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Table 1.1    Father’s Education, Second-Generation Turks
Amsterdam Berlin Brussels Paris Stockholm Vienna

Primary school 
or less

54.1% 74.7% 36.4% 41.5% 38.5% 31.1%

Secondary 
school

40.6 24.4 55.0 46.8 44.6 57.4

Postsecondary 5.3 0.9 8.6 11.7 16.9 11.6

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008 (data not yet publicly 
available).
Note: The TIES survey comprises eight separate national data sets, collected by Institute 
for Studies on Migrations (IEM), Comillas Pontifical University, Spain; Swiss Forum for 
Migration and Population Studies (SFM), Neuchâtel, Switzerland; Netherlands Inter-
disciplinary Demographic Institute (NIDI), The Hague, Netherlands; Austrian Academy of 
Sciences (ÖAW), Vienna, Austria; the European Research Centre on Migration and Ethnic 
Relations (ERCOMER), Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium; National Institute 
for Demographic Studies (INED), Paris, France; Institute for Migration Research and 
Intercultural Studies (IMIS), University of Osnabrück, Germany; Centre for Research in 
International Migration and Ethnic Relations (CEIFO), Stockholm University, Sweden. 
The TIES national surveys will be made publicly available by the national TIES partners 
individually, but were not yet available at the time of publication.

Table 1.2     Father’s Education, Second-Generation Dominicans 
and Mexicans

New York Los Angeles

Primary school or less 14.9% 29.0%
High school graduate 42.4 47.7
Post–high school 25.7 23.3

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999); 
 IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).

Table 1.3    Mother’s Education, Second-Generation Turks
Amsterdam Berlin Brussels Paris Stockholm Vienna

Primary school 
or less

68.4% 78.5% 48.2% 50.2% 35.0% 56.4%

Secondary 
school

28.8 21.5 46.9 43.6 56.3 39.1

Postsecondary 2.8 0 4.9 6.2 8.8 4.5

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008.
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Although some Turkish parents came as refugees or students, most came 
as labor migrants. Although many entered on temporary visas, almost 
all eventually were legalized. It would be exceptional for an illegal Turkish 
parent to raise a child born in western Europe. This was much more com-
mon in the United States, however. In a nontrivial number of cases, 
the parent of a Mexican American or Dominican American young person 
arrived without authorization. Although the 1986 Immigration Reform and 
Control Act (IRCA) legislation enabled many of them to gain legal status, at 
least a few of these parents continue to be undocumented.

First-generation parents had to apply for citizenship in both the United 
States and Europe (see tables 1.5 and 1.6). Although the United States con-
siders itself a country of immigration, the citizenship chapter demonstrates 

Table 1.5    Citizenship of Parents of Second-Generation Turks
Amsterdam Berlin Brussels Paris Stockholm Vienna

Father 76.8% 44.4% 56.5% 21.0% NA 67.2%
Mother 77.1 43.6 55.8 24.4 NA 68.4

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008. 
NA, not applicable.

Table 1.6     Citizenship of Parents of Second-Generation Dominicans 
and Mexicans

New York Los Angeles

Father 61.3% 67.6%
Mother 75.0 68.1

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999); 
 IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).

Table 1.4     Mother’s Education, Second-Generation Dominicans 
and Mexicans

New York Los Angeles

Primary school or less 13.7% 28.4%
High school 57.6 50.9
Post–high school 27.7 20.7

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999); 
 IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
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that even long-term immigrant parents do not always become U.S. citizens. 
In fact, the immigrant parents in Amsterdam and Vienna were as likely to 
become citizens as the Mexican and Dominican parents in Los Angeles and 
New York.

American-born children with immigrant parents all have the great advan-
tage of birthright citizenship. The European cities present a mixed picture. 
In some cases, the children were citizens at birth because their parents had 
already naturalized. In France, the second generation also receives citizen-
ship automatically at age eighteen. As table 1.7 shows, however, in the end, 
regardless of their location, almost all members of the Turkish second gener-
ation did become citizens in young adulthood. Even in Germany and Austria, 
where second-generation Turks must apply for citizenship, almost as many 
did so as in the other cities. The legal situation of the parents and children 
in the United States and Europe thus ends up differing far less than  
we might have expected based on the long immigration tradition in the 
United States.

The second generation grows up in quite different family settings on  
the two sides of the Atlantic (see tables 1.8 and 1.9). Marriages among  
the Mexican and Dominican parents sometimes dissolved early in the 
respondent’s childhood, or never took place. It was also fairly common 
for one parent never to have come to the United States. Members of the 
Dominican and Mexican second generation therefore often grew up 
in more fluid and less traditional family situations than their Turkish 
counterparts did. With the exception of those in Amsterdam, second-

Table 1.7    Citizenship of Second-Generation Turks
Amsterdam Berlin Brussels Paris Stockholm Vienna

Citizens 94.5% 89.3% 96.3% 92.7% 98.8% 88.1%

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008.

Table 1.8     Percentage of Second-Generation Turks Whose Parents 
Are Separated
Amsterdam Berlin Brussels Paris Stockholm Vienna

Parents no 
longer 
together

20.3% 4.7% 9.5% 3.1% 12.4% 6.7%

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008.
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generation Turks overwhelmingly grew up in two-parent families  
that remained intact into their adulthood. In the United States, one-third of 
the respondents grew up in separated families, a factor that can have impor-
tant negative consequences for the children. We would thus expect the fam-
ily backgrounds of the Turkish respondents to work in their favor.

The disadvantaged groups we examine across these settings, then, were 
comparable without being the same. The European second generation grew 
up with parents in less favorable labor market positions and less human 
capital than their U.S. counterparts but in more secure environments, in 
the sense of intact families living in secure housing and neighborhoods. All 
these second-generation youngsters experienced some disadvantages, but 
of somewhat different kinds.

OvErviEw

This volume has a simple design. We asked teams of researchers who are 
experts on specific themes (such as education, the labor market, or iden-
tity) to pair up across the Atlantic. Although all had research experience 
in their own settings, none had previously worked together on transatlan-
tic comparisons. It was therefore challenging for us to synthesize findings 
across settings despite having parallel data sets, not least because each 
national survey took a somewhat different approach to each topic. Religion 
(Islam) was a big issue in the European surveys, for example, whereas 
language (Spanish) was a central focus in the United States. Despite the 
lack of previous experience in working together, however, the researchers 
went through a long process of finding common ground. The Rockefeller 
Foundation and the Russell Sage Foundation enabled us to launch this 
process at the Rockefeller Foundation’s Bellagio Conference Center, an 
ideal place for extended reflection. Each team worked hard to reconcile 
differences in the ways surveys explored themes, operationalized concepts, 
and categorized answers. We undertook new analyses to fashion common 

Table 1.9     Percentage of Second-Generation Dominicans and 
Mexicans Whose Parents Are Divorced or Separated

New York Los Angeles

Parents now divorced or separated 52.4% 34.4%
Did not grow up with both parents 35.8 NA

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999); 
 IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
NA = not applicable
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A pluralistic approach ideally values both socioeconomic integration 
and ethnic attachment, but in reality the two dimensions can vary inde-
pendently to create the four ideal types depicted in table 3.1 (Breton et al. 
1990; Berry 1980). As explained in a study of immigrant ethnic groups in 
Toronto, immigrant success may be assessed as a progression from ethnic 
characteristics toward either pluralist or assimilationist outcomes (Breton 
et al. 1990, 261). Under certain circumstances, marginality may result 
instead, but little attention has been given to this outcome.

Differentiating these two dimensions has had two primary implications 
for the theoretical agenda in Europe. One is that each dimension should be 
analyzed separately. Although gauging the degree of integration into main-
stream institutions is important, so is analyzing the social, institutional, and 
organizational dimensions of the ethnic community and the determinants  
of its survival. This latter task is potentially complex. First, key ethnic 
characteristics include not only size, level of residential or regional concen-
tration, and ethnic resources but overall level of institutional development; 
institutional completeness; and racial, linguistic, or religious distinctiveness. 
All these elements can contribute to ethnic retention. Second, it is impor-
tant to see how relations among subgroups within the ethnic community, 
based perhaps on class, specific regions of origin, arrival cohort, or genera-
tion (among other characteristics), may affect the overall development of the 
community. In particular, conflicts over economic resources, political issues, 
or cultural aspects may divide it. Finally, the ethnic community’s relations 
with the host society need to be examined, for example, the political influ-
ence of ethnic elites.

The other major implication is that we need to analyze the relations 
between the two dimensions. How does ethnic retention affect integration, 
and how does integration in turn affect ethnic retention? Assimilation 
theory suggests that a high degree of ethnic retention may reduce inte-
gration into the mainstream society. For example, it may deter members of 
the immigrant group from developing the degree of cultural conformity to 

Table 3.1    Integration and Ethnic Distinctiveness
Ethnic Attachment

Mainstream Integration High Low

High pluralism assimilation
Low ethnic enclave marginality

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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school work. In fact, many parents have difficulty speaking and read-
ing the national language, which further disadvantages their children 
because European school systems expect parents to guide and support 
their children in school matters—a responsibility for which these Turk-
ish parents are woefully ill equipped.

