorses behaviors such as dropping out of high school, being irregu-
larly employed, engaging in criminal activity, and becoming a teenage
parent.22

The sociologist Herbert Gans (1992) was the first to link immigrants
of color to the underclass. His argument is based on several interre-
lated observations. Since the 1970s, the number of well-paying, low-
skilled jobs has been declining. Today a middle class livelihood re-
quires more than a high school diploma. Yet in some high schools,
particularly those located in central-city ghettos, large proportions of
the student body do not graduate; of those who do, few go on to col-
lege (Jaynes and Williams 1989). What is more, phenotypically black
Americans are least able to choose where they live. Although the mid-
dle class black suburb has come into its own, large numbers of work-
ing class and poor blacks—both native- and foreign-born—live in cen-
tral-city neighborhoods that are overwhelmingly black (Crowder 1999;
Crowder and Tedrow 2001; Logan and Deane 2003; Rosenbaum and
Friedman 2007).

Many studies have demonstrated the importance of peers to adoles-
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Table 2.6 Ratio of Foreign-Born West Indian Adjusted Means to African
American Observed Means on Four Economic Indicators:
Residents of All States Except New York, New Jersey,
Connecticut, and Florida

Labor Force Occupational Logged 
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Year Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

1970 1.04 1.31* 0.65* 1.85 1.05* 1.01* 1.10 0.93
1980 1.11* 1.13* 0.48* 0.65* 1.06* 1.08* 0.99 1.01
1990 1.07* 1.11* 0.79* 0.66* 1.07* 1.07* 1.03 1.04*
2000 1.14* 1.06* 0.60* 0.80* 1.06* 1.03* 1.01 1.03*

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public
Use Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for
the restrictions placed on the analysis. 
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



tral cities the West Indian adjusted mean is 4 percent greater than the
African American adjusted mean, but inside central cities it is 6 percent
greater. This pattern holds for six of the eight comparisons. Looked at
another way, outside central cities three of the comparisons signifi-
cantly favor West Indians, whereas within central cities five of the com-
parisons do so.24 This is the reverse of the pattern expected by segmen-
tationists.

At the same time, inside or outside central cities, this subsample of
West Indians in 2000 reaped fewer advantages than the larger sample
from which it is drawn (see the last row in table 2.4). This pattern sug-
gests that, relative to their foreign-born parents, immigrant children
experience some downward mobility. Perhaps the disparity is even
greater when foreign-born parents and native-born children are com-
pared. But this type of downward mobility is compatible with positive
selectivity, not segmented assimilation. As chapter 3 explains, selectiv-
ity theorists see economically motivated immigrants as able individu-
als who pass on to their children only a portion of their endowments.
As a result, their offspring do not fare quite as well as their parents do.
At the same time, even those in the central city do not turn into
layabouts or freeloaders either. In short, segmented assimilation does
not apply to West Indian immigrant children—at least in terms of the
labor outcomes examined in this study. Accordingly, the question that
motivates this book still requires an answer.
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Table 2.7 Ratio of Foreign-Born West Indian Adjusted Means to African
American Observed Means on Four Economic Indicators Within
and Outside the Central City: Persons Under Age Thirty-Four

Labor Force Occupational Logged
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Location Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

Central city 1.04 1.04 0.56* 0.81 1.07* 1.05* 0.99 1.03
Non-Central 
city 1.06* 1.12* 0.64* 0.69* 1.10* 1.03 1.00 1.02

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public
Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) from the 2000 census.
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for
the restrictions placed on the analysis. Immigrants are limited to persons who arrived
under the age of thirteen.
* Statistically significant at the .10 level or better.
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Table 2A.1 Definitions of Economic Outcome (Dependent)
Variables

Variable Description Values

Labor force participationa Worked for one hour 
with pay, for fifteen hours 
as unpaid family worker 
or seeks work 0 and 1

