
(On this and all following figures, the native whites are on the right end
and the two native minority groups on the left end, with the Puerto Ri-
cans, generally the most disadvantaged, on the far left. The immigrant
origin groups are arrayed in between in terms of their general level of ad-
vantage, with Dominicans being most disadvantaged, West Indians and
South Americans having moderate advantage, and the Chinese and Rus-
sians being most advantaged.)

The ability of members of the parents’ generation who speak other lan-
guages at home to speak English varies widely, however, with only 16 per-
cent of Russians not speaking English well, but more than half of the Chi-
nese and Dominicans not doing so. (Although many Puerto Ricans speak
Spanish at home, fewer than one in five of them report not speaking En-
glish well.) Although a few West Indians, native blacks, and native whites
speak another language at home, almost all report speaking English well.

Similar patterns may be seen in Figure 2.2, which shows educational at-
tainment among these adults. As one might expect, few of the native
whites and Russians of the parents’ cohort lack a high school degree, but
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this is true of a quarter of the native blacks and West Indians. The Puerto
Ricans, South Americans,  and Chinese are also comparatively likely to
lack a high school degree. The Dominican parents fall the farthest behind,
with only two-fifths having as much as a high school degree. College
graduation rates follow a similar pattern: highest among the native whites
and Russians, comparatively high among the Chinese, lower among native
blacks and West Indians, and lowest among Puerto Ricans and Domini-
cans. The Chinese pattern is distinctive in having both a relatively high
share of college graduates and a high share of those who never earned
even a high school degree.

Work, Earnings, Household Income, and Home Ownership

The different parental groups also had widely varying levels of labor force
participation, earnings, workers in the family, household income, self-
employment, and assets such as home ownership or stocks. Figure 2.3 shows
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labor force participation by gender and median annual earnings for those
working regular hours for most of the year. Every group displays a gender
gap in labor force participation and earnings, with men working and earning
more than women, but the gendering of work varies considerably across the
groups. The gaps in share of population working are small among West In-
dians and native blacks, rise to ten points among Russians and twelve points
among the native whites, and are thirteen to sixteen points among the other
groups. Considerable differences may be seen across groups in terms of the
levels of work as well: highest overall among native whites and Russians,
lowest among the Dominicans and Puerto Ricans, a bit higher among native
blacks and South Americans, and significantly higher among the West In-
dians and Chinese. Clearly, both the generally low level of work and fairly
strong gender differences in work contribute to putting the Hispanic groups
toward the low end of the group distribution of work.

Similar patterns between men and women and across groups may also
be seen in earnings: men earn more than women, though the gaps are
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smallest among native blacks and greatest among the relatively high
earning native whites. Among them, the female median annual earnings
are 71 percent of the male median. Women do best relative to the men
among the native blacks (89 percent), Chinese (89 percent), and Puerto
Ricans (84 percent).

When combined with the share of families that have two or more
workers, Figure 2.4 shows how these employment rates by gender and
earnings by gender add up into median household incomes. Native whites
in the parents’ age bracket have the highest median household income
($88,000) even though they are less likely to have multiple workers in the
family because they have by far the highest earnings. Russians ($63,000)
were in a similar position. Perhaps counter to stereotype, native blacks
($44,000) did not have the lowest household incomes, which fell,
rather, to Puerto Ricans ($36,000) and Dominicans ($35,000). These
groups had the lowest incomes because they had the lowest employment
rate, lowest individual earnings, relatively big gender gaps in these rates,
and low shares of families with two or more workers. Native blacks and
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Only a relatively few members of the parents’ age cohort are self-
employed, but small differences seem to count: the shares are lowest
among Puerto Ricans and native blacks and more than twice as high
among South Americans, Chinese, and Russians, with a high rate among
native whites as well. Even more important, the mean earnings among
self-employed Russians and native whites are $40,000 and $50,000 per
year, compared with $20,000 for Chinese and less for the other groups.
Patterns of asset holding are similar, with native whites, Russians, and
Chinese being distinctly more likely to have income from this source, fol-
lowed by West Indians.

A home is generally a family’s biggest and most important asset, and
the rate of home ownership shown in Figure 2.5 ranges from a high of
72 percent among native whites in the parental cohort to 63 percent for
Chinese, 54 percent among West Indians, 48 percent for Russians, 37
percent for native blacks in the parents’ age group, down to 32 percent
for South Americans, 26 percent for Puerto Ricans, and a mere 17 percent
for the Dominicans. Median values of the homes owned are also much
higher for the native whites, Chinese, and Russians than for the other
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study, the eldest and usually central members of the extensive “kin net-
works” were almost all first generation migrants from the South. After
more than four decades in the urban North, this “immigrant” pattern
seems to have eroded among African Americans.) Since the Russian immi-
grants arrived more recently, were older to begin with, and brought their
children with them, the Russian parents’ generation lives in households
with the fewest children. Its members are also most like the native whites,
who live in the smallest households with the least prevalence of either
elders or children.

These differences in family form reinforce the previously described pat-
terns of work across the groups. More Chinese adults live as married
couples with both partners working than is true of any other group, fol-
lowed by Russians, native whites, West Indians, and South Americans. Na-
tive blacks, Puerto Ricans, and Dominicans are only half as likely to live in
such households. Conversely, Dominicans, Puerto Ricans, and native
blacks are twice as likely as the other groups to live in female-headed
households where the parent does not work outside the home. Among
female-headed families, West Indian and South American mothers are
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Table 2.1. Factors Affecting Position of First Generation Parents

Puerto Native West South Native 
Domain Rican Black Dominican Indian American Chinese Russian White

Language − + − + − − − +
Family Structure − − − − m + + m
Parental Employment − + − + m + + +
Parental Education − m − + m − + +
Racial Discrimination − − − − + m + +
Transnational Flows m na − − m + na na
Residential Location − − − − + + + +
Class Heterogeneity − + − + + + + +

−  overall disadvantage on this measure
+  overall advantage on this measure
na  neutral or not applicable on this measure
m  mixed



Table 3.1. Racial Identification by Group

Study Group of Respondents

Puerto Native West South Russian Native 
Race Given Rican Black Dominican Indian American Chinese Jewish White

White 16.6 12.1 0.2 19.5 0.5 100.0 95.9
Black 10.8 99.5 11.7 92.9 3.7 0.2
Native American 0.2
Indian 0.2 0.2
Chinese 0.2 95.0
Japanese 0.2
Vietnamese 0.2
Hawaiian 0.2
American 3.2 2.1 3.2 0.2 1.0
Asian 0.2 3.3
Burmese 0.2
Colombian 5.2
Dominican 15.2
Ecuadoran 4.7
Hispanic 26.0 34.3 0.5 36.9 0.2
Human 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.2
Indigenous Indian 0.5 1.9 1.0
Latin American 0.5 1.9 1.7
Latino 2.8 4.9 0.2 4.7 0.2
Mixed 0.7 0.2 1.4 0.5
Peruvian 2.0
Puerto Rican 30.4 0.7
South American 0.5
Spanish 3.0 4.7 5.0
West Indian 0.2 3.9
Malay 0.2
Other Race 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.2
Don’t Know 3.5 7.2 0.7 8.5 0.3 0.5
Refused 1.6 1.6 0.2 0.5 1.7

Source: Study of the immigrant Second Generation in Metropolitan New York (ISGMNY).



mechanisms (such as recruitment by a firm) or the “weak ties” of college
friendships to find jobs and establish themselves. Yet others may have
grown up in and around New York but have moved many times and are
less tied to any one neighborhood.

