
DEMOGRAPHIC DYNAMICS
Statements about the impact of immigration and immigrants on the United
States can be difficult to evaluate without keeping other demographic
changes in perspective.To get some sense of the context into which the dis-
cussion of immigration has been inserted, consider three decades in the
twentieth century as represented in table 2.1.The apparent scale of immi-
gration depends very much on the scale of natural increase (excess of births
over deaths) during each interval of time. Between 1901 and 1910 (first
row), the United States added a number of births equal to almost 30 percent
of the population at the start of the decade, and about another 11.6 percent
from immigration. In the 1950s (second row), during the baby boom era,
the fraction added through births was about the same as between 1901 and
1910, but the immigration proportion had dropped to under 2 percent.The
1990s (final row) were different from the 1950s at least as much for the de-
clining fertility rate as for any immigration changes.The birth contribution
is 16 percent of the population in 1990, only about half that in the two ear-
lier decades. The documented migration contribution is 3.7 percent. Un-
documented migration, of course, also contributes to this population change.
When we add in the estimate of 6 million undocumented migrants the
decade proportion grows to just under 6 percent.2

This simple demographic scale comparison suggests that the new immi-
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Figure 2.1 U.S. Immigration Trends, 1820 to 2010

Source: Authors’ compilation from U.S. Department of Homeland Security, various years,
and U.S. Bureau of the Census 2007a.
Note: 2001 to 2010 projected on basis of 2005.
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Louis, Cleveland, Baltimore, Pittsburgh, and Buffalo), the shift in immigrant
fractions is even more dramatic. In 1910, this group, except Baltimore, had
immigrant fractions exceeding 25 percent of the population. By 2000, all had
dropped to under 6 percent (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2007b, table B4).

This companion shift is no accident. Immigrants tend to head for the
places with the most opportunity. As slower economic growth has dropped
some of these cities from the top ten, so too have immigrants passed them
by. On the other hand, the foreign born are well represented in the more
rapidly growing metropolitan areas: Los Angeles, Dallas, Houston, and
Washington, D.C. Beyond this, analysts have identified some emerging gate-
ways for immigrant metropolitan areas such as Atlanta, Raleigh-Durham,
and even Salt Lake City (and smaller places) which have begun to attract in-
creasing amounts of immigrants (Singer 2004).Whereas a century ago low-
skilled immigrants often found employment in burgeoning industrial me-
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Figure 2.2 Foreign Born Concentration in Major Cities,1910 and 2000

Source: Authors’ compilation from U.S. Bureau of the Census 1976, 2006, referencing De-
cennial Census data from U.S. Bureau of the Census 1910, 2000.
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complexion of new arrivals. Consider figure 2.3, which compares the eth-
nic background of the stock of the population in 1790 and the composition
of the immigrant flow at three subsequent periods: 1901 to 1910, 1951 to
1964, and 1995 to 2005.

At the founding of the American republic, almost all the nonindigenous
population traced its origins either to the African continent (20 percent), or
to the British Isles (70 percent) (Lieberson and Waters 1988). Much of the
remainder came from other parts of northern Europe. If we now consider
northwestern Europe the reference point, much as present-day accounts use
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Figure 2.3 Immigrant and Ethnic Composition, 1790 to 2005

Source: Authors’ compilation from U.S. Department of Homeland Security 2005, Lieber-
son and Waters 1988.
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Figure 2.5 presents a broader historical look at this global context and the
approximate proportion of the world pool that migrates to the United
States in each of the four time points.14 Such calculations give us quite a dif-
ferent perspective on the migratory phenomenon.Whereas U.S. migration
nowadays absorbs more of the world pool than it did around 1950 (an ebb
tide in migration), the rate is actually comparable to that in the mid-nine-
teenth century. By contrast, the rate of world population migration to the
United States at the end of the twentieth century was one-third the rate than
at the beginning.

CONCLUSION
Immigration is high—but not extraordinarily high—by historical standards.
We have argued that three key elements have changed since the earlier
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Figure 2.4 Foreign Born as a Percentage of Total Population,
Selected Countries, 2000

Source: Authors’ compilation of data from the Migration Policy Institute, 2008.
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waves of U.S. immigration: the increase in population growth attributable
to immigration can be traced in part to declines in fertility rates, immigrant
origins have shifted away from Europe, and the world’s population is much
larger and more connected technologically.

As in earlier periods, that immigrants are new groups generates appre-
hension, concerns about assimilability, or even outright hostility. Expres-
sions of these points of view now are echoes of similar expressions heard in
the early part of the twentieth century, before the immigration doorway was
narrowed by various restrictions.Whereas once southern Europeans were a
source of concern in the public debate, Asian and Latin American arrivals
now are, implicitly or explicitly.

If we compare the United States to other major industrialized countries,
the proportion of immigrants in the current U.S. population is not extraor-
dinarily high—11.1 percent in the 2000 Census, an estimated 12.5 percent
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Figure 2.5 Rates of World Immigration to the United States

Sources: Authors’ compilations from Demeny 1986, U.S. Bureau of the Census 2007a, and
U.S. Department of Homeland Security 2003.
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grant flow to the United States is not abnormally large when compared to
previous flows, especially the historic wave of a century ago. The bigger
story is the decline in birth rates.The fall in the fertility rate to historically
low levels has helped increase the share of overall population growth attrib-
utable to immigration. In the 1990s, the immigration share amounted to
about 19 percent of the population increase over the decade.

Baby boom fertility peaked in 1957 at a rate (total fertility rate, or TFR)
equivalent to 3.8 children per woman (Anderton, Barrett, and Bogue
1997). By the early 1960s, this had declined slightly to about 3.4. Had these
rates persisted from the 1950s into the 1980s, and the experience of immi-
gration remained identical, the total U.S. population in 2000 would have
been much larger. Consider fertility remaining at baby boom levels: by
2000, the population would have grown to 346 million.3 The exercise,
which this clearly is, underscores the dramatic influence fertility shifts can
have on population outcomes. Table 2.1 and figure 2.1 both demonstrate
that despite the concerns about the impact of immigration on overall popu-
lation growth, its impact can be readily dwarfed by swings in rates of natu-
ral increase.

One final element of demographic composition helps fill out the picture
of the scale of immigration. Immigrants generally join the workforce, and
concerns naturally arise that immigration may reduce both the chances of
employment and wages for native workers. To be sure, millions of immi-
grants have been added to the U.S. workforce since 1960, and, as of about
2003, some 14.3 percent of the labor force was foreign born. Consider,
though, women in the labor force. The growth in the female proportion
from 36 to 58 percent between 1960 and 2000 brought an enormous addi-
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Table 2.1 Relative Contribution of Fertility and Immigration to U.S.
Demographic Change

Decade Starting Population Births Immigrants

1901 to 1910 75,994,575 21,980,000 8,795,386
28.9% 11.6%

1951 to 1960 150,697,361 41,146,000 2,598,214
27.3% 1.7%

1991 to 2000 248,791,000 39,785,000 9,095,417
16.0% 3.7%

Source: Authors’ compilation from U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 1996, U.S.
Bureau of the Census 2007, and U.S. Department of Homeland Security 2003.
Note: Births and immigrant percentages are of initial population.



ropolitan area, the distribution among reported destinations of immigrants,
the fraction of the U.S. immigrant population in each metropolitan area, and
the proportion of each metropolitan area population that is foreign-born.

Immigrants move within the United States after arrival, of course, be-
cause for many the intended place of residence reported to the U.S. Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service (INS) is only the location of a sponsoring
relative or employer. Although some immigrant groups do exhibit mobility
that exceeds that of natives (Bartel and Koch 1991; Donato et al. 2008),
they still remain more concentrated in metropolitan locations.5 As the sec-
ond column of table 2.2 indicates, 36 percent of recent immigrants headed
to the ten largest metropolitan areas, but only 32 percent of the U.S. popu-
lation lived there. Even more striking, about one-tenth of immigrants in
2000 headed to the New York region. An individual year’s statistics exhibit
the particular fluctuations of the economic, political, and administrative
forces that bring people to the United States at that time, but this pattern of
concentration holds for immigrants in general.

The fourth column of table 2.2 demonstrates that the foreign born over-
all are much more concentrated than the most recent (2000) immigrants.
More than half of the foreign born live in these ten largest cities.This con-
centration is evident at the very top of the urban distribution: 31.2 percent
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Table 2.2 Distribution of Foreign-Born and Total Population, 2000

2000 U.S. Metro
Metropolitan Area Arrivals Foreign Foreign
(2000 Census Rank) Population (INS) Born Born

1. New York 7.5 10.1 16.0 26.7
2. Los Angeles 5.8 8.3 15.2 30.3
3. Chicago 3.3 3.8 4.1 16.1
4.Washington, D.C. 2.7 3.5 3.1 14.2
5. San Francisco 2.5 1.9 6.3 31.1
6. Philadelphia 2.2 1.5 1.8 9.4
7. Boston 2.1 1.9 2.3 13.8
8. Detroit 1.9 1.3 1.4 8.0
9. Dallas-Ft.Worth 1.9 1.7 2.9 17.3

10. Houston 1.7 2.1 2.2 15.6

U.S. total 31.6 36.1 55.3 —

Source: Authors’ compilation from the Current Population Survey, December 2001
(weighted) and U.S. Department of Homeland Security 2000.
Note: All figures in percentages. First three columns take U.S. totals as base. Final column
takes Metro population as base.