Unemploymentb Jobless but seeks work 0 and 1
Occupational prestigec Treiman prestige score 6 to 78
Logged hourly earningsd Natural log of hourly 

earnings –1.87 to 8.80

Source: Author’s calculations based on the Integrated Public Use Microdata Se-
ries (IPUMS) U.S.A. website, accessed February 1, 2008 at http://usa.ipums
.org/usa/.
a In 1920 and 1930, anyone reporting an occupation was coded as in the labor
force. Thereafter, the variable refers to the activities described here the week
before the census.
b Refers to the activity described here the week before the census.
c Refers to primary occupation or, for the unemployed, most recent occupation.
For 2000, Treiman prestige scores were obtained by assigning 1950 occupa-
tional codes to each occupational title and recoding these as Standard Interna-
tional Occupational Prestige (SIOPs) scores (Treiman 1977; Treiman and Gan-
zeboom 1996). For 1970, prestige scores were obtained from Hauser and
Featherman (1977); for 1980 and 1990 from Nakao and Treas (1994). 
d Based on pre-tax earnings from wages, salary, and/or self-employment in the
year preceding the census. To obtain hourly earnings, annual earnings are di-
vided by the product of weeks worked per year and hours worked per week.
All earnings results are limited to persons earning at least $500 annually.
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Table 2A.2 Measureable Job-Related Characteristics (Independent
Variables)

Variable Description Range

Age Age in years 18 (25) to 64
Square of age in years 324 (625) to 4,096

Education Currently attending school 0 and 1
Number of grades 
completed 0 to 20

College degree (1990 and 
2000 only) 0 and 1

Master’s or PhD degree 
(1990 and 2000 only) 0 and 1

Time since migrationa Years lived in the United 
States 0 to 63

Square of years lived in the 
United States 0 to 3,969

Census yearb 1970 0 and 1
1980 0 and 1
1990 0 and 1
2000 (omitted category)

Cohort of arrivalb Period of arrival in the 
United States
Before 1953 0 and 1
1953 to 1966 0 and 1
1967 to 1976 0 and 1
1977 to 1985 0 and 1
1986 to 2000 0 and 1

Family relationships Head of household 0 and 1
Married, spouse present 0 and 1
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Table 2A.2 (Continued)

Variable Description Range

Children Number of children 
(women only) ever born (1970, 1980, 

1990) 0 to 13
Number of own chil-
dren under age eighteen at 
home (2000) 0 to 9

Number of own chil-
dren under age five at 
home 0 to 7

Health Has a disability of any kind 0 and 1

Region Lives in a metropolitan area 0 and 1
Lives in the greater New York 
area 0 and 1

Lives in the South 0 and 1

Unemployment rate Percent of same sex unem-
ployed in same state 1.5 to 11.9

Percent African Percent of African Americans 
Americanc of same sex in labor force of

individual’s metropolitan area 0 to 48.5

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated
Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS).
a This variable appears in all models after chapter 3.
b This variable appears in the model described in table 4.2.
c This variable appears only in the model described in table 6.3.



Table 2A.3 African American and West Indian Rates or Means on Four Economic Indicators, by Sex and Year

Labor Force Occupational Annual
Participationa Unemploymenta Prestigeb Earningsc

Gender African West African West African West African West
and Year Americans Indians Americans Indians Americans Indians Americans Indians

Men
1920d 95.1 97.9 n.a. n.a. 28.3 29.1 n.a. n.a.
1930d 94.3 96.5 n.a. n.a. 27.9 28.6 n.a. n.a.
1970 76.6 89.2*** 6.18 4.31*** 32.5 38.5*** $5,755 $6,701***
1980 76.0 85.5*** 12.2 7.58*** 35.1 38.7*** 22,460 22,290
1990 75.1 86.3*** 11.6 9.55*** 36.3 39.7*** 21,612 24,454***
2000 66.3 79.4*** 12.5 7.79*** 37.8 40.2*** 32,043 35,880***

Women
1920d 55.9 64.9 n.a. n.a. 23.3 22.0 n.a. n.a.
1930d 60.2 56.4 n.a. n.a. 22.8 22.2 n.a. n.a.
1970 53.4 78.1***  7.25  2.34***  31.9  34.6***  3,566 4,388***
1980 61.9  76.0***  11.5  7.04***  37.9  41.6***  14,841 16,245*** 
1990 68.5  80.6***  11.4  7.04***  40.7  43.6***  17,057 20,028*** 
2000 68.8  74.8***  10.6  7.53***  42.3  44.0***  26,279  29,874***

Source: Author’s calculations based on the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) web site, accessed at
http://usa.ipums.org/usa.
*** West Indian means are significantly greater than African American means; statistically significant at the .001 level or better.
a Numbers are percentages; they are estimated for persons eighteen to sixty-four years of age.
b Numbers are average Treiman (1977) prestige scores; they are estimated for persons twenty-five to sixty-four years of age.
c Numbers are average real dollars earned in the year previous to the census by persons twenty-five to sixty-four years of age
earning at least $500.
d Figures for 1920 and 1930 for the New York City metropolitan area only. The remainder are national figures.



fect (at the extreme right of the diagram) are called direct effects. Thus,
the arrow between slave autonomy and West Indian advantage con-
veys a direct effect. The path from white favoritism to West Indian ad-
vantage likewise conveys a direct effect. Conversely, paths from a prior
cause to a secondary cause are called indirect effects. They operate by
affecting an intermediate outcome, which, in turn, directly influences
the ultimate effect. The arrow between English heritage and white fa-
voritism captures an indirect effect.