Families of Origin

The form and dynamics of the families in which our respondents grew up
tended to vary considerably by group. The most fundamental question is
whether our respondents grew up with both parents—something that has
been decreasingly true for Americans in general. The final row of bars in
Figure 4.1 shows that only two-fifths of the native blacks and just half of
the Puerto Ricans and West Indians grew up with both parents, compared
with three-fifths of the Dominicans, about 70 percent of the South Amer-
icans and native whites, and more than four-fifths of the Chinese and Rus-
sian Jews. Moreover, as indicated by the bars immediately in front, a large
share of the families that had been intact in the childhood of the native
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raising. The final row in Figure 4.2 shows the mean number of children
growing up in our respondents’ families of origin. The Russian youngsters
grew up with the fewest siblings, averaging just under one; the native
blacks the most, averaging 2.6. The Puerto Ricans, West Indians, and Do-
minicans were all on the higher end, with averages of 2.2–2.3 siblings;
whereas the South Americans and native whites averaged well under two
siblings, and the Chinese were closest to the Russians (1.5). Indeed, almost
one-third of the Russian Jewish respondents grew up as only children. (A
third or more of the native blacks, Dominicans, West Indians, and Puerto
Ricans grew up with three or more siblings.) The median Russians, Chi-
nese, and native whites grew up with one sibling, whereas the median in
all the other groups was two siblings.

Growing up in a family with a high ratio of parent figures to children is
a considerable advantage for both material and nonmaterial reasons. The
incidence of two parent families, the presence of “extra” adults, and the typ-
ical number of children come together in different ways to shape the ratio
of adults to children in the groups we studied. This ratio is shown in the
first row of bars in Figure 4.2, which indicates the ratio of the number of
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That native born blacks and Puerto Ricans are likely to live in neigh-
borhoods characterized by concentrated poverty and its associated social
problems, and that only Dominicans live in equally troubled areas, is an-
other structural factor that helps to explain why individual members of the
second generation groups had better socioeconomic outcomes. The white
concentration in better neighborhoods also demonstrates whites’ contin-
uing advantage in the American racial hierarchy.

We asked our respondents what they thought about the conditions of
the neighborhoods in which they grew up. Figure 4.4 shows how our re-
spondents felt about neighborhood problems. The most acute neighbor-
hood issue facing our respondents was the open dealing and use of drugs.
This was not an exclusively inner city problem. A considerable minority of
every group, usually the men, reported engaging in criminal activity in
their late teens and early twenties, with drug dealing being the most
common, often accompanied by robbery and other gang activity. Most re-
spondents had “aged out” of this activity by their early twenties, though a
handful moved into more serious criminal activity and even criminal
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careers. Yet, even at the height of the crack epidemic, drugs and crime had
much less effect on the overall environment in which most of our native
white, Russian Jewish, and Chinese respondents grew up. Some individuals
got involved in these activities, but drug-related street crime did not per-
meate their communities.

One respondent in four described “drug dealing” as a big problem in
his or her community, but this situation was clearly most pronounced in
the Dominican and Puerto Rican neighborhoods, particularly among re-
spondents growing up in Washington Heights and the South Bronx
during the 1980s. Indeed, more than two-fifths of Dominicans and
Puerto Ricans reported that drugs were a big problem in their neighbor-
hoods when they were growing up. (Williams [1992] and Jackall [1977]
give accounts of Washington Heights during this period.) Respondents
who still live in these neighborhoods frequently remarked on how much
life has improved with the decline in crime since the mid-1990s. Even in
the worst years, of course, most young people were not involved with
drug dealing and drug-related violence. Yet such activity was prevalent at
times, and virtually all the young people we surveyed knew someone in-
volved in it. In such places crime shaped the friendships people would
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This figure reveals several key patterns. First, all the second generation
groups fared better than native born minority young people in high
school and college graduation rates. In each case, the second generation
group did at least somewhat better than the comparable native born
group—Dominicans slightly better than Puerto Ricans, South Americans
substantially better than Puerto Ricans, West Indians better than African
Americans, and so on. More members of every second generation group
earned high school diplomas and college degrees than their Puerto Rican
and African American counterparts. Even more strikingly, two second
generation groups—Chinese and Russians—substantially outpaced native
born whites in college graduation rates. In other words, these second gen-
eration groups did not only far better than native minorities but also no-
ticeably better than native whites who grew up in and around New York.
Finally, except for high school and college graduation among native
whites and high school graduation among Puerto Ricans, the young
women of each group are getting more education than their young male
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rounding area) and falls even lower for the Chinese and Russian respon-
dents. Offering a sharp contrast, fewer than one-third of the native whites
growing up in the region went to zoned New York City high schools,
mainly because the native whites were schooled in the suburbs but also
because they had the most other options.

Some of our respondents found routes out of the zoned high schools.
The Chinese were most likely to find the best options within the public
system—in an amazing feat, one in five attended a magnet high school in
New York City. (About 8 percent of the Russians also attended these
schools.) Of the other groups, West Indians were most likely to go to
such schools, but only 4.4 percent did so. Roughly one in ten South
Americans and Dominicans went to Catholic schools and almost one in
six Russians went to a yeshiva. Many native whites also attended Catholic
high schools, as did one in ten Puerto Rican respondents. Native whites
were the only group to make more than negligible use of private nonsec-
tarian schools.

Finally, we also looked at the performance rankings of the public high
schools attended by our respondents in New York City. (This ranking was
based on analysis of the “report cards” on New York City high schools
from 1994 through 1996 concerning a wide range of indicators on test
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scores, graduation rates, and so forth. These indicators were factor analyzed
and then scaled into an overall performance measure, which was broken
down into quintiles. See the Methodological Appendix for details.)
Echoing the larger pattern, Figure 5.3 shows that more than a third of the
Puerto Rican, native black, Dominican, and West Indian students at-
tended high schools in the lowest quintile, compared to less than one-
tenth of the Chinese, Russian Jews, or native whites; but a quarter or
more of the latter groups went to high schools in the top quintile, com-
pared to roughly one-tenth or fewer of the Puerto Ricans, native blacks,
Dominicans, or West Indians. (The South Americans were more evenly
distributed across the spectrum.)

This ethnic stratification continued into college. Among those respon-
dents aged 24 and older who grew up in the metropolitan area and ever
attended college, the groups attended starkly different institutions. As
Figure 5.4 shows, few native whites, Russians, or Chinese went to a com-
munity college (roughly one in six), but a third or more of the Puerto
Ricans, native blacks, Dominicans, West Indians, and South Americans
did so. Scholars have debated whether community colleges create greater
access to higher education or merely divert students onto dead end voca-
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tional tracks (Brint and Karabel 1989; Dougherty 1992: Rouse 1995).
Among our respondents, few who went to community colleges went on
to get a BA degree; and many of those who left college without a degree
had attended a community college, mainly at CUNY. On the other hand,
our data confirm Attewell and Lavin’s (2007) conclusion that there are
substantial benefits to attending community college even for those who
do not graduate.