Table 2.3 Components of Population Change for U.S. Metropolitan Areas, 2000 to 2006

Population Change Net Migration

Metro Per- Natural Inter-
Geographic Area Population Number centage Increase Total national Internal

Metropolitan statistical areas
New York-Northern NJ-Long  

Island,NY-NJ-PA 18,818,536 495,154 2.7 724,190 –379,700 1,067,539 –1,447,239
Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa 

Ana, CA 12,950,129 584,510 4.7 763,585 –140,033 797,652 –937,685
Chicago-Naperville-Joliet,

IL-IN-WI 9,505,748 407,133 4.5 446,678 –44,019 377,134 –421,153
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington,TX 6,003,967 842,449 16.3 401,526 454,652 286,171 168,481
Philadelphia-Camden-Wilming-

ton, PA-NJ-DE-MD 5,826,742 139,601 2.5 131,974 24,511 92,889 –68,378
Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown,TX 5,539,949 824,547 17.5 360,770 405,518 259,428 146,090
Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Miami 

Beach, FL 5,463,857 455,869 9.1 137,722 327,418 409,426 –82,008
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria,

DC-VA-MD-WV 5,290,400 494,220 10.3 287,867 159,015 239,246 –80,231
Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta,

GA 5,138,223 890,211 21.0 295,216 454,758 177,843 276,915



Detroit-Warren-Livonia, MI 4,468,966 16,409 0.4 129,067 –102,736 89,296 –192,032
Boston-Cambridge-Quincy,

MA-NH 4,455,217 62,877 1.4 130,182 –101,638 163,546 –265,184
San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont,

CA 4,180,027 56,285 1.4 170,559 –104,920 244,752 –349,672
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale,AZ 4,039,182 787,306 24.2 225,951 563,286 165,088 398,198
Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario,

CA 4,026,135 771,314 23.7 209,193 569,904 95,283 474,621
Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue,WA 3,263,497 219,612 7.2 126,384 92,298 102,447 –10,149
Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington,

MN-WI 3,175,041 206,224 6.9 164,053 49,260 71,745 –22,485
San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos,

CA 2,941,454 127,621 4.5 158,614 –20,168 99,468 –119,636
St. Louis, MO-IL 2,796,368 97,696 3.6 67,135 3,233 26,682 –23,449
Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater,

FL 2,697,731 301,718 12.6 9,946 299,212 57,179 242,033
Baltimore-Towson, MD 2,658,405 105,411 4.1 66,818 16,572 31,891 –15,319

Largest three metro areas 41,274,413 1,486,797 — 1,934,453 –563,752 2,242,325 –2,806,077
Largest ten metro areas 79,006,517 5,150,103 — 3,678,595 1,159,384 3,796,624 –2,637,240
Largest twenty metro areas 113,239,574 7,886,167 — 5,007,430 2,526,423 4,854,705 –2,328,282

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census 2007b.



and other traits—the second generation’s curves overlay the curve for the
natives of the three-plus generation.

Alternatively, still presumably within the straight-line rubric, a pattern of
declining deficit would indicate that adaptation cannot be achieved in a sin-
gle generation. Rather, the second generation’s membership would trace a
curve that remained below the reference three-plus-generation curve, per-
haps including some within-generation gains relative to the reference stock.
In this model, each successive generation would exhibit a diminishing gap
with the reference population until the deficit became infinitesimal, pre-
sumably within just a few generations.This pattern of incremental assimila-
tion would rest on within-generation relative improvements in trajectory
and cross-generation improvements (versus the first generation) in starting
point. Still other trajectories are possible. Second-generation overachieve-
ment, or superachievement, is a scenario of particular interest. In this case,
the first generation performs much as we described, but the second genera-
tion gains more rapidly in their trajectory.This we depict in figure 3.2.

Empirical evidence for second-generation overachievement has been
found from time to time. It was found, notably, in work for earlier cohorts
of immigrants and their descendants (Neidert and Farley 1985). In more re-
cent work, Reynolds Farley and others have continued to find that the edu-
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Figure 3.1 Alternative Assimilation Trajectories, Straight-Line
Assimilation

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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cational attainment of the second generation exceeded that of the third and
higher-order generation (Farley and Alba 2002).The implication of second-
generation superachievement is that at the same point in time (life cycle,
labor market experience, U.S. residential experience) the second genera-
tion stands above both the first and the third. Although many mechanisms
have been suggested for such superachievement, the combination of strong
achievement orientation on the part of the immigrant (parental) generation
tied to the acculturated advantage of the second generation, all of whose ex-
perience is in the host society, leads to a socioeconomic outcome superior
to what would otherwise be expected (Kao and Tienda 1995). One does not
need to adopt a mode of full incorporation or claim the absence of discrim-
ination; one must merely assert that the countervailing forces of family
achievement expectations are enough to overcome some of these obstacles.

Segmented assimilation theory gives us another very different model for
the second generation experience. As discussed earlier, the clash of initial
disadvantage and the less-than-welcome context of reception may make for
an inferior trajectory in the second generation. Discussion of segmented as-
similation seems to offer less explicit prediction of the overall second-gen-
eration path compared to the first, but one might consider that even the
curve traced by the second generation may not reach parity with that of the
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Figure 3.2 Alternative Assimilation Trajectories, Second-Generation
Super Achievement

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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first. Most important, the segmented assimilation approach would argue for
a variety of curves, trajectories that would differ markedly by the circum-
stances—especially ethnically based discrimination—that minority and na-
tional origin groups face.

Figure 3.3 offers a stylized depiction of segmented assimilation. Here de-
scendants of immigrants who are members of minority groups trace trajec-
tories that do not keep pace with the majority reference group (here labeled
three-plus generation). By contrast, members of the majority group trace
the expected line, akin to that in figure 3.1. Segmented assimilation theory
is not clear on the relative starting position of the second (and even third)
generation, but it does generally argue that the trajectory is one of falling
behind or, perhaps, absolute decline. In most of the writing regarding seg-
mented assimilation the focus is on the second-generation experience.

What is missing from this simple generational model is the heterogeneity
within the first generation, in terms of entry point to the receiving context.
Consequently, immigrants who arrive as children are often termed the 1.5
generation to indicate that their experiences lie somewhere between im-
migrants who arrive in adulthood and the second generation born in the
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Figure 3.3 Alternative Assimilation Trajectories, Segmented
Assimilation

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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Immigration policy regulates who gets in. Under the immigration
statutes and the enforcement of those statutes the United States regu-
lates entry within its borders. Immigration policy, simply stated, de-
termines the overall size and composition of the flow of foreign-born
persons into the United States. Immigration policy thus sets the start-
ing point for adaptation in the receiving society.

Immigrant policy, by contrast, regulates treatment of foreign-born resi-
dents in the United States. It is immigrant policy, actually in combina-
tion with a host of other policies in the United States, that determines
rules for naturalization, assistance in learning English, eligibility for so-
cial programs, and the like. Immigrant policies are widespread, and
many operate in an indirect way rather than directly on immigrants
themselves. So, immigrant policies, along with other conditions inside
the receiving country, set the context for the trajectory of adaptation.

Historically, most of the activity of the U.S. and other governments has
concentrated on immigration policy. Only with the growth of the social
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Figure 4.1 The Immigration Policy Circuit

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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tionist sentiment than Americans in this poll.The Pew report authors state,
however, that “although Western publics remain concerned about immigra-
tion, they generally are less likely to back tighter controls today than they
were five years ago, despite heated controversies over this issue in both Eu-
rope and the United States over the last few years” (3). The link between
public policy debate and general sentiment toward immigration may be less
obvious than it seems. What also emerges from the Pew study is that the
United States, as a historical country of immigration, falls in the middle of
this group in terms of restrictionist sentiment.

Public opinion polls are both provocative and problematic. Generally
such questions do not probe too deeply into preferences about composition
of the immigrant stream by country of origin and skill level. This may be
particularly problematic for U.S.–Europe comparisons in that now signifi-
cant migration across international boundaries may be relatively free move-
ment within high-income European Union member states. For instance, in
2006 Luxembourg’s resident population was nearly 40 percent foreign
born, yet 85 percent of these were from other European Union countries
(Kollwelter 2007).To the degree that receptivity to immigration is expan-
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Figure 4.2 Attitudes Toward Immigration, Gallup Poll 1965 to 2007

Source: Authors’ compilation from Gallup Organization 2008.
Note: Gallup question asked: “In your view should immigration be kept at the present level,
increased, or decreased?” X-axis not to time scale.
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using longitudinal data to make proper inferences about immigrant educa-
tional attainment compared to natives.1

PROGRESS OVER TIME: A VIEW FROM TWO COHORTS
We now turn to longitudinal analysis. Drawing on the framework of starting
point and trajectory introduced earlier, we examine the educational out-
comes with a multivariate model that takes into account the youth’s earlier
educational performance and socioeconomic origins. Thus, achievement
(here academic performance within high school and high school graduation)
is taken to be the result of the comparative influence of generation status,
family structure and socioeconomic status, language background, and access
to familial social capital.This will give us a window on the straight-line as-
similation, superachievement, and segmented assimilation frameworks.
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Figure 5.1 Educational Distribution by Generation Status and Age,
United States, 1994 and 2004

Source: Authors’ compilation from U.S. Bureau of the Census 1994, 2004, Current Popula-
tion Survey (March).
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much of any deficit is attributable to traits associated with generational sta-
tus, and how much is to being in the first or second generation itself? We do
know that differences in ethnic background, SES, and other traits that sort
out across the generations are notable, for example. Recent immigrant stu-
dents come from family backgrounds with considerably lower SES than
those of the third- or higher-order generations in both cohorts. Inspection
of the data reveals that both recent immigrant and 1.5-generation students
have more heterogeneous family SES than the higher-order natives.