Mexicans in Los angeLes

U.S. Census data offer a comprehensive profile of the socioeconomic sta-
tus (SES) of young Mexican Americans (native and immigrant) in Los 
Angeles. As table 4.2 shows, young Mexican Angelinos (age twenty-five 
to thirty-nine) are disadvantaged compared not only with non-Hispanic 
whites ut also in some instances with non-Hispanic blacks. They have 
less education, lower rates of labor force participation (but higher rates 

Table 4.1    Parents of Second-Generation Turks
Berlin Frankfurt Rotterdam Strasbourg

Speaking the national language 
 Father hardly or not at all 1.6% 3.2% 5.7% 15.4%
 Mother hardly or not at all 19.4 18.0 26.0 31.4
Father’s education
  Primary school at the most 74.3 72.6 50.5 54.4
  Secondary school 24.7 22.6 40.8 41.5
  Postsecondary 1.0 4.8 8.8 4.1
Mother’s education
  Primary school at the most 77.8 72.3 68.9 70.2
  Secondary school 22.2 26.9 25.8 28.4
  Postsecondary 0.0 0.8 5.3 1.4
Parents married 95.3 95.6 82.5 93.3

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008 (data not yet publicly 
available). 
Note: The TIES survey comprises eight separate national data sets, collected by Institute 
for Studies on Migrations (IEM), Comillas Pontifical University, Spain; Swiss Forum for 
Migration and Population Studies (SFM), Neuchâtel, Switzerland; Netherlands Inter-
disciplinary Demographic Institute (NIDI), The Hague, Netherlands; Austrian Acad-
emy of Sciences (ÖAW), Vienna, Austria; the European Research Centre on Migration 
and Ethnic Relations (ERCOMER), Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium; National 
Institute for Demographic Studies (INED), Paris, France; Institute for Migration  
Research and Intercultural Studies (IMIS), University of Osnabrück, Germany; Centre 
for Research in International Migration and Ethnic Relations (CEIFO), Stockholm 
University, Sweden. The TIES national surveys will be made publicly available by the 
national TIES partners individually, but were not yet available at the time of publication.
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Table 4.2     Socioeconomic Characteristics of Young Mexican 
Americans in Los Angeles

Mexican

Non-
Hispanic 

Black

Non-
Hispanic 
White

Education
   Percentage no high school diploma 55.4 18.1 9.7
   Percentage high school diploma 22.1 27.8 21.1
   Percentage some college (including  

 associate’s degrees)
15.9 35.0 29.3

   Percentage bachelor’s degree or higher 6.6 19.1 40.0
Labor market status
   Percentage in labor force 65.8 73.4 80.4
   Percentage working full time  

 (thirty-five hours or more per week)
86.8 84.3 83.3

   Percentage unemployment 5.3 9.1 4.4
Income
   Median family income in 1999  

 (in dollars)
$37,600 $40,100 $64,700

   Earnings (full time, thirty-five hours  
 or more per week)

    Percentage earning $30,000 or less 82.8 57.6 39.2
    Percentage earning $30,001 to $49,999 12.0 26.6 29.0
    Percentage earning $50,000 to $74,999 3.8 11.3 18.7
    Percentage earning $75,000 or more 1.4 4.5 13.1
Home ownership 42.6 34.0 51.1
Family situation
  Percentage married couple families 69.1 37.3 56.4
   Number of children under eighteen  

 in household
    Percentage with no child 27.8 46.0 54.8
    Percentage with one child 17.6 20.0 15.8
     Percentage with two or more children 54.6 34.0 29.4
Incarceration (percentage institutional 
group quarter)

0.8 3.8 1.2

Total N in sample 1,075,922 263,339 964,025

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Census 2000, 5 Percent Public Use Microdata 
Sample (U.S. Census Bureau 2000).
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of full-time employment and lower rates of unemployment) than blacks, 
lower earnings among those who worked full time, and lower median fam-
ily household incomes. They fared slightly better than blacks in terms 
of home ownership, however. One advantage they have over blacks and 
whites is their intact family structure, despite the higher likelihood that 
their families include young children. They were also less likely to be in 
local jails than blacks or whites. These figures suggest that, on average, 
young Mexican Angelinos may be moving ahead of their parents, but they 
cluster in working-class positions rather than achieve middle-class status.

IIMMLA data for the U.S.-born children of Mexican immigrants 
confirm some of these general patterns. Table 4.3 shows that second-
generation Mexicans came from families with very low human capi-
tal; about half of their parents had not completed high school, but they 
seemed to benefit from an intact family structure, in which both parents 
were present.

Table 4.4 shows how the children of Mexican immigrants fared as 
they entered adulthood. The most striking finding is the enormous inter-
generational mobility evinced by the second generation; nearly half of 
Mexican immigrant mothers and fathers lack a high school diploma, but 
the figure drops to 12.5 percent in one generation. Moreover, close to one- 

Table 4.3    Parents of Second-Generation Mexicans

Parents

Second-
Generation 

Mexican
Native 
Black

Native 
White

English proficiency
  Father with no English proficiency 7.6 — —
  Mother with no English proficiency 10.7 — —
Father’s education
  Father with no high school diploma 47.3 10.9 3.5
  Father high school 29.7 44.1 31.5
  Father post high school 22.9 45.0 65.0
Mother’s education
  Mother with no high school diploma 48.2 9.0 4.4
  Mother high school 31.7 34.3 36.7
  Mother post high school 20.1 56.8 58.8
Family situation
  Parents married 66.4 43.3 51.9
Parents owning a home 71.0 67.5 89.2

Source: Authors’ compilation based on IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
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quarter graduate from a four-year college, and another 16.7 percent earn 
an associate’s degree. The clear pattern of intergenerational mobility is 
often missed when examining educational attainment cross-sectionally 
rather than intergenerationally. The gap in college education with whites, 
however, remains large (26.9 percentage points). Early childbearing may 
be problematic because it poses risk factors for social mobility, especially 
among women (Shearer et al. 2002; Portes and Rumbaut 2006). Mexi-
can second-generation young people are as likely to have had children as 
teenagers as blacks and are five times more likely than whites. However, 
incarceration rates among second-generation Mexicans are relatively 
low and closely resemble those of native-born whites (Rumbaut 2005).

Table 4.4    Outcomes of Los Angeles’s Second Generation

Mexican
Native 
Black

Native 
White

Education: highest diploma or  
present level of schooling for those 
still studying

 No high school diploma 12.5 10.6 5.8
 High school (diploma) 36.5 35.1 30.3
 Trade school (diploma) 11.3 6.9 3.8
 Two-year college (associate’s degree) 16.7 20.2 10.5
  Four-year college or graduate  

 school (BA or MA)
23.0 27.2 49.6

Labor market status*
 Unemployment 10.7 12.1 4.7
 Earnings
  $20,000 or less 74.4 73.7 60.2
  $20,001 to $30,000 17.4 17.8 21.7
  $30,001 to $50,000 7.6 6.9 12.2
  Over $50,000 0.7 1.7 5.9
Home ownership 27.4 18.0 35.6
Family situation
  Married 37.1 25.9 44.6
  Mean age when first child was born 22.1 22.3 25.4
  Having children at teen age 14.8 12.0 2.9
Incarceration 11.2 19.3 10.6
Total in sample 553 401 402

Source: Authors’ compilation based on IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
BA = bachelor’s degree; MA = master’s degree.
*Among those who are in the labor force.
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United States). European Union jargon refers to them as early school 
leavers and officially labels them as at-risk youth. Additionally, many of 
these pupils attended elementary schools where the majority of children 
were of immigrant origin. Those who make it to secondary school often 
end up in vocational schools with an even higher concentration of chil-
dren of immigrants. Popularly referred to as ghetto schools, schools with 
many second-generation students are known for high levels of violence 
and high dropout rates.

Table 4.5    Outcomes for the Second-Generation Turks
Berlin Frankfurt Rotterdam Strasbourg

Citizenship status
  Citizenship 89.7 77.5 94.0 98.4
   Citizenship by birth  

 (versus naturalization)
91.1 83.0 49.5 48.9

Education: highest diploma for 
those who left school or pres-
ent level of schooling for those 
still studying

  No lower secondary diploma 4.7 1.4 12.0 6.7
  Lower secondary school  

 (diploma)
29.4 26.7 19.0 12.2

  Apprenticeship and  
  CAP/BEP (diploma; 
equivalent to trade school)

48.3 56.9 13.3 31.1

  Upper secondary and MBO  
  (diploma; equivalent to  
associate’s degree)

10.9 8.2 28.1 21.1

  Higher education (BA  
 or MA)

6.7 6.7 27.6 29.0

Labor market status*
   Unemployment (ILO  

 definition)
14.2 9.2 9.9 11.9

Home ownership (house owned 
by parents in parentheses)

12.3
(8.8)

14.7
(12.5)

19.5
(8.8)

10.3
(33.9)

Total in sample 253 250 263 240

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008. 
BA = bachelor’s degree; MA = master’s degree;  CAP = Certificat d’aptitude profession-
nelle; BEP = brevet d’etudes professionelles;  MBO = middelbaar beroeps onderwijs 
(middle vocational education); ILO = International Labour Organisation.
*Among those in the labor force.
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This poor academic performance translates into poor employment 
outcomes: unemployment rates are high, especially among the early 
school leavers (see table 4.5). Many second-generation Turkish girls 
who leave school early never enter the labor market and instead become 
homemakers. The majority marry coethnic partners with similarly slim 
educational credentials. These young couples usually build their lives in 
the same working-class neighborhoods as their parents and, as a conse-
quence, remain surrounded by people of Turkish origin.