At the baccalaureate level, only a few black or Hispanic respondents
(roughly 5 percent) attended a top-ranked public or private college or
university (ranked Tier I by U.S. News & World Report), but three to four
times that many Russians, Chinese, and native whites did so. Many in
these groups also went to middle-rank colleges and universities (ranked
Tier II), especially the public ones, while the black and Hispanic respon-
dents (native and second generation alike) were concentrated in the
lower-ranked BA-granting institutions, including many in private institu-
tions (ranked Tier III and IV). Whereas a top-performing Chinese or Rus-
sian respondent went to Columbia, Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology (MIT), or NYU, the top performers among the West Indians or
Dominicans went to one of the better CUNY or SUNY colleges like
Hunter College or SUNY Stony Brook.
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educational attainment measured along a five-point scale—no high school
diploma and not attending high school, high school diploma or attending
high school, AA degree or attending community college, BA degree or at-
tending college, and graduate degree or attending graduate school—the
Chinese and Russians have statistically significantly better educational out-
comes than native whites, the excluded reference group; the other groups
are doing worse; and Puerto Ricans and native blacks lag furthest behind
(first column in Table 5.1). What might lie behind these statistical pat-
terns?
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Table 5.1. Correlates of Educational Attainment
(Age 24–32, grew up in metropolitan New York)

Variable Beta Beta Beta

(Constant) 3.49** 1.77** 1.16**

Puerto Rican −.300** −.141** −.095**
Black −.333** −.190** −.106**
Dominican −.110** −.003 .011
West Indian −.096** −.013 .011
CEP −.093** −.028 −.032
Chinese .042 .092** .066**
Russian .040 .017 .032

Parents’ Education .307** .269**
Age .073* .107**
Female .072** .088**
Grew Up with Both Parents .061** .019
Siblings Grew Up With −.097** −.054**
Times Moved 6–18 −.125** −.094**

Has Had a Child −.307**
Ever Arrested −.077**
High School Average Hours .039

of Homework
Went to Parochial HS 1+ year .051*
Used Museums & Libraries 

Growing Up .070**
Adjusted R2 .105 .240 .335

*sig < .05.**sig < .01
Dependent variable is educational status: 1 = no HS diploma, 2 = HS diploma or in high

school, 3 = associate’s degree or enrolled in community college, 4 = BA degree or enrolled
in college, 5 = postgraduate degree or enrolled in graduate school. Respondents are weighted
to represent their group’s share of the sample universe. Parents’ education measured by
highest level attained by either parent on a five-point scale.



and the full time employment rate ranges from a low of 37 percent among
the Chinese and Russian women to a high of 66 percent among the native
white men. But Figure 6.1 also shows that relatively few members of the
second generation are neither in the labor force nor attending school
(bottom category), though this is more common among the women than
the men. Many of the second generation are still in school full time, par-
ticularly among the Chinese and Russians, but also among the West In-
dians and South Americans. Many members of the second generation mix
education and part time work well into their twenties, so it is not sur-
prising that they are all more likely to be working part time. Going to
school full time kept few native blacks and Puerto Ricans out of the labor
force. (Dominicans are the second generation group that most resembles
the “native minority” pattern.)

Combining both sexes, native whites have moved most fully into the
labor market, with 63 percent working full time. Among the second
generation respondents, South Americans are most likely to work full
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time, at 57 percent. In every group, women are both less likely to be in
the labor force and less likely to work full time than the men, though, as
with the parents described in Chapter 2, the gender gaps are narrowest for
native blacks and West Indians (and, for the children, the Chinese), and
larger for other groups. The major factor behind this difference is that
having children takes many more women than men out of the labor force.

Though relatively few respondents are neither working nor in school
full time, the share ranges from a low of 6 percent among Chinese men
and women and 8 percent of Russian Jews up to 23 percent among
Puerto Ricans and 26 percent among native blacks, men and women com-
bined. (Once more, Dominicans, at 18 percent, are the second generation
group closest to the native minorities.) Early fertility is clearly a factor for
native black, Puerto Rican, and Dominican women.

What do the different groups of workers earn? Average hourly wages,
depicted in Figure 6.2, vary from a low of $12.32 among Puerto Rican
women to a high of $17.71 among native white males but these figures
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Even if immigrants do not commit more crime than natives, some critics
worry that the immigrants’ children might, with potentially severe conse-
quences for the second generation’s long term incorporation. The “down-
ward assimilation” scenarios suggest that some members of the second
generation will be caught up in gangs and criminal activity on the “mean
streets” of urban America. This sometimes clearly does happen (R. Smith
2006). Even if the children of immigrants are more likely than their par-
ents to commit crimes, however, the children’s behavior needs to be com-
pared to that of their American peers. Figure 6.3 shows the rates of having
been arrested and jailed—admittedly imperfect measures of criminal
activity—by group and gender. Being arrested is clearly a fairly common
experience among all young men, especially African Americans, and much
less common among young women. Men from two groups—the Chinese
and the Russian Jews—have noticeably lower arrest rates, less than half
those of native whites. While Dominicans, West Indians, and South Amer-
icans having arrest rates higher these two groups, are almost the same as
those for native whites, despite the fact that all these groups perceive police
as more likely to discriminate against minorities.
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West Indians might also be taken for second generation decline as West
Indians become African Americans (Waters 1999). Yet this conclusion is
not warranted because the West Indian parents are already well positioned
in the labor market. Adopting their parents’ pattern may not be a bad idea
for young West Indians. This is not a case of clinging to a parent’s ethnic
economy, however. Speaking English on arrival, the West Indian parents
were least likely to work in ethnic niches and most likely to be in the larger
service economy.

We also calculated how members of the second generation and their
parents compared to the overall distribution of employment of all people
their age and sex as measured in the Current Population Survey (see the
Methodological Appendix). This produced similar results. The second
generation groups have a far less distinct labor market position than did
their parents. Immigrant parents are highly concentrated, but the men
and women of all second generation groups except West Indians look far
more like all young people their age. The Chinese, Dominican, and South
American women had the most occupationally segregated mothers, but
they were the least segregated. Only West Indians became slightly more
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different from their generation than were their parents, although the par-
ents were not very segregated to begin with. The West Indian ability to
speak English clearly smoothed the parents’ incorporation into New
York’s rapidly growing service sector during the 1970s and 1980s, mini-
mizing their need to rely on co-ethnics for help in finding employment.
Their children are taking advantage of these inroads. Western and Pettit
(2005) showed that racial discrimination continues to constrain access to
entry level jobs, particularly for young men. Our data suggest that dis-
crimination does not lock first or second generation West Indians out of
any economic sector in the same way.