Our examination of descriptive data indicates that home language back-
ground strongly differentiates outcomes in the standardized test. Students
who come from a home in which English predominates or in which English
and another language are spoken (bilingual homes) score almost five points
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Figure 5.2 Differences in Test Scores from Third and Higher
Generation

Source: Authors’ compilation from High School and Beyond Survey, 1980; National Educa-
tional Longitudinal Study, 1990.
Note:Graph represents distance from third and higher generation in the unadjusted average
test scores for each generation group.
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of a regression model. Once again the High School and Beyond data and the
National Education Longitudinal Study data enable us to conduct a cohort-
specific analysis.We predict high school completion six years after the soph-
omore year, that is, 1986 and 1996.We then turn to models predicting final
educational attainment, when these individuals are in their late twenties,
which is 1992 for HSB respondents and 2000 for NELS respondents.

Overall, most adolescents in both cohorts complete high school or earn
its equivalent.We observe more variation in completion by race and ethnic-
ity, however, than by generation status.As illustrated in figure 5.4, when we
compare by generation status, we see differences in the pattern exhibited in
each cohort. For the HSB cohort, the third and higher generations have the
highest completion rates (92.4 percent), and the recent immigrants and the
second generation the lowest (both approximately 90 percent). For the
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Figure 5.3 Predicted Math Test Scores from Sophomore Year and
Two Years Later, by Generation Status

Source: Authors' compilation from High School and Beyond Survey, 1980 and 1982;
National Educational Longitudinal Study, 1990 and 1992.
Note: Some proximate lines appear to overlap.
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In model 3 we include race-ethnicity and language background.We note
some significant differences in the patterns by ethnicity across the cohorts.
African American students in the HSB cohort from backgrounds compara-
ble to the reference group of native non-Hispanic whites have a higher like-
lihood of completing high school. Although we no longer observe statisti-
cally significant coefficients for African Americans in the NELS cohort, the
coefficients are positive, suggesting the lower test score performance for
these students observed earlier is not carried over to high school gradua-
tion. We also observe a greater likelihood of school completion among
Asian-origin youth with backgrounds comparable to the reference group of
native non-Hispanic whites for the National Education Longitudinal cohort.
The sample size for Asian-origin youth is larger in this cohort than in the
High School and Beyond cohort, suggesting greater power to detect differ-
ences here.The effect of language background is also somewhat different in
the two cohorts, as those from bilingual and non-English homes are more
likely to graduate than those from English-only backgrounds in the High
School and Beyond cohort.

The final models (model 4) include measures for previous school experi-
ences, and the coefficients for them are consistent in both cohorts.The ef-
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Figure 5.4 High School Completion Six Years After Sophomore
Year, by Generation Status

Source: Authors' compilation from High School and Beyond, 1980 cohort; National 
Educational Longitudinal Study, 1990 cohort.
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Table 5.1 Sample Characteristics of High School Sophomores

High School and Beyond Cohort

Recent 1.5 Second Third+
Arrivals Generation Generation Generation

Over age seventeen 19.1 7.4 5.4 4.9

Sex
Male 55.2 53.2 49.3 47.6
Female 44.8 46.8 50.7 52.4

SES –0.41 0.04 –0.01 0.05
Family structure 

Two married parents 65.3 68.1 65.2 70.6
Parent and partner 4.7 8.4 9.8 8.6
Single mother 20.8 14.3 16.7 13.9
Single father 2.7 3.1 3.0 2.9
Neither parent 6.4 6.1 5.4 4.0

Family size
No siblings 2.2 3.9 5.9 4.5
One or two siblings 47.5 54.1 49.0 49.6
Three or more siblings 50.4 42.0 45.2 45.9

Race-ethnicity
Non-Hispanic white 28.6 55.4 65.3 81.7
Non-Hispanic black 15.7 14.7 16.7 12.4
Mexican 10.8 8.0 7.4 3.0
Puerto Rican 3.6 4.7 3.2 0.4
Other Hispanic 9.0 9.5 3.3 1.8
Asian 32.3 7.8 4.0 0.8

Language 
Non-English 21.9 7.3 4.6 0.4
Bilingual, non-English 

dominant 29.7 18.0 7.1 0.8
Bilingual, English dominant 9.0 21.1 21.2 7.0
English only 39.4 53.6 67.1 91.8

National Education Longitudinal Cohort

Recent 1.5 Second Third+
Arrivals Generation Generation Generation

Over age seventeen 29.1 14.3 5.6 7.6

Sex
Male 59.0 50.2 46.4 49.7
Female 41.0 49.8 53.6 50.3



year. This likely reflects both students placed in a lower grade than their
age mates on entering school in the United States as well as some previous
grade retention. We also note that recent arrivals in both cohorts come
from lower socioeconomic status backgrounds than their higher-order
generation peers. Recent arrivals are also more likely to come from homes
in which non-English languages predominate than their higher order gen-
eration peers. These characteristics suggest that the first generation in
both cohorts is starting from a disadvantaged position in their sophomore
year of high school relative to their third- and higher-order generation
peers. Our regression analyses will control for these traits to determine if
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National Education Longitudinal Cohort (Continued)

Recent 1.5 Second Third+
Arrivals Generation Generation Generation

SES –0.54 –0.30 –0.22 –0.03
Family structure

Two married parents 60.0 69.4 70.5 62.0
Parent and partner 13.2 15.7 12.2 17.5
Single mother 9.5 9.4 12.8 13.9
Single father 3.3 2.6 2.1 2.9
Neither parent 13.9 2.9 2.4 3.7

Family size
No siblings 21.4 10.7 14.5 10.0
One or two siblings 35.9 43.8 49.9 53.4
Three or more siblings 42.7 45.5 35.7 36.6

Race-ethnicity
Non-Hispanic white 17.5 26.1 38.8 82.5
Non-Hispanic black 8.6 3.9 6.1 12.4
Mexican 15.2 21.6 24.9 2.9
Puerto Rican 0.7 3.2 7.0 0.2
Other Hispanic 20.3 9.7 10.6 1.2
Asian 37.7 35.4 12.6 0.9

Language
Non-English 19.4 15.2 13.2 1.1
Bilingual, non-English 

dominant 54.5 40.1 30.6 1.3
Bilingual, English dominant 9.4 20.4 25.5 5.0
English only 16.8 24.4 30.7 92.7

Source: Authors’ compilation from High School and Beyond data (weighted) N = 12,807;
National Educational Longitudinal Study data (weighted) N = 16,376.
Note: Sample excludes Native Americans.
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Table 5.2 Regression Models Predicting 1982 and 1992 Math Test Scores

High School and Beyond Cohort

1 2 3 4

Generation status 
(third-plus as ref.)

Recent arrivals 0.00 0.11 0.01 0.04
1.5 generation –0.12 –0.09 –0.07 0.00
Second generation –0.10** –0.06 –0.04 –0.01

Over age seventeen (under 
seventeen as ref.) –0.46*** –0.46*** –0.15***

Male (female as ref.) 0.11*** 0.08*** 0.07***

SES 0.36*** 0.28*** 0.09***
Family structure 

(both parents as ref.)
Parent and partner –0.09* –0.04 –0.05*
Single mother –0.10** 0.01 0.00
Single father –0.12 –0.13* 0.02
Neither parent –0.45*** –0.37*** –0.07

Family size (one or two 
siblings as ref.)

No siblings 0.06 0.04 0.04
Three or more siblings 0.00 0.01 0.01

Race-ethnicity 
(white as ref.)

Non-Hispanic black –0.47*** –0.07***
Mexican –0.36*** –0.07*
Puerto Rican –0.39*** –0.08
Other Hispanic –0.34*** –0.04
Asian 0.12 0.06

Language (English 
only as ref.)

Non-English 0.00 0.11*
Bilingual, non-

English dominant 0.09 0.04
Bilingual, English 

dominant 0.20*** 0.01
1980 math test score 0.79***

Constant 0.18*** 0.10*** –0.05*** –0.02***

Log pseudolikelihood –20120.85 –18727.52 –18337.44 –13108.37
rho –0.91 –0.31 0.93 0.04
lambda –1.02 –0.27 0.90 0.02



Table 5.2 (Continued)

National Education Longitudinal Cohort

1 2 3 4

Generation status 
(third-plus as ref.)

Recent arrivals 0.09 0.22* 0.25* 0.02
1.5 generation 0.21*** 0.29*** 0.36*** 0.07*
Second generation 0.06 0.10* 0.20*** –0.01

Over age seventeen (under 
seventeen as ref.) –0.32*** –0.29*** –0.05

Male (female as ref.) 0.12*** 0.12*** 0.06***

SES 0.34*** 0.29*** 0.04***
Family structure (both 

parents as ref.)
Parent and partner –0.09** –0.08** –0.01
Single mother –0.08** –0.02 –0.03
Single father –0.31*** –0.31*** 0.04
Neither parent –0.19* –0.14 0.04

Family size (one or two 
siblings as ref.)