Despite this bleak portrait, we can also point to a growing group of 
well-educated second-generation Turks who, like their Mexican-origin  
counterparts, achieve academic success in spite of the odds. Table 4.6 shows 
how many students are pursuing higher education at the time of the sur-
vey or already have a higher education diploma (BA or MA); their profiles 
also differ from those of their fellow ethnics. This group also postpones 
marriage, and both partners stay active in the labor market after marriage. 
As urban professionals, they earn considerable incomes. Like their Mexi-
can American counterparts in Los Angeles, many high-achieving second- 
generation Turks work in the public sector as policymakers, social work-
ers, and teachers. However, a growing group also work in finance, law, and  
economics—the three university subjects second-generation Turks most 
often study at university. They are among the few who are able to buy their 
own house or apartment in the city, and they often move to better parts 
of their parents’ neighborhood or into less segregated neighborhoods alto-
gether. They are assuming leading positions in community organizations 
and becoming more visible in local political parties (Crul and Heering 2008).

Table 4.6     Higher Education, Second-Generation Turks  
and Comparison Group of Native Parentage

Berlin and 
Frankfurt Rotterdam Strasbourg

 Percentage N Percentage N Percentage N

Tertiary education 
Turks 6.7 34 27.6 72 29.0 78

 Comparison group 19.7 96 56.9 144 69.8 111

Among those whose parents had primary school education at most
 Second-generation  
 Turks

2.5 19.5 29.4

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008.
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into the mainstream or at least place them in a somewhat higher position 
in the hiring queue (see Waldinger 1996, 2007). Although the Dominican 
second generation most closely approximates the native minorities in New 
York, it seems to be doing better (see Kasinitz et al. 2008).

We see a similar but less dramatic pattern for second-generation Mexi-
cans in Los Angeles (see figure 5.2). They too rank between the native 
white and native black groups and, as expected based on the socio-
economic status (SES) of the parents, do somewhat worse than other Latin 
American second-generation respondents. Indeed, differences in the NEET 
rates between native white and second-generation men in Los Angeles 
are not significant. The real outliers in Los Angeles are the native (that 
is, third-plus generation) Mexican American women. This means that for 
Mexican American women, isolation from the labor force seems to increase 
with the family’s time in the United States (see Telles and Ortiz 2008).

What immediately draws our attention in Vienna and Berlin are the 
very high NEET rates among second-generation Turkish women com-
pared to native-origin women but also to women in the other second-
generation group, former Yugoslavs (see figure 5.3). Although Turkish 
men also are in the back of the hiring queue in both Berlin and Vienna, 
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Figure 5.1    Weighted NEET Rates, New York
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Figure 5.2    NEET Rates, Los Angeles

it is the differences in the Turkish female NEET rates that make the two 
German-speaking cities distinct. Previous research indicates that in other 
German cities unemployment rates among second-generation Turkish 
men and women are significantly higher than among other Germans, a gap 
not always reduced by increased education (see Worbs 2003; Kalter and 
Granato 2007; Schurer 2008).

It is interesting that in Berlin, although NEET rates for second- 
generation men are roughly comparable to those for their counterparts 
in Vienna, there is no significant difference between the native-origin 
comparison group men and second-generation Turkish men in the sample. 
This is, of course, due to the fact that in Berlin so many men of German 
descent are neither working nor in school.

In Brussels and Amsterdam, we can compare the Turkish second gen-
eration with another predominantly Muslim group, the Moroccan second 
generation (see figure 5.4). This comparison indicates that we should 
be cautious to attribute the high NEET rate among Turkish-origin 
women to Islam or traditional ideas about gender. In both of these cities, 
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Berlin, with its long bohemian traditions, may in some ways be different 
than being marginal in the other cities. In any event, it seems clear that if, 
at first glance, the common high NEET rates suggest some similarities 
between German and immigrant-origin Berliners, the marked differences 
in the types of jobs they hold underline the real differences in their labor 
market experiences.

When we compare professional employment among second-generation 
Dominicans in New York with the other second-generation groups and 
the native white and black groups there, a pattern emerges that parallels 
the findings for the NEET rates. Dominicans are slightly more likely than  
native African Americans and Puerto Ricans, but less likely than other 
second-generation groups and much less likely than native whites, to be in 
white-collar employment (see figure 5.5). Gender differences are smaller 
in New York than in the European cities. Only among South Americans 
are men notably more likely than women to have professional occupations.

The second-generation Mexicans in Los Angeles were slightly less 
likely than African Americans to hold professional jobs and do less well 
than the native (third-generation or more) Mexicans (see figure 5.6). Latin 
Americans in Los Angeles stand out with a much higher percentage of  
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professional occupations among women than men, with rates approach-
ing those of native whites.

In Brussels, second-generation Turks have almost the same percentages  
of professional jobs as second-generation Moroccans (see figure 5.7). In 
Amsterdam, however, the difference between men and women among 
second-generation Moroccans is especially large. The rate of professional 
status among Moroccan-origin men is particularly low, lower than that of 
Turkish-origin men. Moroccan-origin women, in contrast, though still 
far less likely to hold professional jobs than native Dutch women, are two 
and a half times more likely to hold such jobs than Moroccan-origin men 
are. Indeed, Moroccan-origin women in Amsterdam are more likely to be 
professionals than members of any other second-generation group—men 
or women—in any of the European cities. This clearly points to the role of 
education among Moroccan-origin girls in Amsterdam—and the contrast 
in educational attainment among girls and boys there (for a fuller discus-
sion of similar findings, see Crul and Doomernik 2003).

The differences between second-generation Turks and second-generation 
Yugoslavs are in line with the findings for the NEET rates (see figure 5.8). 
The second-generation Yugoslavs are precisely midway between the 
native-origin group and the Turkish second generation.
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included in the calculations. The numbers living on social benefits with-
out income from wages at all obviously vary greatly across the cities. 
Income distributions in Europe are also generally more compressed than 
in the United States (see chapter 10, this volume).

When we compare the incomes of the second-generation Dominicans 
and Mexicans with other second-generation groups in New York and 
Los Angeles, the differences are actually very small, despite the substan-
tial differences in the percentage holding professional jobs (see figures 5.9 
and 5.10). In both cities, men earn more than women in most groups, 
with the notable exception of African Americans in Los Angeles, among 
whom men and women earn about the same. Indeed, African American 
women are roughly on par with native white women in Los Angeles.

In the European cities, differences between second-generation groups 
are substantial. In Brussels, second-generation Turks and Moroccans are 
almost equally likely to hold professional jobs, but the earnings of the  
second-generation Turks are much higher (see figure 5.12). In Vienna 
and Berlin, second-generation Yugoslavs come close to earning the same 
incomes as the native-origin comparison group (see figure 5.11). In only one 
case, second-generation Turks in Vienna, do second-generation men earn 
significantly less than comparison group men. Among second-generation 
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Turks and Yugoslavs, men earn more than women across the board, and 
Turkish-origin women earn significantly less than native-origin women 
in Vienna and Berlin. In Brussels, Moroccan-origin women also earn sig-
nificantly less than their native-origin counterparts, but Turkish-origin 
women do not.

Comparing the native (white) comparison group with second-generation 
Turks in the European cities, second-generation Dominicans in New York, 
and second-generation Mexicans in Los Angeles (table 5.7), we see that 
almost all the differences in income across these groups can be explained 
by the background variables included in our multivariate models. The only 
differences that remain after controlling for social background factors are 
among second-generation Turkish women and native women in Amster-
dam, Berlin, and Vienna, where second-generation Turkish women have 
lower predicted incomes. Concerned that this might be the effect of hav-
ing children (that is, that having children leads women to cut down their 
work hours and that Turkish-origin women are more likely to have chil-
dren than native-origin women in these cities), we reran the income analy-
ses but included a control for having a child. The results did not change 
substantially. Having a child had a significant effect on earnings only in 
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European cities, except in Paris and Stockholm. The ranking between 
cities may be partly explained by differences in the educational position 
of the second-generation groups across cities (see chapter 4, this volume). 
The second-generation Turks in Berlin and Vienna are overrepresented 
in the lower vocational tracks like Hauptschule and Realschule. From 
there they are supposed to move into apprenticeships, but many fail to 
do so (see chapter 10, this volume). Indeed, the apprenticeship system 
generally does not facilitate the transition to the labor market for the 
second-generation groups to the extent it does for native-origin youth. 
This is mainly because students have to find an apprenticeship place on 
their own. Many second-generation youth do not succeed in this, which 
puts them in a particularly weak position in a labor market that expects 
people to have had apprenticeship training.