Occupations

The main message that comes through from these findings is that the
second generation groups are broadly distributed across the labor force
and hold jobs quite similar to those of all young people in general. They
are not clustered in the ethnic industries and occupations of their parents
but have effectively fled them. As Figure 6.5 shows, the most common oc-
cupations for second generation and native born groups except native
whites are office support workers, service workers, and retail sales. (For
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the Hispanic groups or the West Indians. Chinese working in predomi-
nantly white work sites earned even more than native whites. Chinese in
largely Chinese work sites, on the other hand, earned well below the
overall median, about the same as Puerto Ricans. As Zhou (1992) sug-
gests, these low wages could be the effect of restricted workforce partici-
pation by women caring for small children. Yet the negative effect of
working in co-ethnic work sites remains significant even after controlling
for age and gender. The mainstream also yielded better working condi-
tions and higher benefits. Half the Chinese working in mixed settings had
health insurance, compared to 28 percent in co-ethnic work sites.

That working in co-ethnic or co-racial work sites has a negative impact
for native minorities is not surprising. The finding that it works against
members of the second generation is more striking. Many have thought
that New York’s successful Chinese ethnic enclave (Zhou 1992) and high
rates of self-employment among Chinese and Russian parents might yield
employment opportunities to the second generation. Yet both groups
found large payoffs from leaving the ethnic economy and joining the
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Getting the First Job

How does the second generation enter the labor force? Young New
Yorkers from all backgrounds often do not have clear transitions demar-
cated between the stages of their lives. Many enter the labor force early,
before finishing their educations. (In this regard, native white respon-
dents growing up in New York stand in sharp contrast to those who ar-
rived after college.) Even so, getting a job during high school did not
seem to have a negative impact on progress in school or subsequent em-
ployment patterns. Indeed, having an after-school or weekend job
seemed to have a positive overall influence on the educational progress
of our respondents. Only among Dominicans was having had a high
school job correlated with higher current earnings, and the effect was
small.

Young people usually get their first jobs through kin and friends, often
co-ethnics. Being a member of a group that is well embedded in the labor
force thus has clear advantages. As one 20-year-old Russian Jewish man
who worked three to four hours a day through high school recalls:
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Table 6.1. Determinants of Logged Hourly Earnings
(working twenty-five hours a week or more with reported wages)

Variable Beta Beta Beta

(Constant) 2.69** 1.16** 1.00**

Puerto Rican −.230** −.186** −.073*
Black −.187** −.194** −.088**
Dominican −.138** −.089 −.033
West Indian −.118** −.085 −.031
South American −.109** −.063 −.016
Chinese .001 .035 .029
Russian .006 .035 .034

Age .460** .372**
Female −.057** −.078**

Educational Attainment .319**
Adjusted R2 .053 .260 .339

*sig < .05.**sig < .01.
Educational attainment: 1 = no HS diploma, 2 = HS diploma or in high school,

3 = associate’s degree or enrolled in community college, 4 = BA degree, 5 = postgraduate
degree. Respondents are weighted to represent their group’s share of the sample universe.



are African Americans, though just over 60 percent say they worked in
predominantly black (African American, Afro-Caribbean, or African)
work sites. Only a quarter reported that their supervisors were African
American. Of the second generation groups, the Chinese were most likely
to work with fellow Chinese, with a third reporting that their co-workers
were mostly Chinese and 27 percent having Chinese supervisors as well as
co-workers. (Two-fifths reported their co-workers as mostly Asian, sug-
gesting mixing among Koreans, Vietnamese, and Chinese in some work-
places.) Although the Puerto Ricans, Dominicans, and South Americans
were far less likely to work with co-ethnics, they did work with fellow His-
panics, but this reached a majority only among Dominicans. Native whites
and Russian Jews worked mainly in predominantly white work sites. Most
West Indians and native blacks worked in predominantly black work sites.
The Hispanic groups and Chinese were more likely to work in racially
mixed workplaces.

Why does the ethnic economy play such a small role for the second gen-
eration? Many second generation New Yorkers avoided ethnic economy
jobs for the simple reason that they do not pay well. Figure 6.6 compares
the weekly earnings of people working where they are surrounded by co-
ethnics with those who are not; the latter situation yielded higher pay for
every group except native whites. Though the differences were small for
most groups, they were large and statistically significant for African Amer-
icans and Chinese. African Americans in predominantly African American
work sites earn the least of any group, whereas those working in mixed or
predominantly white sites earn about the overall median and more than
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Table 6.2. Co-ethnic Employment across Second Generation Groups (%)

Supervisor & Co-worker Supervisor & 
Co-workers same Co-workers Co-worker 

Group same ethnicity ethnicity same race same race

Puerto Rican 13.8 28.8 15.9 46.6
Black 23.9 40.3 27.6 60.5
Dominican 6.4 21.0 19.0 52.8
West Indian 6.7 23.4 24.7 56.8
South American 2.1 9.8 13.4 43.1
Chinese 27.4 32.6 29.1 40.0
Russian Jewish 8.7 23.5 72.2 83.6
White 14.3 23.5 74.4 81.7

Source: ISGMNY.



this respect. When they become parents and begin to reflect on how much
of their ethnic heritage to convey to their children, they also help to frame
what ethnic identity will mean to a new generation.

Generation and Gender

Although recent work (Parrado and Flippen 2005) has noted that the
effect of migration on gender relations is complex and sometimes contra-
dictory, many scholars of immigration have found that in the first gener-
ation, women tend to see the American ideal of equality between men
and women as a real plus to migration whereas some men see it as a loss
for them (Foner 1999; Levitt 2001). While our study found considerable
variation across the groups, ideas about sex roles, the relative freedom of
women, and expectations about appropriate gender behavior are gener-
ally starkly different from those in the sending countries (Figure 7.1).
Many respondents were shocked by the gender attitudes and behaviors
they encountered when visiting their parents’ countries. Parents and chil-
dren often differed on these issues, and we found evidence of a trend
toward assimilation to the American context of gender roles. While
women were most attuned to these issues, a surprising number of men
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Jew was married to a black. While West Indians and native blacks were
most likely to be with members of their own groups, they were far more
likely to be with each other than with any other group. Finally, while the
majority of Russian Jews were with other Russian Jews, they were more
likely to be with other whites (often Jewish) than with anyone else.

The Chinese were most likely to be married to or partnered with
someone of their own group, followed by the native whites, with native
blacks and South Americans least likely to be. Even when people are with
partners from other ethnic groups, the range from which they choose is
quite limited. Very few Chinese respondents were married at all, making it
hard to generalize; but it is clear that those who out-marry do so primarily
with whites, with a few marrying other Asians. Only a small handful of
Chinese were married to Hispanics, and none were married to blacks. This
reflects not only the parents’ wishes, as will be discussed, but the kinds of
people with whom Chinese Americans live, study, and work.