No siblings –0.19*** –0.14*** –0.04*
Three or more siblings –0.06** –0.03 0.01

Race-ethnicity 
(white as ref.)

Non-Hispanic black –0.45*** –0.02
Mexican –0.49*** –0.09***
Puerto Rican –0.48*** 0.01
Other Hispanic –0.30*** –0.05
Asian 0.02 0.03

Language (English 
only as ref.)

Non-English –0.03 0.04
Bilingual, non-English 

dominant –0.01 0.06*
Bilingual, English 

dominant 0.07 0.01
1990 math test score 0.89***

Constant 0.42*** 0.36*** 0.41*** 0.06***

Log pseudolikelihood –25441.88 –24068.58 –23806.04 –15377.79
rho –0.94 –0.73 –0.78 –0.71
lambda –1.17 –0.71 –0.76 –0.34

Source: Authors’ compilation from High School and Beyond data (weighted) N = 12,807; National 
Educational Longitudinal Study data (weighted) N = 16,376.
Notes: Family structure and SES variables refer to conditions in sophomore year. Sample excludes 
Native Americans. Heckman selection models used to predict missing test score data.
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 5.3 Regression Models Predicting 1982 and 1992 Reading Test Scores

High School and Beyond Cohort

1 2 3 4

Generation status 
(third-plus as ref.)

Recent arrivals –0.32* –0.33*** –0.27** –0.02
1.5 generation –0.12* –0.10 –0.06 0.01
Second generation –0.03 –0.01 0.01 0.01

Male (female as ref.) 0.04 0.02 0.03*
Over age seventeen (under 

seventeen as ref.) –0.37*** –0.37*** –0.11**

SES 0.31*** 0.24*** 0.09***
Family structure 

(both parents as ref.)
Parent and partner –0.05 –0.02 –0.01
Single mother –0.05 0.05 0.03
Single father –0.08 –0.06 0.03
Neither parent –0.43*** –0.34*** –0.16***

Family size (one or two 
siblings as ref.)

No siblings 0.07 0.01 –0.01
Three or more siblings –0.03 –0.01 0.00

Race-ethnicity 
(white as ref.)

Non-Hispanic black –0.45*** –0.19***
Mexican –0.32*** –0.11*
Puerto Rican –0.31*** –0.09
Other Hispanic –0.32*** –0.10
Asian –0.11 –0.04

Language (English 
only as ref.)

Non-English –0.04 0.03
Bilingual, non-

English dominant 0.02 0.04
Bilingual, English 

dominant 0.19*** 0.04
1980 reading test score 0.68***

Constant 0.17*** 0.10*** –0.04*** 0.08***

Log pseudolikelihood –20051.54 –19100.56 –18783.71 –15431.78
rho –0.96 –0.24 0.91 –0.52
lambda –1.09 –0.21 0.91 –0.35



Table 5.3 (Continued)
National Education Longitudinal Cohort

1 2 3 4

Generation status 
(third-plus as ref.)

Recent arrivals 0.04 0.00 0.12 0.04
1.5 generation 0.14** 0.19*** 0.31*** 0.05
Second generation 0.04 0.05 0.18*** 0.06

Male (female as ref.) –0.16*** –0.15*** –0.06***
Over age seventeen (under 

seventeen as ref.) –0.23*** –0.20** –0.02

SES 0.25*** 0.21*** 0.05***
Family structure 

(both parents as ref.)
Parent and partner –0.01 –0.01 0.01
Single mother –0.04 0.02 0.02
Single father –0.29** –0.29** –0.04
Neither parent –0.08 –0.04 0.05

Family size (one or two 
siblings as ref.)

No siblings –0.14*** –0.10** –0.03
Three or more siblings –0.07** –0.04 0.00

Race-ethnicity 
(white as ref.)

Non-Hispanic black –0.41*** –0.15***
Mexican –0.40*** –0.13***
Puerto Rican –0.41*** –0.10
Other Hispanic –0.26** –0.10
Asian –0.13* 0.16

Language (English 
only as ref.)

Non-English –0.12 0.06
Bilingual, non-

English dominant –0.10 0.04
Bilingual, English 

dominant 0.02 0.02
1990 reading test score 0.75***

Constant 0.49*** 0.61*** 0.65*** 0.22***

Log pseudolikelihood –25241.63 –24491.03 –24287.16 –19520.49
rho –0.99 –0.93 –0.93 –0.79
lambda –1.29 –1.06 –1.05 –0.55

Source: Authors’ compilation from High School and Beyond data (weighted) N = 12,807; National 
Educational Longitudinal Study data (weighted) N = 16,376.
Notes: Family structure and SES variables refer to conditions in sophomore year. Sample excludes 
Native Americans. Heckman selection models used to predict missing test score data.
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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Table 5.4 Logistic Regression Models Predicting High School Completion
Six Years After Sophomore Year

High School and Beyond Cohort

1 2 3 4

Generation status 
(third-plus as ref.)

Recent arrivals –0.41 0.11 –0.03 0.10
1.5 generation –0.15 –0.02 –0.08 0.05
Second generation –0.28* –0.21 –0.24 –0.13

Male (female as ref.) –0.19* –0.19* –0.17*
Over age seventeen (under 

seventeen as ref.) –1.35*** –1.34*** –0.82***

SES 0.49*** 0.48*** 0.26***
Family structure 

(both parents as ref.)
Parent and partner –0.73*** –0.73*** –0.75***
Single mother –0.64*** –0.65*** –0.72***
Single father –0.74*** –0.76*** –0.67***
Neither parent –1.21*** –1.21*** –1.03***

Family size (one or two 
siblings as ref.)

No siblings –0.03 –0.02 –0.04
Three or more siblings –0.21* –0.21** –0.23**

Race-ethnicity 
(white as ref.)

Non-Hispanic black 0.12*** 0.57***
Mexican –0.58*** –0.25
Puerto Rican –0.60* –0.26
Other Hispanic 0.03 0.36
Asian 0.04 0.03

Language (English 
only as ref.)

Non-English 0.52* 0.46*
Bilingual, non-

English dominant 0.40* 0.16
Bilingual, English 

dominant 0.32* 0.16
Previous grade retention –0.35***
1980 math test score 0.76***
1980 reading test score 0.19**

Constant 2.50*** 3.20*** 3.19*** 3.44***
F statistic 12.27*** 46.46*** 29.74*** 31.69***



Table 5.4 (Continued)
National Education Longitudinal Cohort

1 2 3 4

Generation status 
(third-plus as ref.)

Recent arrivals 0.48 1.21* 0.84 0.67
1.5 generation –0.35 0.04 –0.18 –0.30
Second generation –0.21 0.04 0.06 –0.06

Male (female as ref.) 0.08 0.08 0.04
Over age seventeen (under 

seventeen as ref.) –0.82*** –0.83*** –0.27

SES 0.91*** 0.94*** 0.65***
Family structure 

(both parents as ref.)
Parent and partner –0.58** –0.60** –0.60**
Single mother –0.18 –0.22 –0.28
Single father –0.11 –0.20 0.32
Neither parent –0.22 –0.32 –0.12

Family size (one or two 
siblings as ref.)

No siblings –1.56*** –1.56*** –1.37***
Three or more siblings –0.44* –0.46* –0.39

Race-ethnicity 
(white as ref.)

Non-Hispanic black 0.26 0.61
Mexican 0.22 0.38
Puerto Rican –0.39 –0.10
Other Hispanic 0.32 –0.10
Asian 1.45** 1.12*

Language (English 
only as ref.)

Non-English 0.01 –0.05
Bilingual, non-

English dominant 0.08 0.23
Bilingual, English 

dominant –0.72 –0.76
Previous grade retention –0.54**
1990 math test score 0.93***
1990 reading test score 0.08

Constant 2.42*** 3.79*** 3.84*** 4.07***
F statistic 3.51** 17.15*** 15.98*** 17.70***

Source: Authors’ compilation from High School and Beyond data (weighted) N = 12,697; National
Educational Longitudinal Study data (weighted) N = 11,077.
Notes: Family structure and SES variables refer to conditions in sophomore year. Sample excludes
Native Americans. Heckman selection models used to predict sophomore test score data.
* p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001



Table 5.5 Multinomial Logistic Regression Models Predicting Educational Attainment in Young Adulthood

High School and National Education
Beyond Cohort (1992)a Longitudinal Cohort (2000)a

Less Four- Less Four-
Than High Some Year Degree Than High Some Year Degree

School College or above School College or above

Generation status (third-plus as ref.)
Recent arrivals –0.52 0.04 0.71* –0.33 –0.71 0.45
1.5 generation –0.27 –0.06 –0.24 0.92 0.30 0.62**
Second generation 0.03 –0.15 –0.11 0.57 0.15 0.52**

Male (female as ref.) 0.19 –0.43*** –0.33*** –0.10 –0.30** –0.60***
Over age seventeen (under seventeen 

as ref.) 0.39* –0.28 –1.33*** 0.48 0.08 0.00

SES –0.21** 0.12** 0.79*** –0.64*** 0.02 0.85***
Family structure (both parents as ref.)