The other city with very high NEET rates is Brussels. The labor market 
structure of the capital of Europe, with its emphasis on high-end jobs, is 
particularly problematic for people who do not have academic credentials, 
which disproportionately affects the second generation.

Table 5.1    NEET Rates
Male Female

New York Dominican second generation 19.6% 21.3%
Los Angeles Mexican second generation 14.4 21.2
Brussels Turkish second generation 27.7 43.2
Vienna Turkish second generation 21.9 50.1
Berlin Turkish second generation 21.4 46.6
Paris Turkish second generation 14.2 22.5
Amsterdam Turkish second generation 12.5 35.3
Stockholm Turkish second generation 6.8 21.0

Source: Authors’ calculations based on TIES survey 2007, 2008 (data not yet publicly 
available), ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999), and IIMMLA (Rumbaut 
et al. 2004).
Note: The TIES survey comprises eight separate national data sets, collected by Institute 
for Studies on Migrations (IEM), Comillas Pontifical University, Spain; Swiss Forum for 
Migration and Population Studies (SFM), Neuchâtel, Switzerland; Netherlands Inter-
disciplinary Demographic Institute (NIDI), The Hague, Netherlands; Austrian Academy 
of Sciences (ÖAW), Vienna, Austria; the European Research Centre on Migration and 
Ethnic Relations (ERCOMER), Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium; National Insti-
tute for Demographic Studies (INED), Paris, France; Institute for Migration Research and 
Intercultural Studies (IMIS), University of Osnabrück, Germany; Centre for Research in 
International Migration and Ethnic Relations (CEIFO), Stockholm University, Sweden. 
The TIES national surveys will be made publicly available by the national TIES partners 
individually, but were not yet available at the time of publication.
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the Moroccan-origin women seem considerably more akin to the native-
origin comparison group than the Turks are (see Crul and Doomernik 
2003). Puerto Rican women in New York and third- and third-plus- 
generation Mexican American women in Los Angeles, who are not Mus-
lims, also have a high NEET rate similar to the Turkish-origin women in 
many of the European cities. Clearly, the situation of second-generation 
women merits a more in-depth analysis (see chapter 6, this volume).

In table 5.2, we introduce controls for age, education, whether the 
respondent grew up in the city in which they were interviewed, parents’ 
education, parents’ labor market participation while the respondent was 
growing up, and whether the respondent has a child. After we added 
these controls, we see that the differences between native and second-
generation men generally disappear or are reversed (all regression tables 
are available in the online appendix).

Table 5.2    Predicted Probabilities of Being NEET
Final Model, 
Percentage 
Probability

Male Female

New York Dominican second generation 19 21
Native whites 21 20

Los Angeles Mexican second generation 13 18
Native whites 16 23

Vienna Turkish second generation 23 43
Comparison group 21 37

Berlin Turkish second generation 31 66
Comparison group 44 52

Paris Turkish second generation 5 9
Comparison group 3 4

Stockholm Turkish second generation 8 32
Comparison group 13 27

Amsterdam Turkish second generation 17 44
Comparison group 9 23

Brussels Turkish second generation 29 54
Comparison group 28 45

Source: Authors’ calculations based on TIES survey 2007, 2008, ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, 
Kasinitz, and Waters 1999), and IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
Note: The following variables are controlled for in the table: age, has child, years in 
job, parents’ education, parents’ labor market participation, place respondent grew up, 
respondent’s education.
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respondents’ education made little difference: Turkish-origin women in 
Vienna still have relatively low rates of professional occupations com-
pared with their native-origin counterparts (see table 5.5). As we saw 
in the previous section, the NEET rates of second-generation Turkish 
women in Vienna are also the highest (see table 5.1).

Generally, the cities with the lowest NEET rates also have the highest 
rates of professional occupations, among both the second-generation and 
the native-origin groups. One surprising exception is Berlin, which has 
both a high NEET rate and a high rate of young professionals in the 
native-origin group (see table 5.4). It seems that although many young 
native-origin Berliners do not work (or go to school), those who do are 
very likely to work in white-collar jobs. The rates suggest a highly polar-
ized labor force, or perhaps that being marginal in the labor market in 

Table 5.3    Rates of Professional Occupation
Male Female

New York Dominican second generation 27.5% 30.7%
Los Angeles Mexican second generation 20.4 30.1
Berlin Turkish second generation 14.4 15.8
Vienna Turkish second generation 20.8 9.3
Brussels Turkish second generation 21.1 24.4
Amsterdam Turkish second generation 28.7 21.1
Paris Turkish second generation 30.3 30.3
Stockholm Turkish second generation 32.6 25.3

Source: Authors’ calculations based on TIES survey 2007, 2008, ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, 
Kasinitz, and Waters 1999), and IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).

Table 5.4    Rates of Professional Occupation
Male Female

New York Native whites 51.6% 55.1%
Los Angeles Native whites 42.7 47.9
Vienna Comparison group 28.1 41.6
Berlin Comparison group 45.5 31.8
Paris Comparison group 66.0 47.0
Stockholm Comparison group 55.5 54.1
Amsterdam Comparison group 53.3 65.9
Brussels Comparison group 31.6 39.7

Source: Authors’ calculations based on TIES survey 2007, 2008, ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, 
Kasinitz, and Waters 1999), and IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
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In almost all cities, second-generation men are less likely to hold pro-
fessional occupations than native-origin men. Yet, after controlling for 
background characteristics such as age, whether the respondent grew 
up in the survey city, parents’ education, years in the labor market, par-
ents’ labor market participation while the respondent was growing up, 
whether the respondent has a child, and respondent’s education, many 
differences between comparison groups and the second generation dis-
appear (see table 5.5).

Age, having a child, parents’ education, and where the respondents grew 
up are all significant explanations for the differences between the groups 
in the two U.S. cities. Having grown up outside the survey city is also 
significant in Berlin, with professionals in the comparison group more 

Table 5.5     Rates of Professional Occupation After Controlling  
for Covariates

Final Model, 
Percentage 
Probability

Male Female

New York Dominican second generation 22 28
Native whites 28 23

Los Angeles Mexican second generation 26 36
Native whites 27 30

Vienna Turkish second generation 58 29
Comparison group 40 61

Berlin Turkish second generation 43 45
Comparison group 66 53

Paris Turkish second generation 66 48
Comparison group 63 62

Stockholm Turkish second generation 64 58
Comparison group 65 61

Amsterdam Turkish second generation 53 57
Comparison group 53 64

Brussels Turkish second generation 66 74
Comparison group 65 64

Source: Authors’ calculations based on TIES survey 2007, 2008, ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, 
Kasinitz, and Waters 1999), and IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
Note: The following variables are controlled for in the table: age, has child, years in 
job, parents’ education, parents’ labor market participation, place respondent grew up, 
respondent’s education.
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likely to have moved to Berlin than their second-generation counterparts. 
As with the NEET rate, the native-origin group in Berlin resembles the 
native whites in New York and Los Angeles in that many came to the city 
to pursue careers and higher education. They are thus highly selected 
for characteristics associated with professional employment. Age makes 
a difference in all the cities except Berlin, and time in the labor market is 
also significant in all the European cities. Not surprisingly, the respon-
dents’ parents’ educational level is a significant predictor of professional 
employment in all the European cities except Brussels (where parents’ 
labor market participation matters instead) and, tellingly, Stockholm. 
Indeed, as with the NEET rate, Stockholm stands out in that lower levels 
of parental education do not significantly reduce the chances of obtain-
ing professional employment. This finding is consistent with previous 
research on the second generation in Sweden (Jonsson 2007; Heath, 
Rothon, and Kilpi 2008).

income

It is more difficult to compare incomes across cities than our other two 
outcomes. In addition to the obvious currency differences across the Atlan-
tic, and measurement differences across the surveys, differences across the 
European cities are considerable in average wage rates and the purchasing 
power of the euro.

The differences between the cities in the average monthly wages are 
not huge (see table 5.6). Those who are in the NEET category are not 

Table 5.6    Average Monthly Income
No Controls, 

Average

Male Female

New York ($) Dominican second generation 1731 1639
Los Angeles ($) Mexican second generation 1658 1458
Vienna (€) Turkish second generation 1281 954
Berlin (€) Turkish second generation 1393 1163
Paris (€) Turkish second generation 1987 1561
Stockholm (€) Turkish second generation 1836 1467
Amsterdam (€) Turkish second generation 1498 1137
Brussels (€) Turkish second generation 1777 1381

Source: Authors’ calculations based on TIES survey 2007, 2008, ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, 
Kasinitz, and Waters 1999), and IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
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Amsterdam, but even there it did not change the remaining earnings gap 
between second-generation Turkish women and their comparison group 
counterparts that we see in the table. We cannot say with any certainty that 
discrimination is responsible for the lower incomes among Turkish-origin 
women in Amsterdam, Berlin, and Vienna, but the data suggest that this is 
a strong possibility.