Among the Hispanics, the South Americans are also the most likely to
marry out, usually with other Hispanics. About 20 percent of married or
cohabiting South Americans were with Puerto Ricans, and nearly as many



were with Dominicans and other Hispanics combined. About 10 percent
were with non-Hispanic whites, a much higher percentage than for any of
the other Spanish-speaking groups in our study. Dominicans and Puerto
Ricans primarily intermarried with each other and were also slightly more
likely than South Americans to be married to native blacks, although not
many were, suggesting that the race boundary is strong even for these “in
between” Hispanic groups. South Americans tended to say that the race
of their South American partner was white, whereas far more Dominicans
and Puerto Ricans described their co-ethnic partners as black. As might be
expected, the highest intermarriage rates among native blacks and West
Indians are with each other. It is striking that many of the native young
blacks are choosing people with family roots outside the United States,
another indicator of the dynamic change taking place in the composition
of New York’s native born black population.

Young people must contend with their parents’ opinions about suitable
matches, and race looms large in these conversations. Parents in most
groups have a clear hierarchy of preferences, and non-black groups almost
always put blacks at the bottom. Chinese and Russian Jewish parents most
openly expressed anti-black blatant racial prejudice, ranging from the
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staying at home with parents or other relatives during their young adult
years is the easiest way to cut costs.

It is therefore not surprising that young people in New York leave home
late compared to those in other parts of the country. Census data for the
region in 2000 show that 55.6 percent of those aged 18 to 32 do not live
with their parents or other family. By the time they are 30–32, 80 percent
are on their own, though a surprising 12 percent are still living with a
parent. Table 7.1 shows that our respondents follow a similar pattern, but
with some important differences. The children of immigrants are more
likely to continue to live with their parents. Over three-quarters live with
their parents during the college-age years, compared with only two-thirds
of the native born. This gap persists into the early thirties, with more than
one in five children of immigrants still living with a parent, compared with
only 17 percent of the native born.

The Chinese stay at home longest: nearly half of those aged 28–32 were
still living with a parent. Russians, South Americans, and West Indians also
tend to stay at home into their mid-twenties, but more have moved out by
their early thirties. Dominicans resemble the native born more closely than
they do the other children of immigrants. The native born groups are all
less likely to live with parents, with native whites being most likely to live
independently. Women move out sooner than men. Over a quarter of the
older men were still living with their parents, compared with fewer than a
fifth of the women. Men from the Hispanic groups were most likely to do
this, with West Indians, native whites, Russians, and Chinese less so.
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Table 7.1. Percentage of Respondents Living with Parent
(only respondents who grew up in metropolitan New York)

Age Age Age
Group 18–22 23–27 28–32

Puerto Ricans 70 34 23
Native Blacks 65 30 15
Dominicans 65 35 19
West Indians 72 44 28
South Americans 74 52 38
Chinese 85 66 49
Russians 80 40 21
Native Whites 68 33 11

Source: ISGMNY.



it will be interesting to see whether native born people with limited re-
sources start to revise their assumption that living apart from parents is a
key ingredient of adulthood. For the moment, native born minorities and
second generation Dominicans seem to be disadvantaged by their ten-
dency to move out early, whereas other groups, particularly low income
Chinese, benefit from their willingness to stay at home.

Forming New Families

When they do leave home, some of our respondents are quick to form
new households with romantic partners, but most remain single for years.
Overall, only 11 percent of our 18- to 22-year-old respondents were mar-
ried or living with someone, rising to a third in their mid-twenties and
about half in the 28–32 age group. But this varies by group (Table 7.2). It
is also clear that people from different backgrounds find partners and have
children in different combinations at different ages. In general, those with
better-educated parents who stayed in school longer tended to settle
down later. The relationship between getting an education and the age at
which one chooses a partner or has a child is not straightforward, how-
ever. Cultural norms about the “right” age for marriage and childbearing
and the expected payoff for postponing a family to complete one’s educa-
tion also matter.

Native whites often live alone or with roommates for much of their
twenties. Only a third are married by the time they reach their thirties,
and only then do they begin having children. Yet the equally well-educated
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Table 7.2. Share of Respondents with Children and Spouses or Partners 
by Age and Group (%)

18–22 23–27 28–32

Child Partner Child Partner Child Partner

Puerto Ricans 24 17 60 41 63 53
Native Blacks 28 10 62 34 72 47
Dominicans 25 21 54 52 60 68
West Indians 16 11 45 28 52 43
Chinese 1 3 3 16 14 42
Russians 3 11 17 42 42 61
Native Whites 6 11 9 33 27 44

Source: ISGMNY.



English-limited households, and students in immigrant households are
less likely to drop out than those in nonimmigrant households.

In the telephone survey, we asked questions about the degree to which
the respondent spoke another language growing up; the respondent’s
ability to understand, speak, and read the parents’ language; the language
they use most frequently now; and the language they prefer to use. Obvi-
ously, one would expect differences in language proficiency between chil-
dren born in the United States and those who learned to speak in another
country and then came to the United States, and we find these differ-
ences, but we also find differences by ethnic group.

Figure 8.1 shows the percentage of respondents who grew up speaking
either English or the language of their parents’ country of origin and
whether they prefer to speak that home language now. Figure 8.2 shows
the respondents’ ability to write, read, speak, and understand their par-
ents’ language. (The figures show only the groups whose home country
language was not English but who grew up entirely in the United States.)
Note that two-thirds of the Russian Jewish respondents grew up speaking
English at home, whereas only a third of the other groups benefitted from
this. Moreover, the current preference for the home language is highest
among Dominicans and lowest among the Russians and Chinese.
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Indeed, only a bare majority of the Chinese say they can even speak
Chinese well, and far fewer can read it or write it (Figure 8.2). Some of
this is clearly related to whether the respondents were born here or spent
some of their childhoods in the home country. Among those who were
born in China and came after the age of 6, 86 percent say they speak Chi-
nese well. Among the Russian Jews, 91 percent of those who came after
age 6 say they speak Russian well, compared to 77 percent of those born
here. The Dominicans and South Americans are somewhat more likely to
say they can speak Spanish well. Whereas 81 percent of South Americans
born in the United States can do so, 98 percent of those who came after
age 6 can speak Spanish well; 91 percent of American-born Dominicans
can speak Spanish well, as can 99 percent of Dominicans coming after
age 6. The same pattern holds for language preference, with a higher re-
ported preference for English among the Chinese and the Russians and
a slightly lower preference for English among the South Americans and
Dominicans.
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one in five Dominicans reported having been to the parents’ homeland
more than ten times, but only 2 percent of the Chinese and almost no
Russians visited that often. The numbers who had spent more than six
months in their parents’ home country showed the same pattern. Only 9
percent of Chinese and 11 percent of Russians had done so, contrasting
with 26 percent of Dominicans, 24 percent of West Indians, and 18 per-
cent of South Americans.

The majority of every group except the Russians reported that their
parents sent remittances home, although most of the Chinese reported
that their parents did so only about once a year. Many more Dominicans
(44 percent), South Americans (44 percent), and West Indians (34 per-
cent) reported that their parents sent money home several times a year or
more. Remittance activity among the second generation was much lower
than it was among the parents. Of course, given their youth, it is not sur-
prising that most respondents did not regularly send remittances, al-
though a significant minority of Dominicans (20 percent) and South
Americans (19 percent) did so. Once the parents retire or die, the second
generation may take up some responsibility for caring for relatives back
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communities (see Carnes and Karpathakis 2001), second generation
Catholics and Protestants tend to worship in ethnically mixed congrega-
tions, and those Russian Jews who do attend services do so with longtime
American Jews, as well as with Jewish immigrants from other parts of the
world. Reflecting the broader patterns of segregation in American society
and the distinct history of the African American church, native blacks are
the group most likely to worship with co-ethnics. Even there, however,
the proportion, 42 percent, is lower than one might expect.