Parent and partner 0.11 –0.29* –0.53*** 0.59* –0.20 –0.82***
Single mother 0.53*** –0.03 0.01 0.19 –0.17 –0.39**
Single father 0.48 –0.05 0.16 –0.35 –0.28 –0.58*
Neither parent 0.84*** 0.06 –0.64* 0.05 0.21 –0.79***

Family size (one or two siblings as ref.)
No siblings 0.09 –0.23 –0.02 1.39*** 0.15 –0.19
Three or more 0.08 –0.23*** –0.25*** 0.15 –0.10 –0.30***



Race-ethnicity (white as ref.)
Black –0.63*** 0.13 0.48*** –0.43 –0.06 0.43*
Mexican 0.36 –0.11 –0.18 –0.51 –0.46 –0.40
Puerto Rican 0.03 –0.33 –0.37 –0.16 –0.68 –0.82*
Other Hispanic –0.34 0.01 –0.16 –0.57 –0.45 –0.09
Asian 0.65 –0.11 0.31 –1.08 –0.64* –0.11

Language (English only as ref.)
Non English –0.56 0.65** 1.20*** 0.02 0.64* 0.25
Bilingual; non-English dominant 0.24 0.41* 0.60** –0.33 0.36 0.29
Bilingual; English dominant 0.14 0.10 0.07 0.37 0.48* 0.00

Previous grade retention 0.47*** –0.01*** –0.04 0.40 –0.36* –0.87***
Sophomore math test scoresb –0.85*** 0.15** 0.90*** –0.87*** –0.07 0.81***
Sophomore reading test scores –0.30** 0.03 0.36*** –0.05 0.01 0.22***

Constant –3.79*** –0.60*** –0.86*** –3.99*** –0.91*** –0.16

F 22.06*** 20.07***

Source: Authors’ compilation from High School and Beyond Survey data, sophomore cohort (n = 10,985); and National Educational Longitudi-
nal Study, sophomore cohort (n = 11,077).
a High school completion is reference group.
b Actual test score in 1980 or 1990 for those with available data. Predicted 1980 or 1990 test score for those missing test score.
* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001
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Figure 6.1 Occupational Dissimilarity by Arrival Cohort, 1994
and 2004

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey
datafiles, March 1994 and March 2004.
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poverty rates than natives, on the order of 10 to 15 percentage points lower.
In the 1994 to 2004 decade, the ratio decreased, indicating that the in-
cidence of poverty declined for older vintage immigrants relative to natives.
All immigrants who arrived after 1970 show a poverty rate that is higher
(ratio > 1.0) than natives. Indeed the immigrant-native ratio reached as high
as 1.4:1.0 in the 1994 Current Population Survey.This is of course consis-
tent with much of what is available at any time from a snapshot of the immi-
grant-native poverty rate. It is also consistent with table 6.1 and has often
been observed in basic comparisons of immigrant-native well being.

When we trace the decadal progress of the arrival cohort, we gain further
insight and obtain a more dynamic reading of the socioeconomic experi-
ence. We see that for all three of the arrival cohorts (1970s, 1980s, and
1990s) the relative incidence of poverty declined over the decade.This does
not mean, of course, that the poverty rates were lower for all these immi-
grants (quite the contrary) but rather, that the poverty gap narrowed. Im-
migrants who arrived in the 1970s, who had roughly thirty years of U.S. ex-
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Figure 6.2 Poverty by Arrival Cohort, 1994 and 2004

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey
datafiles, March 1994 and March 2004.
Note: Population below poverty line, ratio of foreign born to natives.
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third and higher order generation) for three of these age groups: twenty-
five to twenty-nine, thirty-five to thirty-nine, and forty-five to forty-nine.
The figure illustrates the change in poverty for these same age cohorts ten
years later (the twenty-five to twenty-nine 1994 cohort when they are
thirty-five to thirty-nine in 2004, and so on). Overall, poverty levels for
the first generation relative to the third decrease over the ten year inter-
vals for all age groups. Again, the first generation is more likely to be in
poverty than the third, but this difference narrows over time. Looking at
these ratios for the second generation presents a slightly more mixed pic-
ture by age. Overall, however, the ratio to the third generation is very
close.

Earnings

Our third indicator of economic status uses the survey data to look at me-
dian income, the best summary measure we have of the location of the aver-
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Figure 6.3 Relative Poverty by Generation Status

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey
datafiles, March 1994 and March 2004.
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age position of immigrants and natives. Again we take data from the 1994
and 2004 CPS and compare earnings of the foreign born, the second gener-
ation, and their third- or higher-generation counterparts by age. Figures 6.4
through 6.7 present these results separately for males and females. First-
generation earnings are lower than the higher generations at most age
groups for both 1994 and 2004.The second generation, on the other hand,
averages slightly higher earnings than the third or higher generation at sev-
eral ages.This is most notable in 2004, particularly for females (figure 6.7).
Overall, these results accord well with the patterns presented for education
in which the second generation seemed advantaged by 2004 (see figure 5.1).

The CPS Results in Summary
These results do not suggest a decline in economic status for the second gen-
eration when compared to other natives in the U.S. labor force.The occu-
pational distribution of the second generation hardly differs from that of the
third and higher generations, and earnings are on par or even display an ad-
vantaged position among the second generation at older ages. Although
these CPS results do not support the notion of a decline in economic status
among the second generation relative to the third, we cannot infer the rela-
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Figure 6.4 Earnings Distribution, Males, 1994

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey
datafiles, March 1994 and March 2004.

70,000

60,000

50,000

40,000

30,000

20,000

10,000

0
20–24 25–29 30–34 35–39 40–44 45–49 50–54 55–59 60–64 65+

Age

First Generation Second Generation Third Generation

Ea
rn

in
gs

 (d
ol

la
rs

)



Labor Market Achievement 131

Figure 6.5 Earnings Distribution, Males, 2004

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey
datafiles, March 1994 and March 2004.
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Figure 6.6 Earnings Distribution, Females, 1994

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey
datafiles, March 1994 and March 2004.
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tive importance of background traits and generation in economic advance-
ment. For this reason, we now turn to truly longitudinal (panel) data, fol-
lowing nationally representative cohorts of individuals who enter a survey
while in their youth and tracked into their early labor force years.This re-
stricts our focus to early labor market outcomes but gives us excellent pur-
chase on the entrance paths of young adults.

Insights from Panel Data: Early Adult Earnings in 
HSB and NELS
Our earlier analyses focusing on the educational pathways of immigrant
youth, the second generation, and their third- and higher-order generation
counterparts suggested considerable parity in achievement once background
traits are considered. Likewise, to understand how well immigrants do in the
labor market, it is useful to consider the relative performance of immigrants
and their peers within cohorts.The continuing debate over the relative earn-
ings assimilation of immigrants has largely relied on comparisons by entry
cohorts and has, in some cases, pointed to a negative pattern over time
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Figure 6.7 Earnings Distribution, Females, 2004

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey
datafiles, March 1994 and March 2004.
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native male workers earn more than $50,000, but only about one in four
immigrant workers does. Among female earners the differences are less
pronounced, though the earnings differentials clearly favor native women.
An examination of data for earlier periods indicates that average native in-
come and earnings have remained significantly higher than income and earn-
ings of immigrants for some time.

On average immigrants are less well-off than natives, but this aggregate
fact merely raises questions about the internal diversity of the two groups.
It has become common to refer to immigrant socioeconomic outcomes as
hourglass shaped, with relatively larger proportions of the immigrant popu-
lation at both the less and more well-off ends of the spectrum.The idea here
is that many immigrants enter at lower levels of education and skill and thus
are constrained to the lower wage sector of the market. Conversely, a sub-
stantial minority of immigrants enter as highly skilled and sought after and
thus earn quite high salaries. Far fewer immigrants, therefore, would be rep-
resented in the middle of the income distribution. But this story is only
partly reflected in the data.Additional scrutiny of the recent CPS data on in-
come and educational attainment is informative on this point.

As chapter 5 showed, a snapshot of immigrant-native educational differ-
entials shows a complex picture. Current Population Survey data (figure
5.1) clearly indicate that significantly more of the foreign born are without
a high school diploma. Further, the immigrant-native differential in 2004
roughly matches that in 1994, especially in the prime labor force years. As
we saw for higher education, the immigrant deficit mostly disappears. (In
fact, it is the second generation in 2004 that shows highest achievement lev-
els.) Thus, among those in the greater population with at least a high school
degree, a larger proportion of immigrants than natives hold baccalaureate or
more advanced degrees, 40.6 percent to 33.5 percent (Larsen 2004).This
phenomenon is explained by immigrants whose primary and secondary
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Table 6.1 Labor Force Traits by Nativity, United States 2004

Native Foreign Born

Labor force participation - male 70.8% 79.5%
Labor force participation - female 60.0 53.3
Unemployment rate - male 6.7 5.8
Unemployment rate - female 5.4 6.8
Poverty status 11.8 17.2

Source: Authors’ compilation from Current Population Survey, March 2004; U.S. Bureau of
the Census 2004, Table 1–7; detailed tables PPL-176, available at: http://www.census
.gov/population/www/socdemo/foreign/ppl-176.html.



schooling has been in the United States pursuing higher degrees and by for-
eign nationals coming to the United States expressly to do so.