The figure is thus a helpful tool in disentangling the causal implica-
tions of the hypotheses described in this chapter. To begin in the upper
left-hand corner, the diagram shows an arrow going from the prior
cause “slave autonomy” directly to “West Indian advantage.” This
path signifies that the Caribbean slave experience fostered traits (dili-
gence, frugality) that directly enhance West Indian advantage. Note
the absence of an indirect path between slave autonomy and white fa-

68 West Indian Immigrants

Slave 
Autonomy

English Heritage

Coloniality 
of Power

All-Black 
Society

Comfort
Factor

Selectivity

White
Favoritism West Indian

Advantage

Figure 3.1 Explanations for West Indian Advantage

Source: Author’s conception.



action was at its zenith, one consequence of which was the peaking of
African Americans’ earnings. Since table 4.1 captures differences be-
tween West Indians and African Americans, the results are sensitive 
to changes in the fortunes of either group. Nonetheless, adding YSM
to the calculations offers a useful supplement to table 2.4 by show-
ing that earnings do not constitute an exception to the generaliza-
tion that West Indians have stronger labor market outcomes than
African Americans. It just takes some time for an earnings advantage
to emerge.

To what extent does adding cohort of arrival to the calculations
change this conclusion? This innovation was introduced by George
Borjas, who predicted that doing so would undercut the advantage as-
sociated with YSM because, in the absence of significant barriers to en-
try, immigrants from countries where income inequality is greater than
in the United States—for example, the West Indies—are negatively se-
lected. Between 1924 and 1967, such barriers were in place, and only a
trickle of West Indians could legally enter the United States. With the
liberalization that followed the implementation of the Hart-Celler Act
of 1965, the number of visas available to residents of Western Hemi-
sphere nations skyrocketed.5

To test Borjas’s predictions, a new data set was created. Following
the design that Borjas (1985) pioneered, it combined the four censuses
analyzed previously and introduced indicators for census year and co-
hort of arrival. For every labor market outcome, testing Borjas’s predic-
tions requires calculating an adjusted mean for each cohort and divid-
ing that mean by the actual African American mean. The approach
used here differs from Borjas’s in three ways. First, because selectivity
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Table 4.1 Ratios of Foreign-Born West Indian Adjusted Means to 
African American Observed Means on Logged Earnings 
and Years to Parity

1970 1980 1990 2000

Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

Ratio 1.00 0.87 0.91* 0.91* 0.92* 0.94* 0.95* 0.95*
Catchup time 0 0 12.6 11.1 11.0 7.57 17.3 13.1

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use
Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: These ratios adjust for years since migration. See the methodological appendix for
a complete list of variables used in the adjustment.
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



Table 4.2 Ratios of Foreign-Born West Indian Adjusted Means to African American Observed Means by
Cohort of Arrival on Four Economic Indicators and Years to Parity

Labor Force Occupational Log of 
Participation Unemployment Prestige Hourly Earnings

Cohort of Arrival Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

Before 1953
Ratio 1.20* 1.32* 0.60 .56* 1.01 0.98 0.89* 0.91*
Catchup time 0 0 0 0 0 0 26.8 21.6

1953 to 1966
Ratio 1.13* 1.24* 0.88 .56* 1.07* 1.07* 0.92* 0.95*
Catchup time 0 0 0 0 0 0 14.4 10.7

1967 to 1976
Ratio 1.10* 1.27* 0.88 0.61* 1.05* 1.05* 0.94* 0.96*
Catchup time 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.6 7.85



1977 to 1984
Ratio 1.06* 1.16* 0.76* 0.73* 1.03* 1.01* 0.92* 0.95*
Catchup time 0 0 0 0 0 0 14.4 11.1

1985 to 1991
Ratio 1.06* 1.09* 0.82* 0.82 1.03* 0.98* 0.92* 0.94*
Catchup time 0 0 0 0 0 6.19 16.3 14.0