As one might expect, the covariates that generally seem to make the 
most difference for income are age, time in the labor market, education, 
and professional occupation. All these are significant predictors in both 
the U.S. cities and Amsterdam. Surprisingly, professional occupation 
does not seem to matter in Brussels and Paris, and respondents’ educa-
tion level does not seem to make an independent difference in Vienna, 
Berlin, and Paris. Whatever the long-term benefits of higher education 

Table 5.7     Average Monthly Income After  
Controlling for Covariates

Final Model, 
Predicted Average

Male Female

New York ($) Dominican second generation 1649 1362
Native whites 1790 1412

Los Angeles ($) Mexican second generation 1398 1075
Native whites 1538 952

Vienna (€) Turkish second generation 1437 973
Comparison group 1652 1212

Berlin (€) Turkish second generation 1224 963
Comparison group 1224 1261

Paris (€) Turkish second generation 2143 1686
Comparison group 1556 1422

Stockholm (€) Turkish second generation 1882 1480
Comparison group 1845 1495

Amsterdam (€) Turkish second generation 1720 1176
Comparison group 1604 1556

Brussels (€) Turkish second generation 1901 1556
Comparison group 1703 1556

Source: Authors’ calculations based on TIES survey 2007, 2008, ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, 
Kasinitz, and Waters 1999), and IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
Note: The following variables are controlled for in the right half of the table: age, 
years in job, parents’ education, parents’ labor market participation, place respondents 
grew up, respondents’ education, professional occupation. Dollar amounts represent 
yearly income, euro amounts represent monthly income.



Table 6.1    Family Background
Fathers’ Education

Mothers’ 
Labor Force 
Participation

Primary  
or Less

Secondary  
or Vocational

Academic 
or Higher 
Vocational Missing

Turkish descent 
Germany

61% 20%  2% 17% 17%

Turkish descent 
Sweden

36 41 16  8 63

Turkish descent 
Switzerland

34 47 10 10 59

Ex-Yugoslavian 
descent  
Germany

 2 73  7 18 43

Ex-Yugoslavian  
descent 
Switzerland

 5 70 10 15 58

Mexican 
descent Los 
Angeles

30 40  5 25 58

Chinese descent 
Los Angeles

 7 30 56  7 75

Dominican  
descent  
New York

22 42 11 26 75

West Indian 
descent  
New York

 3 43 15 38 90

Comparison  
group:  
 Germany  1 74 22  4 48

 Sweden  0 50 50  0 88
 Switzerland  3 55 32  9 61
 Los Angeles  1 49 43  8 missing
 New York  2 42 44 12 70

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008 (data not yet publicly available).
Note: The TIES survey comprises eight separate national data sets, collected by Institute for 
Studies on Migrations (IEM), Comillas Pontifical University, Spain; Swiss Forum for Migra-
tion and Population Studies (SFM), Neuchâtel, Switzerland; Netherlands Interdisciplinary 
Demographic Institute (NIDI), The Hague, Netherlands; Austrian Academy of Sciences 
(ÖAW), Vienna, Austria; the European Research Centre on Migration and Ethnic Relations 
(ERCOMER), Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium; National Institute for Demographic 
Studies (INED), Paris, France; Institute for Migration Research and Intercultural Studies 
(IMIS), University of Osnabrück, Germany; Centre for Research in International Migration 
and Ethnic Relations (CEIFO), Stockholm University, Sweden. The TIES national surveys 
will be made publicly available by the national TIES partners individually, but were not yet 
available at the time of publication.



Table 6.2    Women, the Labor Force, and Breadwinner Arrangements
All Women in Sample Breadwinner Arrangements

Not in Labor Force Has Job Unemployed Male One and a Half Dual Other

Germany
  German descent 18.8% 73.7% 7.5% 23.3% 11.8% 62.9% 2.0%
  Turkish descent 39.0 56.5 4.6 41.8 6.8 47.8 3.6
  Ex-Yugoslavian descent 21.7 74.6 3.6 26.3 10.8 61.8 1.1
Sweden
  Swedish descent 13.4 82.9 3.7 12.3 13.6 61.7 11.9
  Turkish descent 17.6 74.3 8.1 33.3 12.3 45.6 8.8
Switzerland
  Swiss descent 10.5 88.3 0.6 17.2 34.4 44.1 4.3
  Turkish descent 9.7 83.0 6.3 22.5 33.8 28.2 15.5
  Ex-Yugoslavian descent 9.2 88.6 2.2 11.8 42.4 37.6 8.2

(Table continues on p. 142.)



Table 6.2    Continued
All Women in Sample Breadwinner Arrangements

Not in Labor Force Has Job Unemployed Male One and a Half Dual Other

Los Angeles*
  Native white 18.8 77.4 3.8 25.5 20.6 43.1 10.8
  Mexican 13.8 78.9 7.3 30.7 12.6 45.1 11.6
  Korean 16.6 74.5 8.9 37.0 17.8 39.7 5.5
  Chinese 10.5 80.9 8.6 29.6 11.1 55.6 3.7
  Vietnamese 7.5 84.9 7.5 21.8 16.4 50.9 10.9
  Filipino 11.6 83.2 5.2 23.2 15.9 52.4 8.5
New York
  Native white 7.7 85.5 6.8 17.1 12.2 52.4 18.3
  Dominican 9.4 74.0 16.6 23.2 10.7 50.9 15.2
  West Indian 7.1 78.1 14.2 16.7 5.6 57.4 20.4
  Chinese 5.6 86.0 7.9 13.3 6.7 63.3 16.7
  Russian-Jewish 5.5 85.5 9.1 14.6 12.2 48.8 24.4

Source: Authors’ compilation based on IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004); TIES survey 2007, 2008.
*Multiple answers were possible in IIMMLA data.



Table 6.3     Logistic Regression Models, Probability of German Women Having a Job
I II III

Coefficient SE Coefficient SE Coefficient SE

Turkish descent -0.68 0.22 *** -0.38 0.23 * 0.15 0.40
Ex-Yugoslavian descent -0.18 0.24 0.03 0.25 0.06 0.28
Age -0.03 0.02 0.06 0.02 ** 0.06 0.03 **
Education (medium) 2.02 0.27 *** 2.05 0.29 *** 2.15 0.34 ***
Education (high ) 2.85 0.38 *** 2.57 0.40 *** 2.35 0.45 ***
Cohabiting 0.31 0.27 0.68 0.31 **
Has a child -2.18 0.29 *** -2.49 0.33 ***
Mother had job 1.03 0.25 ***
Father’s education (secondary) -0.07 0.39
Father’s education (high) 1.30 0.62 **
Constant 0.01 0.58 -1.90 0.67 -2.70 0.88
N 675 675 589

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008.
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01



Table 6.4    Logistic Regression Models, Probability of Swedish Women Having a Job
I II III

Coefficient SE Coefficient SE Coefficient SE

Turkish descent -.75 .31 ** -.68 .31 ** -.65 .39 *
Age .11 .03 *** .14 .04 *** .13 .04 **
Education (medium) .44 .76 .26 .78 .09 .95
Education (high) -.20 .76 -.54 .79 -.64 .97
Cohabiting .13 .36 .16 .38
Has a child -.70 .42 * -.61 .44
Mother worked .15 .37
Father’s education (medium) -.18 .43
Father’s education (high) .07 .52
Constant -1.72 1.14 -2.18 1.20 * -1.99 1.39
N 252 252 237

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008.
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01



Table 6.5    Logistic Regression Models, Probability of Swiss Women Having a Job
I II III

Coefficient SE Coefficient SE Coefficient SE

Turkish descent -.54 .34 -.42 .36 -.28 .40
Former Yugoslavian descent -.15 .35 .14 .37 .24 .38
Age -.15 .03 *** -.06 .04 * -.06 .04 *
Education (medium) 1.19 .39 *** .89 .42 ** .88 .43 **
Education (high) 2.30 .56 *** 1.42 .61 ** 1.28 .61 **
Cohabiting .12 .37 .08 .37
Has a child -1.82 .39 *** -1.82 .39 ***
Mother worked .09 .30
Father’s education (medium) -.12 .43
Father’s education (high) 1.09 .68 *
Constant 5.07 .82 3.52 .90 3.44 1.00
N 595 595 595

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008.
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01



Table 6.6    Logistic Regression Models, Probability of Women Having a Job, IIMMLA Data
I II III a III b