Furthermore, the income distribution statistics indicate something less
obvious. Consider the relative proportion of immigrant and native workers
within income distributions in table 6.2.The bottom end (among full-time,
year-round workers) differs for immigrants and natives.Among males earn-
ing less than $20,000 in 2004, 17.6 percent of natives and about 12 percent
of immigrants fall in the lowest category (less than $10,000). For native
women, the share is about the same as men; for immigrant women the share
is higher than for immigrant men, but is still lower than that of native
women. Although the overall immigrant earnings distribution is shifted
downward, the suggestion is that there are somewhat fewer immigrants in
the highly disadvantaged tail of the earnings distribution.The idea that im-
migrants are forming an underclass of disproportionate size relative to na-
tives gets no support from these tabulations.

At the upper end of the earnings distribution, among males we find that
the very highest category ($75,000 and up) is 46.3 percent of those over
$50,000; among the foreign born the corresponding share is 49.2 percent,
suggesting a slightly more pronounced upper tail for immigrants. A differ-
ential in the same direction holds for women’s earnings by nativity. All this
is to say that these admittedly descriptive tabulations suggest that a closer
look is in order. Although immigrants appear to be disadvantaged with re-
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Table 6.2 Earnings Distribution by Nativity, United States, 2004

Male Female

Earnings Native Foreign Born Native Foreign Born

$1 to $9,999 or less 2.1% 3.2% 3.7% 5.6%
$10,000 to $14,999 3.6 9.2 6.8 13.7
$15,000 to $19,999 6.2 14.4 9.9 16.0
$20,000 to $24,999 7.9 13.1 12.9 14.8
$25,000 to $34,999 17.5 17.8 23.9 17.9
$35,000 to $49,999 22.3 16.5 22.4 14.9
$50,000 to $74,000 21.6 13.1 13.6 10.9
$75,000 and over 18.6 12.7 6.8 6.4

Source: Authors’ compilation from Current Population Survey, March 2004; U.S. Bureau of
the Census 2004, table 1–10.
Note: Data for the foreign-born population refer to full-time, year-round workers age six-
teen years and older. Data for native workers refer to full-time, year-round workers age fif-
teen and over. Income in 2003.



Table 6.3 Immigrant Earnings Ratio to Natives by Age and Arrival Cohort, Males 1994 and 2004

Age in 1994 Age in 2004 Arrival Interval Ratio-Native 1994 Ratio-Native 2004 Change = (5)/(4) 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

25 to 29 years 35 to 39 years Before 1970 1.09 1.05 0.96
1970 to 1979 0.78 0.95 1.22
1980 to 1989 0.73 0.71 0.97
1990 to 1999 0.47 0.66 1.40

30 to 34 years 40 to 44 years Before 1970 1.04 1.05 1.00
1970 to 1979 0.83 0.77 0.93
1980 to 1989 0.63 0.69 1.10
1990 to 1999 0.46 0.66 1.45

35 to 39 years 45 to 49 years Before 1970 1.09 1.13 1.03
1970 to 1979 0.79 0.75 0.95
1980 to 1989 0.65 0.73 1.11
1990 to 1999 0.45 0.55 1.23

40 to 44 years 50 to 54 years Before 1970 0.97 0.75 0.78
1970 to 1979 0.70 0.77 1.10
1980 to 1989 0.50 0.75 1.50
1990 to 1999 0.37 0.52 1.42

45 to 49 years 55 to 59 years Before 1970 0.90 0.92 1.01
1970 to 1979 0.65 0.78 1.21
1980 to 1989 0.48 0.65 1.34
1990 to 1999 0.31 0.56 1.79

50 to 54 years 60 to 64 years Before 1970 0.81 1.39 1.71
1970 to 1979 0.69 1.67 2.42
1980 to 1989 0.47 0.93 1.99
1990 to 1999 0.30 1.20 3.98

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey datafiles, March 1994 and March 2004.



Table 6.4 Occupational Distributions and Dissimilarity, United States, 2004

Males

First Second Third Absolute
Generation Generation Generation Difference Second

(n) (n) (n) First to Third to Third

Management, business, and 0.09 0.16 0.17 0.07 0.01
financial occupations (864) (547) (7,027)

Professional and related 0.14 0.18 0.16 0.03 0.02
occupations (1,267) (627) (6,866)

Service occupations 0.19 0.14 0.12 0.07 0.02
(1,755) (472) (5,121)

Sales and related occupations 0.08 0.13 0.11 0.03 0.01
(732) (435) (4,800)

Office and administrative 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.01 0.02
support occupations (476) (288) (2,579)

Farming, fishing, and forestry 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00
occupations (227) (23) (462)

Construction and extraction 0.15 0.09 0.11 0.04 0.02
occupations (1,409) (297) (4,675)

Installation, maintenance, 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.02 0.01
and repair occupations (469) (204) (2,887)

Production occupations 0.13 0.07 0.08 0.04 0.01
(1,168) (242) (3,567)

Transportation and material 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.00 0.01
moving occupations (889) (318) (4,288)

Total employed civilian 1.00 1.00 1.00
workers (9,256) (3,453) (42,212)

Dissimilarity 0.17 0.07



Females

First Second Third Absolute
Generation Generation Generation Difference Second

(n) (n) (n) First to Third to Third

Management, business, and 0.09 0.13 0.13 0.04 0.00
financial occupations (602) (430) (5,268)

Professional and related 0.18 0.24 0.25 0.07 0.00
occupations (1,198) (822) (10,066)

Service occupations 0.31 0.18 0.20 0.11 0.02
(2,065) (614) (8,097)

Sales and related occupations 0.11 0.14 0.12 0.01 0.02
(730) (470) (4,987)

Office and administrative 0.16 0.25 0.23 0.08 0.02
support occupations (1,039) (858) (9,469)

Farming, fishing, and forestry 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00
occupations (78) (11) (108)

Construction and extraction 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
occupations (21) (11) (165)

Installation, maintenance, 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
and repair occupations (18) (8) (147)

Production occupations 0.11 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.01
(715) (85) (1,590)

Transportation and material 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.00
moving occupations (223) (58) (764)

Total employed civilian 1.00 1.00 1.00
workers (6,689) (3,367) (40,661)

Dissimilarity 0.20 0.04

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey datafiles, March 1994 and March 2004.
Note: Data refer to those sixteen years old and above.Armed Forces occupations have been dropped from the analyses.



fraction has.Thus our window on the sample is well positioned to capture
the relative success of individuals as a function of their background, genera-
tion, and other traits.

Some differences emerge in the table, but not always in the expected di-
rection. Consider first the HSB sample, the 1980 cohort.11 Men of the sec-
ond and third generation earn about the same annually, and those of the 1.5
generation earn only slightly less. Men in the first generation who arrived
while schooling was well under way earn more. In the younger NELS co-
hort we find a pattern in which the third-plus generation shows the lowest
median annual earnings, and the second generation edges out both sub-
groups of the first generation. Members of the 1.5, second, and third gen-
erations in the younger cohort appear to have superior earnings at age
twenty-five than those in the older cohort, at least given the adjustment for
inflation.

Among females, there is less consistency.The likelihood of any work dur-
ing the previous year and the proximity to full-time employment is more
variable. In the older cohort, the 1.5 generation immigrants record the
highest median income, followed by the third-plus generation. In the
younger NELS cohort, the recent immigrant females show the higher in-
come level, followed by the second generation.
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Table 6.5 Labor Force Participation in Young Adulthood

Worked in Previous Year Male Female

High School and Beyond cohort, 1989
Generation status 

Recent arrivals 95.46 81.04
1.5 generation 94.74 87.49
Second generation 93.47 82.51
Third and higher generation 95.42 85.12

National Education Longitudinal cohort,
1999

Generation status
Recent arrivals 89.62 85.32
1.5 generation 91.87 74.82
Second generation 92.32 84.60
Third and higher generation 94.18 85.09

Source: Authors’ compilation of High School and Beyond data and National Educational
Longitudinal Study data.
Notes: HS&B sophomore cohort (weighted) N = 5,049 males; 5,368 females.
NELS sophomore cohort (weighted) N = 4,873 males; 5,460 females.



ethnicity (model 3) introduces an additional effect, with those from black
and other Hispanic backgrounds predicted to have statistically significant
deficits in income, compared to otherwise equivalent young men. The ef-
fects of language are slight and not statistically significant.

Model 4 adds an indicator for receipt of the high school diploma, at least
by 1986, within four years of expected graduation time for this cohort. High
school completion is associated with an appreciable income premium. Fi-
nally, model 5 introduces income level two years before the 1990 survey
(1989 income). Not surprisingly, those with greater earnings in 1987 are
expected to show greater earnings in 1989.These are the outlines of various
factors that influence status attainment (income) in our cohort. Immigrant
status coefficients do not budge much from model 1 to model 5, and their
level of statistical (non)significance also does not change.13

Model 3 and model 5 are worth a closer look. Model 3 takes into account all
the background factors—family SES, family composition, home language envi-
ronment, race-ethnicity—but nothing more. Model 5 does incorporate two
critical intermediate measures of the trajectory, high school graduation and in-
come two years prior. In both these comparisons, and after controlling for the
selection process, we find no differences in the 1.5 and second generation from
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Table 6.6 Median Earnings in Young Adulthood

Median Earnings Male Female

High School and Beyond cohort, 1989
Generation status 

Recent arrivals $32,000 $16,640 
1.5 generation 24,320 19,200 
Second generation 25,600 16,640 
Third and higher generation 25,600 17,920

National Education Longitudinal cohort,
1999

Generation status (third as ref.)
Recent arrivals 30,000 30,000 
1.5 generation 29,000 15,000 
Second generation 31,500 21,000 
Third and higher generation 27,000 19,000 

Source: Authors’ compilation of High School and Beyond data and National Educational
Longitudinal Study data.
Notes: 1989 earnings are adjusted to 1999 dollars.
HS&B sophomore cohort (weighted) N = 5,049 males; 5,368 females.
NELS sophomore cohort (weighted) N = 4,873 males; 5,460 females.