1992 to 2000
Ratio 1.06* 1.03* 0.73* 1.00 1.02* 0.98* 0.94* 0.94*
Catchup time 0 0 0 0 0 8.34 12.0 14.6

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: Adjustment involves making West Indians the same as African Americans on human capital, family relationships, and ge-
ography.  See the methodological appendix for a list of variables used in this adjustment.
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



Table 4.3 Ratios of Native-Born West Indian Adjusted Means to African
American Observed Means on Four Economic Indicators

Labor Force Occupational Logged
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Year Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

1970 0.95 1.06* 0.87 1.43 1.11* 1.13* 1.08* 1.21*
1980 1.04* 1.08* 0.68* 0.79* 1.05* 1.07* 1.02* 0.99
1990 0.96 1.05* 0.76* 0.75* 1.02* 1.07* 1.00 1.05*
2000 1.13* 1.00 0.66* 0.83* 1.06* 1.04 0.98 1.03

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use
Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for
the restrictions placed on the analysis. 
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.

West Indians. This patterns fits Chiswick’s (1979, 370) expectation that
“there is likely to be a regression toward the mean in the distribution of
ability from one generation to the next . . . [but] . . . the earnings of the
children of immigrants would exceed those of the children of native-
born parents to the extent that their greater level of innate ability and
motivation outweighs disadvantages from having parents with a for-
eign origin.” Evidently, the children of immigrants reap some advan-
tages from having talented parents, but there is also some dilution of
talent across generations.

The discovery of a modest second-generation advantage fits selec-
tivity theory but also has implications for the other two explanations
for West Indian advantage: cultural superiority and white favoritism.
As readers may recall, one implication of cultural superiority is that a
strong work ethic is typical of all West Indians, not just of those who
emigrate. The children of West Indian immigrants may fare slightly
better than African Americans not because their parents were posi-
tively selected migrants but because their parents passed on to them
some aspects of Caribbean culture. Thus, second-generation success is
compatible with both the idea that migrants are positively selected and
the idea that West Indian culture imparts a beneficial legacy. The re-
sults in table 4.3 provide no grounds for distinguishing between the
two. At the same time, second-generation success is incompatible with
the hypothesis of white favoritism. The reason is simple: the public
cannot distinguish a native-born West Indian from an African Ameri-
can. Therefore, the public (employer, foreman, customer) cannot “fa-
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seven contrasts that attain significance, five favor West Indians. Not
unexpectedly, the two significant differences that favor African Ameri-
cans pertain to earnings. This is the outcome on which previous analy-
ses have already shown recently arrived West Indians to be vulnerable.
Perhaps the more surprising result is the converse: that in six of the
eight earnings comparisons West Indians are indistinguishable from
African Americans.

As for the five significant contrasts that favor West Indians, four oc-
curred in 1970. Given that no immigrant in the sample had resided in
the United States longer than five years, these immigrants arrived be-
tween 1965 and 1970. Doubtless, most were beneficiaries of the newly
implemented Hart-Celler Act. As pointed out earlier, having few previ-
ously arrived friends and relatives to ease their way, this group is
likely to have been more positively selected than immigrants who left
the Caribbean later, hence their strong showing. This exceptional cir-
cumstance aside, the message of the table is that economic differences
largely disappear when both West Indians and African Americans are
movers with the same YSM. This is very strong evidence that the selec-
tivity of migration is responsible for the economic advantages of West
Indian immigrants relative to African Americans.

To recapitulate, replication of models pioneered by economists
show that the outcomes of West Indian immigrants improve as years
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Table 4.4 Ratios of Adjusted Means of Recently Arrived Foreign-Born
West Indian Immigrants and Observed Means of Recently
Migrated African Americans on Four Economic Indicators

Log of
Labor Force Occupational Hourly
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Year Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

1970 1.27* 1.16* 0.22* 0.63 1.12* 1.03 1.08 0.92
1980 0.94 1.05 1.01 0.98 1.00 0.98 0.93* 0.95
1990 1.00 0.98 1.39 0.58* 0.97 0.98 0.96 1.00
2000 0.96 0.96 0.70 1.08 0.97 0.98 0.99 0.96*