Among those who report attending any house of worship, 40 to 60
percent attend nearly every week or more. The minority of Puerto Ricans
and Chinese who attend a house of worship are among the most frequent
and active attenders. (Fifty-six percent of the Chinese report attending
church nearly every week or more, while 55 percent of Puerto Ricans re-
port the same.) Many of these people are also involved in other church
activities, such as youth groups or Bible study groups. Indeed, when we
examine our respondents’ involvement in organized activities, they are
more likely to be active in church activities than sports teams or ethnic
organizations.

This involvement did not reinforce an ethnic cultural experience, how-
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agree or somewhat agree that “New York City police generally favor whites
over blacks and other minorities.” Predictably, outright agreement is par-
ticularly strong among native blacks and West Indians, but even three out
of ten whites, Russians, and Chinese agree outright with this position.

When we asked our respondents to elaborate on these concerns, re-
spondents told us that they think New York City politicians are hypocrites
who tell voters what voters want to hear at election time, then do what-
ever most furthers their careers, mostly by helping powerful or moneyed
interests. One African American woman said:

They care in the beginning, to get that position. They care because
they know they have to get their votes from the middle class and the
lower class . . . They make all these promises of what they’re gonna
do, but as soon as they get elected, they start mixing with the
higher-up people that can pull strings, the people who can get you in
there no matter what. Then they don’t care any more, because the
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Other groups regard the Russians as whites who face much less discrimi-
nation. Along with the Chinese, they are the most successful second gener-
ation group in terms of education and occupational mobility. Thus they
may not feel the need for political engagement, nor perhaps do they want to
allocate the time for it. Finally, we cannot discount the fact that Russian and
Chinese parents of both groups came from authoritarian, if not totalitarian,
one-party states where political parties and the state had a bad reputation.
Youngsters from both groups heard stories from their parents about how at-
tracting the attention of the authorities could lead to bad outcomes. Unlike
Dominicans, South Americans, and West Indians, Russian and Chinese par-
ents had little transnational involvement back in their home countries.

New York’s political system is producing new political leadership with
greater representation of new immigrant and second generation groups.
As such, it is a fascinating laboratory for understanding the emergence of
a new phase of urban democracy. Much of that leadership appears likely to
come from West Indians and Dominicans rather than from the better-
educated, better-off Chinese or Russian Jews. Clearly, the relationship
that members of the second generation have to long-standing racial mi-
norities and the institutions they have developed is playing a key role in
their incorporation into American political and civic life.
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apparent that African Americans seem more likely to vote than native
whites (the excluded comparison group); all the other groups are less
likely, with all but the West Indians significantly less likely to vote. As in
the previous discussion, the Russian Jews and Chinese are the least likely
to vote compared with whites when we just control for group member-
ship. Why does being black, which clearly pushes up the level of alien-
ation, often on the basis of personal experiences with discrimination, pro-
duce higher levels of participation? Conversely, why are the most
economically successful second generation groups, the Chinese and the
Russian Jews, still statistically so much less likely to participate in politics
after controlling for these background characteristics?

To answer these questions, we explored a variety of plausible back-
ground factors, including having had a child or being married or living
with someone, watching ethnic media and using a language other than
English at home, working at a unionized job, church participation,
parental concern with prejudice against one’s group, and respondents’
own experiences of prejudice. It is noteworthy that these factors did not
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Table 9.1. Binary Logistic Model of Likelihood of Voting in the 1996 
Presidential Election
(citizens 18 or older by election time, living in New York City)

Constant .68** −3.382** −3.893**

Puerto Rican −.739** −.418* −.461*
Native Black .266 .555** .451*
Dominican −.751** −.344 −.368
West Indian −.357 .084 .023
South American −.740** −.422** −.406
Chinese −1.458** −1.236** −1.276**
Russian Jewish −1.175** −.942** −.987**

Age .098** .091**
Female .225* .182
Education .327** .297**
Working .386** .362**
1.5 Generation −.572** −.593**
Used Libraries & Museums .146**

Growing Up
Organizational Memberships .268**

Cox & Snell R2 .067 .137 .158

* Significant at .05 level
** Significant at .01 level



Parents’ Expectations about Encounters 
with Race in America

Racial socialization begins at home. Parents’ ideas about race and its role
in U.S. life shape the childhood experiences of the second generation. We
asked our respondents about what their parents might have taught them
regarding race, prejudice, and discrimination as well as about their own
experiences with discrimination and prejudice. We asked respondents
whether their parents or the people who raised them had ever talked with
them about prejudice or discrimination against their group; whether their
parents had ever told them not to trust white Americans, or not to trust
black Americans, or any other particular group; whether parents had ever
told them they had to be better than white Americans to get as far as
white Americans in life; and whether their parents had ever told them they
had to be better than “other people” in general to get as far as “other
people” in life.

Figure 10.1 shows that native blacks are much more likely to report
that their parents talked to them about discrimination than any other
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black. The results suggest that there are two distinct groups of Puerto
Ricans, one dark skinned and the other light skinned, and that they have
different experiences. Puerto Ricans with some black ancestry are signifi-
cantly more likely than Puerto Ricans with no black in their background
to report that their parents said they had to be better than white Ameri-
cans to get just as far as white Americans, and they were more likely to say
they had experienced discrimination at a store or a restaurant or at work.

Dominicans do not show the same sharp differences between those re-
porting black ancestry or race and those who do not, although this may
be because Dominicans who do appear black by American standards were
less likely to identify themselves as black to us, given the particular history
of race relations in the Dominican Republic. Among Dominicans the only
effect of reporting some black ancestry is to increase the likelihood of
having experienced discrimination while looking for work. There were no
significant differences between the small group of South Americans who
report black ancestry or race and those who do not.
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much less. Chinese experience discrimination even less, and Russians, per-
ceived as whites, even less than that.

A first set of racial incidents (experienced by Dominicans, West Indians,
Puerto Ricans, and blacks especially on the streets, in stores and from the
police) leaves little control to the nonwhite victim and thus leads to dis-
couragement and to confrontation with whites. These dark-skinned re-
spondents try to avoid racial discrimination by avoiding white neighbor-
hoods so they will not be targeted, or they try to dress nicely so that cabs
will stop for them or restaurants will give them good service. They hope
to signal their middle class status to differentiate themselves from the
“ghetto poor”; or, in the case of Dominicans, West Indians, and Puerto
Ricans, they may also signal their ethnic difference from African Ameri-
cans. But in impersonal encounters on the street or in job applications,
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most successful second generation group, are also the most likely to be in
integrated schools, workplaces, and neighborhoods where they are in the
minority among other groups. Black and Latino respondents, on the
other hand, are more likely, especially during their earliest years of
schooling, to be in segregated schools and neighborhoods, where they
comprise the majority group. For blacks and Latinos who are upwardly
mobile, it is often not until college or getting a full time job that they fi-
nally have enough contact with other groups, and particularly with whites,
to have much opportunity to be discriminated against. This pattern of dif-
ferential experiences of discrimination is clearer if we look at class differ-
ences within groups.