Table 6.7 Regression Models Predicting Earnings (Logged) in Young Adulthood, Males

High School and Beyond Cohort

1 2 3 4 5

Generation status (third-plus as ref.)
Recent arrivals 0.28** 0.32** 0.32** 0.32** 0.30***
1.5 generation –0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03
Second generation 0.005 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02

Age (age seventeen or over as ref.) –0.09* –0.08 –0.06 –0.05

SES 0.05*** 0.04*** 0.04** 0.05***
Family structure (both parents as ref.)

Parent and partner –0.15** –0.14** -0.13* –0.13**
Single mother –0.04 –0.02 –0.02 –0.02
Single father –0.01 –0.01 0.00 –0.02
Neither parent –0.13* –0.09 –0.08 –0.08

Family size (one or two siblings as ref.)
No siblings 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Three or more siblings 0.07** 0.07** 0.07*** 0.07**

Race-ethnicity (white as ref.)
Non-Hispanic black –0.16*** –0.16*** –0.15***
Mexican –0.04 –0.02 –0.04
Puerto Rican –0.01 0.00 –0.03
Other Hispanic –0.13* –0.12** –0.13*
Asian 0.00 0.00 0.01

Language (English only as ref.)
Non-english –0.01 –0.01 –0.02
Bilingual, non-English dominant 0.01 0.00 0.01
Bilingual, English dominant –0.01 –0.01 –0.01

High school graduation by 1986 (no grad as ref.) 0.14*** 0.13**
Logged previous income in 1987 0.07***

Constant 9.90*** 9.89*** 9.90*** 9.77*** 9.09

Log pseudolikelihood –5396.25 –5354.46 –5337.94 –5358.04 –5167.55
rho –0.87 –0.87 –0.87 –0.86 –0.83
lambda –0.56 –0.56 –0.56 –0.55 –0.51

(Table continues on p. 142.)



Table 6.7 (Continued)

National Education Longitudinal Cohort

1 2 3 4 5

Generation status (third-plus as ref.)
Recent arrivals 0.04 0.05 0.20* 0.20* 0.28*
1.5 generation –0.04 –0.04 0.07 0.06 0.06
Second generation 0.06 0.06 0.13** 0.13** 0.12**

Age (age seventeen or over as ref.) –0.05 –0.05 –0.03 –0.01

SES 0.02 0.00 –0.01 0.02
Family structure (both parents as ref.)

Parent and partner –0.06 –0.07 –0.06 –0.05
Single mother –0.10* –0.07 –0.07 –0.08*
Single father 0.00 0.00 –0.01 –0.03
Neither parent –0.19* –0.14 –0.13 –0.06

Family size (one or two siblings as ref.)
No siblings 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.06
Three or more siblings –0.05 –0.03 –0.03 –0.01

Race-ethnicity (white as ref.)
Non-Hispanic black –0.24*** –0.24*** –0.11*
Mexican –0.20** –0.20** –0.18**
Puerto Rican 0.12 0.15 0.19
Other Hispanic –0.13 –0.14 –0.11
Asian –0.23* –0.24* –0.14

Language (English only as ref.)
Non-English –0.01 –0.02 –0.02
Bilingual, non-English dominant –0.09 –0.10 –0.09
Bilingual, English dominant 0.03 0.04 0.03

High school graduation by 1996 (no grad as ref.) 0.20*** 0.19***
Logged previous income in 1997 0.09***

Constant 10.17*** 10.25*** 10.26*** 10.07*** 9.17***

Log pseudolikelihood –5574.82 –5547.90 –5499.29 –5485.04 –5233.74
rho –0.92 –0.92 –0.93 –0.93 –0.90
lambda –0.66 –0.66 –0.66 –0.66 –0.60

Source: Authors’ compilation of High School and Beyond data and National Educational Longitudinal Study data
Notes: Family structure and SES variables refer to conditions in sophomore year. Sample excludes Native Americans. HS&B sophomore cohort (weighted) 
N = 5,049. NELS sophomore cohort (weighted) N = 4,873.



Table 6.8 Regression Models Predicting Earnings (Logged) in Young Adulthood, Females

High School and Beyond Cohort

1 2 3 4 5

Generation status (third-plus as ref.)
Recent arrivals 0.03 0.07 0.01 0.01 0.03
1.5 generation –0.02 –0.03 –0.06 –0.05 –0.03
Second generation –0.03 –0.02 –0.03 –0.03 –0.04

Age (age seventeen or over as ref.) –0.33* –0.32* –0.30 –0.18

SES 0.11*** 0.11*** 0.10*** 0.10***
Family structure (both parents as ref.)

Parent and partner –0.04 –0.04 –0.03 –0.02
Single mother 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06
Single father –0.10 –0.10 –0.10 –0.13
Neither parent 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.16

Family size (one or two siblings as ref.)
No siblings 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.07
Three or more siblings 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01

Race-ethnicity (white as ref.)
Non-Hispanic black –0.01 –0.02 0.00
Mexican –0.12 –0.12 –0.14*
Puerto Rican –0.01 –0.02 0.05
Other Hispanic 0.11 0.10 0.07
Asian 0.16 0.16 0.16*

Language (English only as ref.)
Non-English 0.09 0.09 0.12
Bilingual, non-English dominant 0.10 0.11 0.14
Bilingual, English dominant 0.02 0.02 0.02

High school graduation by 1986 (no grad as ref.) 0.14* 0.09
Logged previous income in 1987 0.09***

Constant 9.77*** 9.76*** 9.76*** 9.62*** 8.88***

Log pseudolikelihood –7199.01 –7131.93 –7124.69 –7120.08 –6855.57
rho –0.94 –0.93 –0.93 –0.93 –0.90
lambda –0.83 –0.81 –0.81 –0.81 –0.72

(Table continues on p. 144.)



Table 6.8 (Continued)

National Education Longitudinal Cohort

1 2 3 4 5

Generation status (third as ref.)
Recent arrivals 0.23* 0.29* 0.26 0.23 0.35**
1.5 generation 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.05 –0.01
Second generation 0.14** 0.14** 0.15** 0.15** 0.14**

Age (age seventeen or over as ref.) 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.06

SES 0.09*** 0.09*** 0.07*** 0.09***
Family structure (both parents as ref.)

Parent and partner –0.04 –0.03 –0.03 –0.03
Single mother –0.10 –0.10 –0.09 –0.10
Single father –0.23* –0.22* –0.21* –0.17
Neither parent –0.17 –0.17 –0.15 –0.05

Family size (one or two siblings as ref.)
No siblings –0.06 –0.06 –0.01 –0.01
Three or more siblings 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.02

Race-ethnicity (white as ref.)
Non-Hispanic black –0.03 –0.04 0.02
Mexican –0.03 –0.05 –0.02
Puerto Rican –0.17 –0.22 0.01
Other Hispanic –0.01 –0.02 –0.04
Asian 0.02 –0.01 0.05

Language (English only as ref.)
Non-English 0.05 0.06 0.09
Bilingual, non-English dominant 0.05 0.08 0.05
Bilingual, English dominant –0.03 –0.02 –0.03

High school graduation by 1996 (no grad as ref.) 0.30* 0.22*
Logged previous income in 1997 0.09***

Constant 9.91*** 9.94*** 9.94*** 9.64*** 8.93***

Log pseudolikelihood –6879.35 –6824.62 –6817.50 –6793.91 –6516.64
rho –0.96 –0.96 –0.96 –0.96 –0.94
lambda –0.91 –0.89 –0.89 –0.88 –0.80

Source: Authors’ compilation of High School and Beyond data and National Educational Longitudinal Study data
Notes: Family structure and SES variables refer to conditions in sophomore year. Sample excludes Native Americans. HS&B sophomore cohort (weighted) 
N = 5,368. NELS sophomore cohort (weighted) N = 5,460.