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use
Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: Adjustment involves making West Indians the same as African Americans on hu-
man capital, family relationships, and geography. See the methodological appendix for
a list of variables used in this adjustment.
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



more individualized undertaking than growing cotton or sugar; rice
growers usually relied on a form of labor organization called the
“task system.” Each slave was assigned a set of tasks; after complet-
ing these, the slave’s time was discretionary. This situation facilitated
the establishment of provision grounds, where slaves grew crops for
their own consumption as well as for cash or barter. In the Low
Country, slaves familiar with their duties sometimes finished their
tasks as early as one or two o’clock in the afternoon, after which they
would cultivate their own plots (Morgan 1983, 1998). Jack Greene
(1987, 207) writes that South Carolina slaves were able “to grow their
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Figure 5.1 The Carolina Low Country

Source: Author’s compilation from U.S. Geological Survey and the South Car-
olina Office of Research & Statistics.



having had access to such land because they retained the confidence to
bargain effectively about employment relations.

The largest number of ex-slave independent peasants emerged in
post-emancipation Jamaica, where two-thirds had moved to free vil-
lages within a decade after emancipation. Similar trends occurred in
other regions: in Trinidad, nearly half of the plantation labor force ab-
sconded by 1847 (Rogozinski 1992); in Guyana, thousands of ex-slaves
pooled their resources, purchasing land communally (Adamson 1972).
To be sure, ex-slaves faced their share of obstacles, such as outra-
geously large “minimum plot sizes” and outlandish interest rates
(Adamson 1972; Bryan 1991). Yet few West Indians became sharecrop-
pers in the sense of a tenant paying the landlord in kind rather than in
cash (Moore 1987).8 At worst, they paid their rent with their labor
(Bryan 1991). Initially, subsistence production predominated, but even-
tually peasants produced cash crops like bananas, coffee, and cocoa.
Most peasants did not work enough productive land to meet all their
needs, so they supplemented their income with seasonal labor where
they could find it. Still, Caribbean ex-slaves who stayed on the land
were able “to carve out an autonomous realm beyond the boundaries
of the plantation economy” (Lichtenstein 1998, 135).

Difficulties accessing land reached their nadir in Barbados. In a suc-
cessful attempt to increase dependency among the black population,
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Figure 5.2 Jamaica

Source: CIA Factbook.



the post-emancipation government shifted any land suitable for sugar
to that purpose, thereby raising people’s need for wages to buy provi-
sions (Rogozinski 1992). In addition, a variety of legal statutes were en-
acted to bind workers to estates; for instance, the infamous Contract
Law of 1838 stipulated that any laborer who worked for a planter for
five days running was assumed to be under contract to that planter for
a full year. Moreover, the facilities the ex-slaves had previously utilized
at no cost, such as kitchen gardens and modest homes, were no longer
free. A police magistrate described Barbadian land arrangements as
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Figure 5.3 Barbados

Source: CIA Factbook.



born women had significantly higher occupational status than their
Barbadian counterparts. The remaining contrasts are indistinguishable
from zero. Therefore, the findings offer no support for Sowell’s con-
tention that the presence of provision grounds or viable Maroon com-
munities has any consequence for the economic outcome of Caribbean
immigrants today.

African American Internal Migrants Since African Americans also
varied in their exposure to autonomy during and after slavery, the
discussion turns now to testing Sowell’s hypothesis in the U.S. con-
text. The first task, of course, is to identify blacks born in the Low
Country. The Low Country is usually defined as a set of sixteen
coastal counties in Georgia and seven coastal counties in South Car-
olina (Coclanis 1989; Hargis and Horan 1997).11 Unfortunately, no
U.S. census reports county of birth; hence, Low Country natives can-
not be identified. A proxy, however, can be constructed by exploiting
the fact that, in 1980, the U.S. census reported both county of current
residence and county of residence in 1975. Blacks born in the Low
Country are here defined as those born in South Carolina or Georgia
who resided in a Low Country county in 1975. The contrast category
is blacks born in South Carolina or Georgia who resided outside the
Low Country in 1975—that is, in inland South Carolina or Georgia
counties.

Yet Sowell’s hypothesis is about movers, not stayers. Thus, testing
his ideas requires comparing members of these two groups who
moved between 1975 and 1980, not those who stayed. More specifi-
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Table 5.1 Ratios of Foreign-Born Jamaican Adjusted Means to Foreign-
Born Barbadian Observed Means on Four Economic Indicators

Labor Force Occupational Logged
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Year Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

1980 1.03 0.99 0.86 0.92 0.97 0.98 0.99 0.98
1990 98.1 1.01 1.23 1.18 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.01
2000 98.9 1.00 97.5 90.7 1.00 1.03* 99.5 1.01

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use
Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for
the restrictions placed on the analysis. 
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



that might have produced the above-mentioned character traits
changed, it is hard to see why these mind-sets would not eventually
fade. Thus, whether or not Sowell’s vision had some merit in the past,
it has no merit in the present.