Coefficient SE Coefficient SE Coefficient SE Coefficient SE

Mexican 0.12 .22 .26 .22 .43 .27 * .41 .29
South American 0.06 .23 .15 .24 .24 .27 .21 .29
Korean -0.64 .25 ** -.66 .25 ** -.77 .26 *** -.81 .27 ***
Chinese -0.14 .27 -.26 .27 -.25 .29 -.28 .30
Vietnamese -0.20 .26 -.24 .26 -.29 .28 -.31 .29
Filipino 0.18 .27 .22 .27 .04 .28
Age 0.02 .01 ** .01 .01 .02 .01 * .04 .02 **
Education
 High school 0.76 .22 *** .79 .23 *** .53 .28 * .46 .30
 Some college 1.36 .21 *** 1.27 .21 *** .90 .26 *** .72 .28 ***
  Bachelor’s degree  

or more
1.54 .22 *** 1.42 .23 *** 1.10 .28 *** .90 .30 ***

Cohabiting -.45 .15 *** -.55 .17 *** -.62 .19 ***
Has child -.52 .16 *** -.61 .18 *** -.69 .20 ***
Mother working .16 .17
Father’s education secondary .14 .22 .15 .22
Father’s education higher .37 .25 .39 .26
Constant 0.61 .41 .14 .42 .08 .52 -.28 .56
N 1506 1506 1283 1107

Source: Authors’ compilation based on IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01



Table 6.7    Logistic Regression Models, Probability of Women Having a Job, ISGMNY Data
Coefficient SE Coefficient SE Coefficient SE

South American -0.27 0.29 -0.10 0.30 -0.06 0.35
Dominican Republic -0.54 0.27 ** -0.26 0.28 -0.15 0.33
West Indian -0.36 0.29 -0.12 0.30 -0.06 0.37
Chinese -0.10 0.30 -0.15 0.30 -0.37 0.34
Russian-Jewish -0.18 0.35 -0.07 0.35 0.13 0.41
Age 0.02 0.02 0.06 0.03 ** 0.06 0.03 *
Education
 High school or GED 0.28 0.29 0.19 0.29 0.31 0.36
 Some college or technical 1.64 0.25 *** 1.39 0.26 *** 1.50 0.33 ***
 Bachelor’s degree or more 1.74 0.30 *** 1.30 0.32 *** 1.41 0.39 ***
Cohabiting -0.01 0.21 -0.07 0.24
Has child -0.90 0.23 *** -0.94 0.28 ***
Father’s education secondary 0.12 0.27
Father’s education higher -0.18 0.32
Mother worked -0.14 0.25
Intercept 0.07 0.60 -0.55 0.64 -0.33 0.82
N 1097 1094 862

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999).
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01



Table 7.1    Demographic Characteristics of Childhood Neighborhoods

IIMMLA

Percentage 
Non-Hispanic 

Black

Percentage 
Non-Hispanic 

White
Percentage 
Hispanic

Percentage 
Non-Hispanic 

Asian
Percentage 
Immigrant

  Mexican 9.0wb 29.8w 53.6wb 6.8b 34.5wb

    N = 653 (15.5) (25.5) (26.6) (7.3) (15.9)
  Central American 12.3wb 25.4w 52.6wb 8.9wb 41.2wb

    N = 301 (20.5) (24.7) (26.1) (9.4) (18.2)
  Chinese 2.8b 45.9wb 26.4w 23.5wb 31.9wb

    N = 285 (6.3) (26.7) (21.7) (17.2) (15.9)
  Filipino 5.8wb 44.5wb 32.8wb 16.2wb 29.9wb

    N = 298 (7.0) (23.5) (20.3) (12.5) (16.2)
  Non-Hispanic black 42.2w 25.1w 27.3w 5.2w 19.6w

    N = 291 (33.4) (27.7) (19.8) (6.6) (13.0)
  Non-Hispanic white 3.5b 70.6b 18.5b 7.1b 16.2b

    N = 233 (6.2) (17.0) (14.0) (6.3) (10.0)

ISGMNY

Percentage 
Non-Hispanic 

Black

Percentage 
Non-Hispanic 

White
Percentage 
Hispanic

Percentage 
Non-Hispanic 

Asian
Percentage 
Immigrant

  Dominican 21.3wb 30.1wb 41.6wb 6.4wb 35.2wb

    N = 422 (24.6) (28.3) (25.5) (8.6) (17.7)
  Chinese 8.4b 50.6wb 17.5wb 23.4wb 40.3wb

    N = 564 (18.6) (30.0) (16.6) (23.7) (17.9)



  South American 13.0b 41.9wb 32.7wb 11.7wb 38.2wb

    N = 377 (19.9) (26.7) (21.8) (10.9) (16.6)
  Non-Hispanic black 57.0w 19.8w 19.9w 2.9w 23.9w

    N = 384 (33.2) (28.2) (19.7) (4.2) (16.1)
  Non-Hispanic white 12.1b 71.7b 10.3b 5.1b 24.1b

    N = 257 (24.1) (28.3) (10.8) (5.9) (14.6)

TIES
Percentage 

German
Percentage 

Turk
Percentage 
Yugoslavian

Percentage 
Immigrant

  Turk 60.9w 10.3w 26.9w 39.0w

    N = 257 (14.5) (7.5) (14.6) (14.5)
  Yugoslavian 70.7w 6.1w 20.9w 29.3w

    N = 202 (15.5) (6.8) (15.9) (15.5)
  Comparison group 76.7 3.9 1.7 23.3
    N = 250 (14.3) (5.5) (15.8) (14.3)

Source: Authors’ compilation based on IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004); ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999); TIES 2007, 2008 
(data not yet publicly available).
Notes: Standard deviations are in parentheses. The superscripts w and b indicate that the results are significantly different from those of 
non-Hispanic whites and non-Hispanic blacks, respectively, at the level of p < .01. Characteristics of census tracts are interpolated for 
respondents as of age twelve. Characteristics are given only for residents who grew up in Los Angeles and New York.
The TIES survey comprises eight separate national data sets, collected by Institute for Studies on Migrations (IEM), Comillas Pontifical 
University, Spain; Swiss Forum for Migration and Population Studies (SFM), Neuchâtel, Switzerland; Netherlands Interdisciplinary Demo-
graphic Institute (NIDI), The Hague, Netherlands; Austrian Academy of Sciences (ÖAW), Vienna, Austria; the European Research Centre 
on Migration and Ethnic Relations (ERCOMER), Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium; National Institute for Demographic Studies 
(INED), Paris, France; Institute for Migration Research and Intercultural Studies (IMIS), University of Osnabrück, Germany; Centre for 
Research in International Migration and Ethnic Relations (CEIFO), Stockholm University, Sweden. The TIES national surveys will be 
made publicly available by the national TIES partners individually, but were not yet available at the time of publication.



Table 7.2    Socioeconomic Characteristics of Childhood Neighborhoods

IIMMLA

Percentage 
Female-Headed 

Household
Percentage 
in Poverty

Percentage 
Unemployed

  Mexican 9.1wb 18.8w 9.0wb

    N = 653 (4.3) (10.2) (3.9)
  Central American 9.7wb 22.1wb 9.8w

    N = 301 (5.1) (11.9) (4.0)
  Chinese 5.6b 10.3wb 5.2b

    N = 285 (2.8) (8.3) (2.6)
  Filipino 6.7wb 11.3wb 6.2wb

    N = 298 (3.4) (8.0) (3.1)
  Non-Hispanic black 12.6w 18.9w 10.0w

    N = 291 (6.5) (10.6) (4.5)
  Non-Hispanic white 5.8b 8.2b 5.3b

    N = 233 (2.5) (5.2) (2.4)

ISGMNY

Percentage 
Female-Headed 

Household
Percentage 
in Poverty

Percentage 
Unemployed

  Dominican 13.7w 26.6w 11.5w

    N = 422 (9.7) (13.6) (5.1)
  Chinese 5.6b 17.5wb 7.8wb

    N = 564 (5.2) (11.1) (3.9)
  South American 9.4wb 18.1wb 8.8wb

    N = 377 (8.20) (13.20) (4.50)
  Non-Hispanic black        16.0w 25.5w 11.8w

    N = 384 (9.6) (15.2) (6.1)
  Non-Hispanic white 5.2b 10.6b 6.3b

    N = 257 (4.6) (8.9) (3.2)

TIES

Percentage 
Welfare 

Households

Percentage 
Unemployed 
(Long-Term)

Percentage 
Unemployed 
(Short-Term)

  Turk 11.9w 2.5w 6.6w

    N = 257 (4.4) (0.8) (2.4)
  Yugoslavian 10 2.2 5.6
    N = 202 (4.5) (0.9) (2.6)
  Comparison group 9.6 2.1 5.4
    N = 250 (4.5) (0.9) (2.6)

Source: Authors’ compilation based on IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004); ISGMNY  
(Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999); TIES 2007, 2008.
Notes: Standard deviations are in parentheses. The superscripts w and b indicate that the 
results are significantly different from those of non-Hispanic whites and non-Hispanic 
blacks, respectively, at the level of p < .01. Characteristics of census tracts are interpolated 
for respondents as of age twelve. Characteristics are given only for residents who grew 
up in Los Angeles and New York.
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ing the relative disadvantages in their neighborhood environments. The 
three Berlin groups reported no significant differences in perceptions of 
neighborhood disorder.