The results for the two cohorts of HSB and NELS clearly show that eight
years after high school, immigrants and the second generation fare no
worse—and often better—than the otherwise comparable members of the
third-generation comparison group. This should be seen in the context of
overall achievement from youth into early adulthood. Family background
and other traits—SES, family composition, race-ethnicity, age-for-grade—
all matter. Once these are controlled, immigrant status carries little addi-
tional predictive power. Although language effects show up in many other
studies, we find no independent effect of language background. One way to
consider the relative contributions of background traits, generation status,
and ethnicity to the earnings of the young adults is to simulate or predict
earnings based on the final regression models.Table 6.9 does so by illustrat-
ing the changes in earnings predicted by changing the characteristics in-
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Table 6.9 Simulations of Earnings in Young Adulthood

Scenarios Male Female

High School and Beyond Cohort, 1989
Baseline model (white, English-only home,

high school grade, dual-parent home,
average age) $19,930 $17,501

Lower SES 19,536 16,482
Old for grade, single mother, three or 

more siblings 19,341 13,360
Less than high school education 16,851 11,384
Mexican, second generation, non-

English home 16,482 9,509

National Education Longitudinal 
Cohort, 1999

Baseline model (white, English-only home,
high school grade, dual-parent home,
average age) 28,854 20,744

Lower SES 28,999 20,030
Old for grade, single mother, three or 

more siblings 25,463 19,438
Less than high school education 20,848 14,400
Mexican, second generation, non-

English home 19,245 16,899

Source: Authors’ compilation of High School and Beyond data and National Educational
Longitudinal Study data.
Notes: HS&B sophomore cohort (weighted) N = 5,049 males; 5,368 females. NELS soph-
omore cohort (weighted) N = 4,873 males; 5,460 females.



within their respective metropolitan area to produce an even distribution.5

By way of comparison, figure 7.1 presents a bar chart showing weighted
means across all metropolitan areas of immigrant-native segregation plus
the level of segregation from non-Hispanic whites in 2000 reported for
major census race-ethnic groups: Asians (mean D = .41), Hispanics (mean 
D = .51) and blacks (mean D = .64) (Iceland, Weinberg, and Steinmetz
2002). Immigrant segregation, without regard to specific national origin, is
somewhat below that of Asians and Latinos.

Immigrant-native segregation is considerably below the level of black-
white segregation. Although immigrants are, by definition, new arrivals,
their residential intermingling is more extensive than that of major paneth-
nic groups, even those including a substantial number of immigrants. The
results suggest that neighborhood sorting takes place less along the lines of
nativity than ethnicity, something we examine further.

We can also consider the distribution of immigrant-native D values for
metropolitan areas in the United States in 2000. Fully half of metropolitan
areas fall into the range (.25, .36).6 This is a fairly narrow band, and indi-
cates, as mentioned, that in many metropolitan areas, about one-third of the
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Figure 7.1 Comparative Segregation Levels by Ethnic Group and
Nativity, 2000

Source: Authors’ compilation from U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census, Summary File
3; Iceland Weinberg and Steinmetz, 2002.
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acteristics) has been relatively modest in U.S. metropolitan areas. Nativity
segregation also fluctuated somewhat (White 1987, 189).

Such findings suggest that a simplistic model of immigrant ghettoes is un-
likely to be accurate. If the immigrant entrepôt model holds, those who ar-
rived more than forty years ago should be quite segregated, in that their
children would have aged out of their households and new immigrants
would have replaced some of their neighbors.This seems not to be the case.
Instead, immigrants who came some time ago are more residentially inter-
mingled than those who arrived more recently.At least at this level of analy-
sis, the ethnic residential assimilation model has some support.

ETHNIC ORIGIN, DURATION, AND 
RESIDENTIAL ASSIMILATION
We can open another window on residential assimilation by looking at the
residential patterns of ancestry groups by year of immigration, and thus
begin to disentangle the relative influence of ethnic background and timing
arrival in the residential pattern.We expect more recent arrivals to be more
residentially isolated. But in addition, a long history of research on ethnic
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Figure 7.2 Residential Dissimilarity from Natives by Year of Entry

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census, Summary File 3.
Note: U.S. metro areas, weighted means.
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Caribbean immigrants in the New York metropolitan region exhibit a
segregation pattern by arrival time quite similar to those from Africa. It is
quite striking, in fact, that 1980s and 1990s Caribbean and African immi-
grants have about the same level of dissimilarity. Immigrants from the
Caribbean who came before 1980 are segregated at a level that is interme-
diate between Africans and Asians. The total number of Caribbean immi-
grants in the New York region is quite large—1,238,902, of whom 402,130
came before 1980.12 Thus, we see descriptive support for the assertion that
race may matter more for some immigrants.

Mexico is the largest single country of origin for immigrants to the
United States over the past few decades. Mexican-origin immigrants and
their descendants make up large portions of several major metropolitan
areas, though to a lesser extent in New York. By contrast, it is likely, though
there is little direct evidence, that immigrants from Mexico in the New York
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Figure 7.3 Residential Dissimilarity, New York Metropolitan 
Area, 2000

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census, Summary File 3.
Note: Dissimilarity values calculated for the group versus all other groups.Weighted means.
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area in 2000 are likely to have first settled—and perhaps for an appreciable
time—elsewhere in the United States. Mexican immigrants in the New York
area do not show the expected pattern of residential segregation by dura-
tion. Rather, pre-1980 Mexican immigrants are the most segregated in New
York, with a dissimilarity index of about .75, above Europeans, Asians, and
Africans from that arrival period. Immigrants who arrived in the 1980s and
1990s have dissimilarity levels on the order of .70, still above those for other
origin groups we have discussed.

Los Angeles and Chicago, the next two largest metropolitan areas, pro-
vide evidence of ethnic and immigrant clustering that broadly reaffirms the
results for the New York region, but in which some distinctive aspects of the
local setting show through. Figure 7.4 presents results for Los Angeles and
figure 7.5 for Chicago.

In Los Angeles the general pattern holds for declining segregation with
increasing U.S. residence. Most noteworthy are Asian and Mexican immi-
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Figure 7.4 Residential Dissimilarity, Los Angeles Metropolitan 
Area, 2000

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census, Summary File 3.
Note:Dissimilarity values calculated for the group versus all other groups.Weighted means.
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grants who not only make up substantial proportions of the Los Angeles
population, but for whom that metropolitan area is the major entrepôt. In
Los Angeles, Asian and Mexican immigrants who have lived in the United
States for twenty years or more as of the 2000 Census are clearly less segre-
gated than the most recent arrivals, about 10 percentage points.This sharp
pattern, consistent with the straight-line assimilation model, applies to Eu-
ropean, Caribbean, and South American immigrants in Los Angeles.The one
group for which the model fails is African immigrants, for whom no resi-
dence-related pattern can be discerned.

In Chicago, too, the conventional pattern holds. For immigrants from Eu-
rope, Asia, Mexico, and the Caribbean, residential intermingling increases
(segregation decreases) with time in the United States. Conversely, the res-
idential assimilation pattern is not apparent for immigrants from Africa, and
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Figure 7.5 Residential Dissimilarity, Chicago Metropolitan 
Area, 2000

Source: Authors’ compilation of U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census, Summary File 3.
Note:Dissimilarity values calculated for the group versus all other groups.Weighted means.
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period and urban area population. Immigrants from Asia and Europe are far
less segregated, given their year of entry and the size of the city in which
they live, than immigrants from other origins. By contrast, immigrants
from Africa are more segregated than any other group. Immigrants from
the Caribbean, Central America, and South America are only slightly less
segregated.14

Figure 7.7 takes up the case of segregation by year of entry, that is, period
of arrival. Again these are simulated values, based on the same underlying
regression equation. Consistent with our statistical findings, the difference
in predicted values across the bar graph is modest.We simulate results for
hypothetical case of immigrants from Mexico, but—precisely because this is
a simulation on the basis of a linear regression equation—the period-by-
period pattern would hold for any origin group.15 Immigrants who arrived
in the 1970s and earlier are predicted to have dissimilarity values about 5
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Figure 7.6 Predicted Residential Dissimilarity by Origin

Source: Authors’ compilation from U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census, Summary File 3.
Note: U.S. metro areas, weighted means. 1980s arrival cohort, referenced to non-Hispanic
whites.
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percentage points lower than those arriving the 1990s. Immigrants in the
1980s are predicted to exhibit segregation just about 1 point lower than the
most recent immigrants.These effects are surely in the direction of the res-
idential assimilation hypothesis, but are modest when placed alongside the
differentials exhibited across place of origin.

We know that immigrants tend to be concentrated in the larger metro-
politan areas, even though the foreign born have been dispersing throughout
American territory. Aware of this big-city concentration, we repeated our
analysis for subsamples of metropolitan areas that were limited to those with
populations of 500,000 or more, and then to those with million-plus popu-
lations. In general, when we limit the analysis to these larger metropolises,
we find results consistent with those just presented. Larger metropolises are
more segregated, as our coefficient on population indicated. Beyond that,
differences are modest.We find, for instance, that Asian and European im-
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Figure 7.7 Predicted Residential Dissimilarity by Arrival Cohort

Source: Authors’ compilation from U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2000 Census, Summary File 3.
Note:U.S. metro areas, weighted means.Adjusted for country of birth and size of metropol-
itan area.

1.00

0.80

0.60

0.40

0.20

0.00
Arrive 1990s Arrive 1980s Arrive Before 1980s

D
iss

im
ila

ri
ty

 In
de

x


	fig2.1
	fig2.2
	fig2.3
	fig2.4 and 2.5
	tab2.1
	tab2.2
	tab2.3
	fig3.1 to 3.3
	fig4.1
	fig4.2
	fig5.1
	fig5.2
	fig5.3
	fig5.4
	tab5.1
	tab5.2
	tab5.3
	tab5.4
	tab5.5
	fig6.1
	fig6.2
	fig6.3 to 6.7
	tab6.1 and 6.2
	tab6.3
	tab6.4
	tab6.5
	tab6.6
	tab6.7 to 6.9
	fig7.1
	fig7.2
	fig7.3 to 7.5
	fig7.6 and 7.7