The All-Black Society Hypothesis

Happily for the researcher, just as the organization of slavery differed
within the Caribbean, so too does racial-ethnic composition differ
within the Caribbean and within Africa. Some locations are more “all-
black” than others. This demographic variation provides a basis for
testing the all-black society hypothesis; persons emigrating from send-
ing regions with differing proportions of blacks can be compared. If
the all-black society hypothesis is correct, then the greater the propor-
tion of blacks in the sending country, the more successful are its black
emigrants in the receiving country. This idea is tested first on a sample
of Caribbean immigrants and then on a sample of sub-Saharan African
immigrants. It holds up in neither context. Before moving to these
tests, however, the history of black demographic variation in the
Caribbean and in Africa is worth recounting.

The History of Caribbean Racial Diversity

The British colonies officially freed their slaves in 1833, the French in
1848, the Dutch in 1862, and the Spanish in 1880 (Knight 1997). The
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Table 5.2 Ratios of Low Country Adjusted Means to Observed Means for
Neighboring Southern Blacks on Four Economic Indicators in
1980

Labor Force Occupational Logged
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

98.3 90.5 1.31 96.3 98.3 96.9 98.1 89.2

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent 1980 Integrated Pub-
lic Use Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for
the restrictions placed on the analysis. Migrants born in South Carolina and Georgia
and residing in Low Country counties five years prior to migration are compared to mi-
grants born in South Carolina and Georgia and residing in non–Low Country counties
five years prior to migration.



Table 5.3 Ratios of Foreign-Born Trinidadian and Guyanese Adjusted Means to Foreign-Born Other West
Indian Observed Means on Four Economic Indicators

Labor Force Occupational
Participation Unemployment Prestige Logged Earnings

Year Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

1970
Trinidad 1.04 1.11 n.a. n.a. 0.95 1.07 1.00 0.97

1980 
Trinidad .97* .95* 1.01 1.43* 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.02
Guyana 1.02 .98 .98 1.13 1.00 1.03* 0.98 1.01

1990 
Trinidad 1.00 .97* 1.19 1.02 1.02* 1.00 1.00 .99
Guyana 1.00 .98 .80 .94 1.03* 1.03* .98 .99

2000
Trinidad 1.00 .95* .94 1.12 1.01* 1.00 .99 .99
Guyana .99 .99 .95 1.06 1.01 1.02* .99 1.01

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for the restrictions placed on the analysis. 
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



dian success, then sub-Saharan Africans also should have stronger la-
bor market outcomes than African Americans. After all, black
Africans, though colonized, were never slaves. For many decades,
blacks have held most of the key economic and political positions in
African countries. Therefore, black immigrants from sub-Saharan
Africa should not perceive skin color as a barrier to achievement, a
perception that should render them more ambitious than African
Americans.

To compare the economic outcomes of the two groups of blacks,
table 5.5 presents ratios of adjusted black African means to observed
African American means. This analysis differs from others in this book
by adjusting not only for differences between sub-Saharan Africans
and African Americans on education, geography, and family but also
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Table 5.4 Ratios of Foreign-Born Creole Adjusted Means to Foreign-Born
Antillean Observed Means on Four Economic Indicators

Labor Force Occupational Logged
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

1.02 1.24* 1.02 0.62* 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.01

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1991, 1994, and 1998 Sociale Positie en Voor-
zieningengebruick Allochtonen (SPVA).
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for
the restrictions placed on the analysis.
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.

Table 5.5 Ratios of Adjusted Foreign-Born Sub-Saharan African Means to
Observed African American Means on Four Economic Indicators

Labor Force Occupational Logged
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Year Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

1990 .96* .78* .78* 1.34* 1.02 .95* .87* .95*
2000 1.07 .91* .66* 0.79 1.03 1.00 .92 .94*

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use
Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for
the restrictions placed on the analysis. 
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



dian success, then sub-Saharan Africans also should have stronger la-
bor market outcomes than African Americans. After all, black
Africans, though colonized, were never slaves. For many decades,
blacks have held most of the key economic and political positions in
African countries. Therefore, black immigrants from sub-Saharan
Africa should not perceive skin color as a barrier to achievement, a
perception that should render them more ambitious than African
Americans.