Respondents’ experiences of discrimination at work, show no signifi-
cant differences related to education, although less educated Dominicans,
Puerto Ricans, and Russians report significantly more discrimination in
looking for work than do those individuals with more education (see
Table 10.1). Discrimination experienced while shopping, however, is vari-
able depending on a respondent’s education. For South Americans, Do-
minicans, Puerto Ricans, West Indians, and native blacks, the more edu-
cated people report more discrimination. For Chinese it is exactly equal,
and for whites and Russians the less educated people report more discrim-
ination. The only two differences that are statistically significant, though,
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Table 10.1. Experience of Prejudice and Discrimination 
(by group and by level of education) (%)

Looking for Store/
School Work Work Restaurant Police

Education Education Education Education Education

Group Low Hi Low Hi Low Hi Low Hi Low Hi

Puerto Rican 14 20 24 14 26 24 39 47 24 15
Native Black 14 19 34 31 35 37 51 70 35 31
Dominican 12 20 24 12 21 14 36 42 27 22
West Indian 15 22 26 25 28 34 54 62 37 31
South American 17 18 19 13 21 18 37 47 24 20
Chinese 33 22 17 11 13 13 41 41 20 11
Russian 10 11 15 7 10 7 15 10 13 6
Native White 12 7 7 5 15 13 20 12 10 3

Low education = Less than a BA. High education = BA or above.



our target respondents were present in at least 3 percent of the microdata
area’s households. This sampling frame eliminated two-fifths of the total
population of the New York metropolitan area but retained four-fifths of
the target second generation groups and two-thirds of the blacks and
Puerto Ricans. (The sampling area had a total population of 11.9 million
in 2000, and our target groups made up 75 percent of the total.)

In the first wave of RDD screening, our survey firm, SRBI, Inc., made
calls to 91,331 randomly selected telephone numbers and identified
32,401 households as eligible for screening (see Table A.1). Of these, we
successfully screened 22,504 and identified 4,405 households containing
at least one respondent who fit one of our target categories. Completed in
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Table A.1. Screened and Eligible Households and Interviews Completed

Total Phase 1 Screening Calls 91,331
Not Residential/No Answer/No Response 54,789

after Callbacks
Household Did Not Speak English, Spanish, 4,141

Chinese, or Russian
Eligible to Be Screened 32,401
Refused to Be Screened 4,862
Began Phase 1 Screening 27,089
Failed to Complete Screening 4,585
Completed Screening 22,504
% Eligible Successfully Screened 69.5
Found Eligible in Phase 1 Screening 4,405

Total Phase 2 Screening Calls 196,063
Not Residential/No Answer/No Response 109,283

after Callbacks
Household Did Not Speak English, Spanish, 6,330

Chinese, or Russian
Eligible to Be Screened 80,450
Refused to Be Screened 10,066
Started Screening 70,384
Completed Screening 64,290
% Eligible Successfully Screened 79.9
Found Eligible in Phase 2 Screening 2,399

Total Eligible in Phase 1 and Phase 2 6,804
Total over Quota 363
Total Final Respondents 3,415
Yield Rate (R/E) 53.2%



Table A.2. Detailed Disposition of Eligible Households by Group and Screening Phase

Puerto Native West South Russian Native 
Rican Black Dominican Indian American Chinese Jewish White

Phase 1 Eligible 952 1020 306 613 236 143 119 1,016
Refused 371 398 119 238 101 63 52 447
Over Quota 40 154 0 0 0 0 0 67
Began Interview 541 468 187 375 135 80 67 472
Completed Interviews 429 421 163 343 122 80 47 410
% of Phase 1 Eligible Quota 47.0 48.6 53.3 56.0 51.7 55.9 39.5 43.2

Phase 2 Eligible 446 120 481 870 482
Over Quota 0 0 0 102 0
Refused 155 42 167 200 167
Began Interview 291 78 314 568 315
Completed Interviews 264 64 288 537 264
% of Phase 2 Eligible Quota 59.2 53.3 59.9 69.9 54.8

Total Completed 429 421 427 407 410 617 311 410
Edits +4 0 −1 0 −8 −10 −2 −2
Final 433 421 428 407 402 607 309 40
Yield CI/E 47.5 48.6 56.9 55.5 56.1 66.6 51.4 43.0

Note: Italicized completed interview totals indicate group quota was met in Phase 1.
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Table A.3. Comparison of Survey Respondents and 2000 Public Use Microdata
Sample

Puerto Native Domi- West South
Rican Black nican Ind- Amer Chin- Rus- Native

ian ican ese sian White

Median Age 
in Survey 24.2 25.5 23.7 23.4 24.0 22.0 22.0 25.8

Median Age 
in Census 25.0 25.2 24.7 24.8 25.4 25.6 25.2 26.2

Female Share 
in Survey 59.2 61.4 59.3 52.8 48.9 46.0 49.7 54.9

Female Share 
in Census 52.5 57.1 52.8 55.2 45.4 50.4 47.9 51.5

response rates for each group by dividing the number of completed inter-
views by the total number of eligible respondents identified in the
screener.

We gathered data on 400 or more respondents from each group, except
that we sampled about 600 Chinese respondents to capture their great
variation in class and origin and had to limit our sample of Russian Jews to
about 300 because of financial constraints. We asked respondents who
qualified for more than one group—for example, who had a Puerto Rican
father and a Dominican mother—which group they felt closest to and as-
signed them to that group for analysis. The yield of completed interviews
among those determined to be eligible is 53.3 percent, ranging from a
low of 41.3 among native blacks to a high of 66.6 percent among the Chi-
nese (see the final row of Table A.2). These rates compare well for survey
research in the New York area.

Our 18 to 32-year-old respondents seem generally representative of the
larger universe of young people as identified in the 2000 Census Public
Use Microdata Sample, as shown in Table A.3. (Since the decennial
Census does not ask parents’ place of birth, comparisons cannot be exact.
The Current Population Survey, which does ask this question, does not
contain enough cases for this age group in the sampling area to permit sta-
tistical comparison.) Note that although our survey sample seems slightly
younger and more likely to be female than these populations as defined in
the 2000 Census microdata, the differences are small and the patterns
across groups are quite similar. Only among the Chinese and the Russians



parental education levels of the in-depth respondents are generally com-
parable to those of the overall telephone survey sample.) These interviews
took several hours, and each produced 80 to 100 pages when transcribed.
Interviewing commenced in January 1999 and was completed at the end
of 2000. The research directors provided rigorous training of the inter-
viewers and met with them in a weekly seminar to discuss field issues and
substantive findings. In 2001–2002, with funding from the MacArthur
Foundation Research Network on the Transition to Adulthood, we re-
interviewed 123 of these respondents to cover their experiences in the
wake of the September 11th attack on the city and the associated eco-
nomic downturn.