In Los Angeles, fewer than 20 percent of white and Chinese respondents 
reported that drug-dealing and usage was a problem, whereas almost 
50 percent of the African American, Mexican, and Central American 
respondents did. The same pattern exists with crime and gang activities— 
whites and Chinese were least likely to recall these being problems, fol-
lowed by Filipinos, African Americans, Mexicans, and Central Americans. 

Table 7.3    Perceived Neighborhood Social Disorder

IIMMLA Drug-Dealing Crime
Gang 

Activity

Mean Index 
Score (0 to  

6 Scale)

  Mexican 0.449 0.538 0.628 2.37
  Central American 0.475 0.601 0.691 2.61
  Chinese 0.137 0.337 0.319 0.88
  Filipino 0.262 0.406 0.46 1.39
  Non-Hispanic black 0.443 0.570 0.601 2.38
  Non-Hispanic white 0.176 0.352 0.275 0.97

ISGMNY Drug-Dealing Crime

Mean Index 
Score (0 to 

4 Scale)

  Dominican 0.708 0.626 1.95
  Chinese 0.339 0.601 1.15
  South American 0.528 0.520 1.29
  Non-Hispanic black 0.703 0.772 2.06
  Non-Hispanic white 0.359 0.495 1.01

TIES Vandalism Crime Garbage

Mean Index 
Score (1 to 

5 Scale)

  Turk 0.249 0.202 0.272 2.77
  Yugoslavian 0.238 0.198 0.277 2.72
  Comparison group 0.224 0.212 0.240 2.74

Source: Authors’ compilation based on IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004); ISGMNY  
(Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999); TIES 2007, 2008. 
Note: For IIMMLA: 0 = Not a problem; 6 = Major problem. For ISGMNY: 0 = Not a problem; 
4 = Major problem. For TIES: 1 = Not a problem; 5 = Major problem.



Table 8.1     Nationality of Parents and Second Generation at Birth and Survey
Turkish

Austrian Swiss German French Swedish Dominican Mexican

Parents naturalized at survey 66% 46% 38% 27% 83% 68% 68%
Respondents naturalized at birth 29 12 NA 53 57 100 100
Respondents naturalized at survey 88 72 84 96 99 100 100

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES 2007, 2008 (data not yet publicly available) ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999) 
and IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
The TIES survey comprises eight separate national data sets, collected by Institute for Studies on Migrations (IEM), Comillas Pontifi-
cal University, Spain; Swiss Forum for Migration and Population Studies (SFM), Neuchâtel, Switzerland; Netherlands Interdisciplinary 
Demographic Institute (NIDI), The Hague, Netherlands; Austrian Academy of Sciences (ÖAW), Vienna, Austria; the European Research 
Centre on Migration and Ethnic Relations (ERCOMER), Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium; National Institute for Demographic 
Studies (INED), Paris, France; Institute for Migration Research and Intercultural Studies (IMIS), University of Osnabrück, Germany; 
Centre for Research in International Migration and Ethnic Relations (CEIFO), Stockholm University, Sweden. The TIES national sur-
veys will be made publicly available by the national TIES partners individually, but were not yet available at the time of publication.
NA = not applicable



Table 8.2    Naturalization Regulations for Children of Immigrants
Jus Soli at Birth Jus Soli After Birth No Jus Soli

Pure  
Jus Soli

Retrospective 
Condition

Double 
Jus Soli

Retrospective 
Condition

Facilitated 
Naturalization

Jus Domicili 
for Minors

Ordinary 
Naturalization

Country United 
States

Germany France France Austria Sweden Switzerland

Requirements Birth 
in the 
country

Birth in 
country  
and legal 
parental 
residence 
for eight or 
more years 
in country

Birth in 
country, 
parental 
birth in 
country

Birth in 
country and 
residence at 
age eighteen 
or after

Birth in 
country and 
residence 
at least six 
years during 
childhood

Unconditional 
after five 
years of legal 
residence

Conditional 
on residence, 
language 
proficiency, 
employment, 
law abiding

Source: Adapted from Honohan (2010, 6, table 1).
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countries with institutional arrangements leaving some of the second 
generation without citizenship in the countries where they have grown 
up, the naturalization process is selective on both sides. Young people 
decide whether to apply for citizenship—and run the risk of being turned 
down—and administrative authorities decide whether to accept their 
application. In Austria, Switzerland, Germany, and the United States, the 
naturalized youth of immigrant descent generally have more education 
and a more favorable labor market position. The intensity of the gap var-
ies, however. Although selection bias makes the causal direction unclear, 
these correlations are consistent, confirming for second-generation youth 
what has been observed for first-generation immigrants, at least in some 
countries (Bevelander and DeVoretz 2008).

the civic and political WoRlds of the  
second geneRation

The central role of citizenship, of course, is to open access to political and 
electoral processes. In the United States, many studies have shown young 
adults to be less engaged in civic or electoral politics than older people 
(Verba and Nie 1972; Ramakrishnan 2005). Reflecting and reinforcing this 
pattern, political institutions that have traditionally reached out to new 
voters—like newly enfranchised immigrants—are in decline (DeSipio 
2001; Joppke and Morawska 2003) and mostly play to older “prime voters.” 
Consequently, we expect that the children of immigrants will show lower 

Table 8.3     Second Generation with University Education,  
by Citizenship

Survey Country
Parental Country 

of Origin Total Sample

Austria 20 6 18.5
Switzerland 15 9 13.7
Germany 7 5 7
France 44 – 44
Sweden 34 – 34
United States
 Dominican 62 38
 Mexican 56 44

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES 2007, 2008; ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, 
Kasinitz, and Waters); IIMMLA 2003 (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
Note: U.S. subjects are 1.5 rather than second generation.
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Table 8.4    Voting by Second-Generation Citizens

Turkish
Comparison 

Group Gap

European cities (last municipal election)

  Linz 32.6 39.4 -6.8
  Vienna 25.9 39.2 -13.3
  Paris 31.7 57.4 -25.7
  Strasbourg 48.6 66.7 -18.1
  Berlin 38.8 55.0 -16.2
  Frankfurt 26.4 78.5 -52.1
  Stockholm 64.3 76.6 -12.3
  Basel 42.8 63.2 -20.4
  Zurich 44.5 65.4 -20.9

Native 
Whites Gap

U.S. cities
  New York (1996 presidential election)
   Dominican
     Naturalized 1.5 generation 54.2 66.3 -12.1
     Second generation 55.3 66.3 -11.0
   Native black 72.0 66.3 5.7
  Los Angeles (2003 gubernatorial recall)
   Mexican
     Naturalized 1.5 generation 61.5 73.2 -11.7
     Second generation 57.7 73.2 -15.5
     Third+ generation 59.8 73.2 -13.4
   Black third+ generation 57.7 73.2 -15.5

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES 2007, 2008; ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, 
Kasinitz, and Waters 1999); IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).

cant cross-national and cross-city differences. Great caution must be taken 
in interpreting these figures for two reasons: first, the surveys looked at 
different elections (municipal elections in Europe, the 1996 presidential 
election in New York, and the 2003 California Gubernatorial Recall elec-
tion in the Los Angeles region); second, respondents reported their voting 
behavior months after the elections, most likely overstating their actual 
turnout. Although rates are lower for the second generation than for the 
native (white) comparison groups, as expected, they are nonetheless sub-
stantial and generally show higher rates for those who have citizenship 
either at birth or early on.



Table 8.5    Community Organizational Membership and Civic Participation, Europe

Sports Club Youth Association Religious Association
Turkish 

Association Political Parties

Turks
Comparison 

Group Turks
Comparison 

Group Turks
Comparison 

Group Turks Turks
Comparison 

Group

Linz 59.7 61.1 22.3 34.2 8.7 4.7 19.4 6.8 4.3
Vienna 43.3 51.6 10.7 24.0 16.7 2.0 11.9 1.2 2.8
Paris 52.0 NA 32.2 33.9  1.2 2.3 11.3 2.8 4.0
Strasbourg 56.3 NA 30.6 38.4 9.1 7.9 26.2 4.4 2.8
Berlin 44.3 46.8 20.2 29.6 19.8 NA NA 5.1 1.2
Frankfurt NA NA 28.0 38.3 14.0 NA NA 2.4 4.7
Stockholm 42.5 61.4 18.6 32.0  5.1 6.7 16.8 4.5 1.6
Basel 56.3 72.2 35.7 37.6  9.9 8.6 17.4 2.4 5.6
Zurich 49.8 65.3 30.0 35.6  7.5 6.9 17.8 1.9 5.9

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES 2007, 2008.
NA = not applicable
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that its political engagement might destabilize domestic politics. The 
share of European respondents belonging to Turkish associations (which 
are not inherently oppositional) is considerably lower than that belong-
ing to other types of organizations. Only in Strasbourg did more than  
20 percent of the respondents belong to a Turkish organization: 60 per-
cent belong to sports clubs. In Los Angeles, 1.5- and second-generation 
Mexican immigrants are less likely to have protested in the last year than 
third-plus-generation whites and Mexican Americans. Participation in 
religious organizations was significantly higher in the United States 
than in Europe but was higher in Berlin, Frankfurt, and Vienna than 
elsewhere, reinforcing the finding in chapter 9 that religion is an impor-

Table 8.6     Community Organizational Membership and  
Civic Participation, New York

Church Sports
Neighborhood-

Tenant Ethnic Political
Dominican
 1.5 generation 27.5 20.0 11.9 11.9 7.4
 Second generation 25.9 18.4  8.3  6.4 7.2

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and 
Waters 1999).