To compare the economic outcomes of the two groups of blacks,
table 5.5 presents ratios of adjusted black African means to observed
African American means. This analysis differs from others in this book
by adjusting not only for differences between sub-Saharan Africans
and African Americans on education, geography, and family but also
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Table 5.4 Ratios of Foreign-Born Creole Adjusted Means to Foreign-Born
Antillean Observed Means on Four Economic Indicators

Labor Force Occupational Logged
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

1.02 1.24* 1.02 0.62* 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.01

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1991, 1994, and 1998 Sociale Positie en Voor-
zieningengebruick Allochtonen (SPVA).
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for
the restrictions placed on the analysis.
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.

Table 5.5 Ratios of Adjusted Foreign-Born Sub-Saharan African Means to
Observed African American Means on Four Economic Indicators

Labor Force Occupational Logged
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Year Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

1990 .96* .78* .78* 1.34* 1.02 .95* .87* .95*
2000 1.07 .91* .66* 0.79 1.03 1.00 .92 .94*

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use
Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for
the restrictions placed on the analysis. 
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



spectrum lies Ethiopia, which was politically subservient to the West
only during the brief Italian occupation of 1936 to 1941. The rest of
Africa was firmly under European control from the late-nineteenth to
the mid-twentieth century. In some colonies, Europeans exerted their
influence primarily through the civil service and the military; in others,
Europeans forcibly took “ownership” of land and engaged in farming.
European agriculture was concentrated in Kenya, Rhodesia, Namibia,
and, of course, South Africa. No doubt, South African history is
unique. While most African regions experienced less than a century of
European hegemony, white domination of South Africa dates to 1652
(Furlong 2001). Most African regions achieved independence in the
1960s and 1970s, disgorging their nonblack population in the process.
But South Africa’s whites have yet to be dislodged. White political con-
trol persisted until 1994, when apartheid was officially dismantled
through democratic elections. As recently as 1996, 17.3 percent of the
prime-age male labor force was white, and the jobs they held were far
more prestigious and lucrative than the jobs held by the black or
mixed-race population (Powell and Buchman 2002).

In short, sub-Saharan African countries approximate all-black soci-
eties to different degrees. This demographic reality implies that com-
paring immigrants from South Africa with their counterparts from the
rest of Africa is a better strategy for testing the all-black society hy-
pothesis than comparing immigrants from sub-Saharan Africa to
African Americans. Unfortunately, the number of South Africans in the
data is small; to create a large enough sample, it is necessary to com-
bine cases from the 1990 and 2000 censuses.21 Table 5.6 presents the ra-
tios of adjusted black South African immigrant means to other black
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Table 5.6 Ratios of Foreign-Born Black South African Adjusted Means to
Other Sub-Saharan Black African Observed Means on Four
Economic Indicators

Labor Force Occupational Logged
Participation Unemployment Prestige Earnings

Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

.97 .85* 1.13 1.51 .95 1.09* 1.01 1.03

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1990 and 2000 Integrated Public Use Micro-
data Series (IPUMS) combined.
Note: See the methodological appendix for the variables used in the adjustment and for
the restrictions placed on the analysis.
* Statistically significant at the .05 level or better.



the results are quite different. The 1982 National Survey of Ethnic Mi-
norities asked: “Have you yourself ever been refused a job for reasons
which you think have to do with race or colour?” Twenty-four percent
of West Indians answered yes, compared to 9 percent of Asians. On re-
lated questions, of which there were six in the survey, West Indians
consistently perceived the workplace as more discriminatory than
Asians did (Brown 1984). Fourteen years later, the same survey asked:
“Have you ever been refused a job for reasons you think were to do
with your race or colour or religious or cultural background?” Twenty-
eight percent of black Caribbeans answered yes, as did 15 percent of
Asian Indians, 11 percent of Pakistanis, and 3 percent of Bangladeshis.
Calculations for London produced nearly identical results. When the
responses to other, similar questions were examined, the propensity of
West Indians to report the highest levels of job discrimination per-
sisted. For instance, to the question “Do you feel that there are real
equal opportunities for everyone regardless of race, color, or religious
or cultural background where you work?” West Indians were the most
likely (59 percent) to answer no, followed by Asian Indians (37 per-
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Table 6.1 Attitudes Toward Immigrants: Eurobarometer 1988