As the transcripts of the in-depth interviews became available, we used
the qualitative data analysis program Atlas Ti to code them for themes and
topics. We also appended an abstract of the telephone survey results to
each case. In total, the transcripts yielded about 17,000 pages of data.
Our respondents told us vivid, rich, insightful, and even painful stories.
The first round of coding identified basic subjects like work, education,
family, and political participation. The attached data from the telephone
survey allowed us to control for group, gender, or any other characteristic
when searching text. A second round of coding introduced analytical sub-
codes on success, job characteristics, identity, citizenship, high school
choice, English as a Second Language, partner choice, child-rearing,
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Table A.4. Comparison of Survey Respondents and In-Depth Interviewees

Survey Respondents In-Depth Interviewees

Female Average A Parent Female Average A Parent 
Group Percent Age Has BA Percent Age Has BA

PR 60 24.1 14.8 53 24.6 16.7
NB 61 25.5 27.6 63 25.7 40.7
DR 59 23.7 15.2 44 23.4 18.6
WI 52 23.4 30.0 55 24.3 26.3
SA 49 24.0 23.6 54 24.6 15.4
CH 46 22.5 22.7 50 24.6 28.9
RJ 48 22.4 70.2 45 23.0 65.8
NW 56 25.7 55.6 50 27.2 58.3

Total Sample 54 23.9 30.6 51 24.6 32.7

PR = Puerto Rican; NB = Native Black; DR = Dominican; WI = West Indian; SA = South
American; CH = Chinese; RJ = Russian Jewish; NW = Native White.



Because we wanted to capture a diversity of experiences, we undertook
parallel ethnographies in different sites, not a “team ethnography” in one
site. We retained the meta-ethnographic benefits of a team approach,
however, by meeting weekly to discuss field research findings, organize
our work around common themes, and bring out comparisons across re-
search settings. The survey data informed the ethnographic work, in-
cluding site selection. For example, the ethnographers studying the union
and the retail site used the survey data to determine the occupational and
industry distribution of second generation respondents and whether their
jobs were unionized. The ethnographies are reported in a companion
volume (Kasinitz, Mollenkopf, and Waters 2004).

Sample Characteristics

We defined the eligible age range for our respondents as 18–32 because
we were interested in the transition to adulthood among the offspring of
the post-1965 immigration to the United States. Age 32 was the oldest a
person could be in 1997 if born to parents who immigrated in 1965. Be-
cause only a few children could have been born at this time, it is no sur-
prise that the age distribution of our second generation and 1.5 genera-
tion respondents is weighted toward the younger end of our age range
even though we took steps to increase the number of older respondents.
(All subsequent tables report only unweighted distributions from the
main sample. In the tables in the book we use weights to adjust group
sizes back to their original distribution in the population sampled.)
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Table A.5. Age by Group (in percent)

Group 18–20 21–23 24–26 27–29 30–32 Total

Puerto Rican 26.1 22.4 17.7 18.6 15.2 429
Native Black 17.8 16.9 19.7 23.0 22.6 421
Dominican 23.7 33.3 15.5 16.4 11.2 427
West Indian 31.4 23.8 19.4 13.8 11.5 407
South American 23.4 29.3 19.8 15.4 12.2 410
Chinese 41.4 21.8 18.7 10.3 7.7 609
Russian Jewish 40.2 25.4 18.3 9.6 6.4 311
Native White 13.4 20.5 20.0 23.2 22.9 410

Total Sample 27.6 24.0 18.6 16.2 13.6 3415



Table A.5 gives the age distribution among the different groups. The
native black, white, and Puerto Rican respondents are spread relatively
evenly, though Puerto Ricans are somewhat younger than whites and
blacks. On average, the second generation respondents are younger,
markedly so for the Chinese and Russian Jews. We believe that this reflects
the recency of the immigration of these latter groups to New York City
and the actual distribution of the total population and is not an artifact of
sampling procedures.

Table A.6 shows similar pattern in the distribution of these groups
across the immigrant generations. West Indians, Colombians, Ecua-
dorans, and Peruvians, and Dominicans are mostly second generation, but
the majority of Russian Jews and Chinese are 1.5 generation (born abroad
but arrived in the United States as children below age 12). (To find a suit-
able sample of Russians, we had to relax the 1.5 generation age constraint
to 18, so these are termed “1.25 generation.”) Owing to their parents’
recent migration, only 42 percent of the Chinese and 12 percent of the
Russian Jewish respondents in our sample are true second generation. We
had some concern that our greater reliance on targeted screening to se-
cure Chinese respondents had contributed to their relative youth and pre-
dominance of 1.5 generation respondents. As discussed earlier, this tar-
geted screening was necessary because the Chinese second generation is a
smaller and less concentrated group than the others. However, a compar-
ison of the two waves indicated no difference in age distribution or house-
hold type among the Chinese. We concluded that our approach had
yielded the true age distribution of the Chinese second and 1.5 genera-
tion. This is true of the Russians as well.
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Table A.6. Immigration Cohort by Group (in percent)

Group U.S./2nd Gen 1.5 Gen 1.25 Gen

Puerto Rican 100.0
Native Black 100.0
Dominican 61.9 37.9
West Indian 54.1 45.5
South American 59.3 40.5
Chinese 42.4 57.5
Russian 12.2 60.8 26.7
Native White 100.0
Total Sample 66.7 30.7 2.4



Variable Construction

Beyond the cleaning and reconstruction of responses to the questions in
our survey, we constructed a number of additional variables used in the
analysis of this book. Here, we further explain the school quality index,
the college quality measures, the household variables, the comparison of
employment patterns with the overall values in the March 2000 Current
Population Survey, and the transnationalism index.

High School Quality Index

Our survey instrument asked each respondent for the name of the high
school he or she last attended as well as the highest level of education he
or she completed. For all those who attended a public high school in New
York City, we first developed a high school quality index based on perfor-
mance data collected by the Division of Assessment and Accountability of
the New York City Board of Education (now the Department of Educa-
tion) for 1995. That was the earliest year for which comprehensive public
school data were available. It would have been preferable to have data ei-
ther from the exact years in which our respondents were attending high
school or a somewhat earlier year, but this was not possible. (The median
year in which our respondents were 17, the senior year for those who are
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Table A.7. Movement Out of New York Consolidated Metropolitan Area
between 1995 and 2000 by Group and Income (percent who moved)

Household Household Household 
Income Income Income

Group <$30K $30–60K Above $60K

Puerto Ricans 7.9 8.1 5.5
Native Blacks 9.8 9.3 6.1
Dominicans 6.7 5.7 4.2
West Indians 10.0 7.8 4.2
South Americans 8.5 6.5 5.1
Chinese 7.8 6.8 6.6
Russians 3.7 5.9 4.1
Native Whites 15.0 9.8 6.2
Other 10.3 8.8 7.0

Total Sample 11.1 8.9 6.1

Source: U.S. Census, 2000, 5% Public Use Microdata Sample.
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