Group Great Britain Netherlands France

Northern Europeans 72.8 (1.93) [945] 74.3 (1.58) [975] 76.2 (1.98) [966]
Southern Europeans 68.4 (1.80) [953] 70.9 (1.57) [991] 73.5 (1.91) [993]
Jews 67.6 (2.01) [944] 73.9 (1.66) [985] 67.0 (2.35) [983]
West Indians 59.4 (2.15) [945] 68.9 (1.71) [976] 69.8 (2.20) [983]
Surinamese 67.3 (1.80) [985]
South Asians 57.4 (2.19) [943] 65.8 (1.66) [974] 58.5 (2.33) [969]
Southeast Asians 58.8 (2.04) [921] 66.4 (1.64) [970] 61.6 (2.38) [983]
North Africans 58.1 (2.00) [929] 63.9 (1.70) [992] 54.1(2.57) [990]
Black Africans 59.0 (2.10) [935] 65.3 (1.73) [977] 60.0 (2.35) [986]
Turks 57.3 (2.00) [896] 63.0 (1.90) [993] 53.2 (2.51) [972]

Source: Reif and Melich (1991).
Note: The question was “Now I would like to get your feelings about the groups on this
list. I would like you to rate them on a scale that runs from 0 to 100. Ratings between 51
and 100 mean that you feel favorable toward that group. Ratings between 0 and 49
mean that you don’t feel too favorable toward that group. A rating of 50 means that you
don’t feel particularly favorable or unfavorable toward that group.” Groups were de-
scribed in the following way: Southern Europeans as “Greeks, Italians, Spaniards, and
Portuguese”; West Indians as “West Indies, Caribbean”; South Asians as “Indians, Pak-
istanis”; and Southeast Asians as “Cambodians, Laotians, and Vietnamese.” The figures
reported are the weighted mean, the weighted standard deviation (in parentheses), and
the unweighted number of cases (in brackets).



Table 6.2 Ratio of Adjusted Foreign-Born West Indian Means to Observed Native-Born White Means: New
York, London, Toronto, and Amsterdam

Labor Force Occupational
Participation Unemployment Prestige Log Earnings

City, Year Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

United Kingdom
London, 1991 1.00 1.06 1.50 1.83 0.92 0.94 n.a. n.a.
New York, 1990 1.01 1.15 1.81 1.90 0.94 0.96

Canada
Toronto, 1991 0.96 1.04* 2.27 3.30 0.87 0.90 0.93* 0.96
New York, 1990 1.01 1.36 2.10 1.99 0.90 0.91 0.91 1.00

Netherlands
Amsterdam, 1991, 1994, 1998 0.93 1.19 2.54 1.58 0.92 0.95 0.94* 0.97*
New York, 1990 0.99 1.35 1.99 1.96 0.91 0.91 0.82 0.91

Source: Author’s calculation based on the UK Sample of Anonymised Records (SARs), the Candian Public Use Microdata Files on
Individuals (PUMFI), the Dutch Sociale Positie en Voorzieneningengebruick Allochtonen (SPVA), and the U.S. Integrated Public
Use Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: Shading conveys intercity contrasts that are consistent with the predictions of white favoritism. 
* Statistically significant difference  between New York and the contrast city (p < .05).



Table 6.3 Adjusted Foreign-Born West Indian Means on Four Economic Indicators by Sex, Year, and Percentage
of Metropolitan Area Labor Force that Is African American

Labor Force Occupational
Participation Unemployment Prestige Log Earnings

Year Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

1980
Below average 0.86 0.75 0.06* 0.06 39.0 41.1 2.41 2.15
Average or above average 0.86 0.76 0.08 0.07 38.7 41.5 2.40 2.22

1990
Below average 0.77 0.79 0.06* 0.14* 40.3 44.1 2.36 2.24
Average or above average 0.83 0.75 0.13 0.07 40.2 43.6 2.30 2.31

2000
Below average 0.79 0.75 0.08* 0.07 39.9 43.9 2.70* 2.63
Average or above average 0.82 0.77 0.06 0.07 41.5 45.0 2.72 2.62

Source: Author’s calculations based on the 1 percent and 5 percent Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS).
Note: Excludes West Indians who do not live in metropolitan areas or whose metropolitan area is not identified in the data.
Shaded cells identify West Indian economic outcomes on which increasing African American proportions have a statistically sig-
nificant, positive effect (p < .05).
* Percentage of African Americans has a statistically significant effect on West Indians’ economic outcome (p < .05).
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