Table 8.7     Community Organizational Membership and  
Civic Participation, Los Angeles

Member of 
Community 

Organization

Asked to Support 
Candidate or 
Party in Last 

Twelve Months

Protested 
in Last 
Twelve 
Months

Mexican
   Non-naturalized  

 1.5 generation
 7.6 13.9 11.5

  Naturalized 1.5 generation 18.2 30.0  9.5
  Second generation 16.6 33.0 15.6
Mexican third-plus 
generation

20.0 32.2 17.5

Non-Hispanic white third-plus 
generation

27.1 43.4 16.5

Non-Hispanic black third-plus 
generation

18.0 29.5 14.4

Source: Authors’ compilation based on IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
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that its political engagement might destabilize domestic politics. The 
share of European respondents belonging to Turkish associations (which 
are not inherently oppositional) is considerably lower than that belong-
ing to other types of organizations. Only in Strasbourg did more than  
20 percent of the respondents belong to a Turkish organization: 60 per-
cent belong to sports clubs. In Los Angeles, 1.5- and second-generation 
Mexican immigrants are less likely to have protested in the last year than 
third-plus-generation whites and Mexican Americans. Participation in 
religious organizations was significantly higher in the United States 
than in Europe but was higher in Berlin, Frankfurt, and Vienna than 
elsewhere, reinforcing the finding in chapter 9 that religion is an impor-

Table 8.6     Community Organizational Membership and  
Civic Participation, New York

Church Sports
Neighborhood-

Tenant Ethnic Political
Dominican
 1.5 generation 27.5 20.0 11.9 11.9 7.4
 Second generation 25.9 18.4  8.3  6.4 7.2

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and 
Waters 1999).

Table 8.7     Community Organizational Membership and  
Civic Participation, Los Angeles

Member of 
Community 

Organization

Asked to Support 
Candidate or 
Party in Last 

Twelve Months

Protested 
in Last 
Twelve 
Months

Mexican
   Non-naturalized  

 1.5 generation
 7.6 13.9 11.5

  Naturalized 1.5 generation 18.2 30.0  9.5
  Second generation 16.6 33.0 15.6
Mexican third-plus 
generation

20.0 32.2 17.5

Non-Hispanic white third-plus 
generation

27.1 43.4 16.5

Non-Hispanic black third-plus 
generation

18.0 29.5 14.4

Source: Authors’ compilation based on IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).



Table 9.1    Transnational Aspects
Berlin Vienna New York Los Angeles

Turks
Former 
Yugo Turks

Former  
Yugo Chinese Dominican

Chinese/ 
Taiwanese Mexican

Visited parents’ home country in past five years 67% 50% 80% 74% 62% 89% 69% 72%
Visited parents’ home country occasionally 75 89 83 48 82 46 59 65
Remitted money to parents’ home country  
in past five years

11 10 11 18 14 34 16 39

Watch television, only or mostly survey  
country channels

59 92 37 65 32* 22*

Watch television, only or mostly parents’  
home country channels

12  1 30 10 24** 50**

Use Internet for information about parents’  
home country

15 10 23 21 NA NA

Birth country of partner or spouse is same  
as parents’

21 12 79 53 44 47

Birth country of partner or spouse is Germany, 
Austria, or United States

79 85 21 41 50 37

Origin of partner’s parents is Turkey, Former 
Yugoslavia, Hispanic-Latino, Asian–Pacific 
Islander

87 32 92 78 84 83

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004), ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999),  
and TIES survey (data not yet publicly available).
NA = not applicable
*Listen to Chinese or Spanish television or radio
**Listen more than once a week
Note: The TIES survey comprises eight separate national data sets, collected by Institute for Studies on Migrations (IEM), Comillas Pontifical University, 
Spain; Swiss Forum for Migration and Population Studies (SFM), Neuchâtel, Switzerland; Netherlands Interdisciplinary Demographic Institute (NIDI), 
The Hague, Netherlands; Austrian Academy of Sciences (ÖAW), Vienna, Austria; the European Research Centre on Migration and Ethnic Relations  
(ERCOMER), Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium; National Institute for Demographic Studies (INED), Paris, France; Institute for Migration 
Research and Intercultural Studies (IMIS), University of Osnabrück, Germany; Centre for Research in International Migration and Ethnic Relations 
(CEIFO), Stockholm University, Sweden. The TIES national surveys will be made publicly available by the national TIES partners individually, but were 
not yet available at the time of publication.



Table 10.1    Outcomes for Second-Generation Turks in Six European Cities
Amsterdam Berlin Brussels Paris Stockholm Vienna

Educational attainment
  Lower secondary diploma at the most 23.7% 32.4% 15.2% 10.0% 9.2% 29.8%
  Upper secondary diploma at the most 0.4 5.4 41.8 19.6 47.0 15.5
  Enrolled in higher education or received BA or MA 30.0 6.7 28.8 51.5 33.4 14.3
Labor market position
  Marginal 36.0 59.9 46.5 33.7 31.8 50.0
  Professional jobs 25.2 13.5 23.8 30.3 31.3 14.8
Neighborhood has a lot of crime
  Agree 18.0 18.2 NA 19.3 NA 11.1
  Very much agree 7.8 2.4 NA 5.8 NA 2.4
Acculturation
  Spouse (if any) is coethnic 91.5 86.7 94.8 68.2 71.9 90.1
  Raised in Turkish 91.3 90.1 98.3 92.7 n.a. 97.6
  Has a religion 84.1 64.4 75.7 82.7 74.5 88.9
  Attends mosque more than once a month 21.6 36.8 11.5 16.4 11.6 48.8

Source: Authors’ compilation of data from TIES survey 2007, 2008 (data not yet publicly available).
NA = not applicable, because the question wasn’t asked; BA = bachelor’s degree; MA = master’s degree.
Note: The TIES survey comprises eight separate national data sets, collected by Institute for Studies on Migrations (IEM), Comillas Pontifi-
cal University, Spain; Swiss Forum for Migration and Population Studies (SFM), Neuchâtel, Switzerland; Netherlands Interdisciplinary 
Demographic Institute (NIDI), The Hague, Netherlands; Austrian Academy of Sciences (ÖAW), Vienna, Austria; the European Research 
Centre on Migration and Ethnic Relations (ERCOMER), Katholieke Universiteit Leuven, Belgium; National Institute for Demographic 
Studies (INED), Paris, France; Institute for Migration Research and Intercultural Studies (IMIS), University of Osnabrück, Germany; Cen-
tre for Research in International Migration and Ethnic Relations (CEIFO), Stockholm University, Sweden. The TIES national surveys will 
be made publicly available by the national TIES partners individually, but were not yet available at the time of publication.
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States, with only Paris and Stockholm achieving results comparable to 
New York and Los Angeles. On the second row, the results vary widely in 
Europe: Amsterdam, Berlin, and Vienna have the smallest share (primar-
ily because so many dropped out earlier), the U.S. cities the middle share, 
and Brussels and Stockholm the highest share of those who have only a 
high school diploma.

Berlin and Vienna have the largest group of dropouts. In most cases, 
respondents left lower secondary school at age fifteen or sixteen, some with 
only nine years of formal training. As chapter 2 details, the six European 
cities pose different challenges for lower-class children of immigrants.  
The countries differ in the availability of preschool, the starting age of pri-
mary school, the number of contact hours each day, and the age of selection 
for secondary school tracks. In Berlin, most second-generation Turkish 
children did not go to preschool and their parents could not help them to 
acquire German language skills. As a result, many entered primary school 
with a huge language deficit.

Because children mostly go to primary school only for half days in 
Germany, they again had to rely on their parents for help in learning to 

Table 10.2     Outcomes for Second-Generation Dominicans and 
Mexicans in New York and Los Angeles

New York Los Angeles

Educational attainment
  No high school diploma 9.7% 12.7%
  High school diploma at the most 30.7 35.4
   Enrolled in higher education or received  

 BA or MA
29.3 23.0

Labor market position
  Marginal 46.1 44.9
  Professional jobs 29.3 25.1
Neighborhood crime
  Big problem 21.1 20.3
  Somewhat of a problem 45.3 31.5
Acculturation
  Spouse (if any) is coethnic 44.8 62.8
  Raised in Spanish 56.8 60.8
  Has a religion 82.3 91.7
  Attends church more than once a month 30.6 56.6

Source: Authors’ compilation of data from ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 
1999) and IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004) surveys.
BA = bachelor’s degree; MA = master’s degree.
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separately from people of native parentage (Crul and Schneider 2010).  
They associate the strong social cohesion of Turkish communities with 
such negative outcomes as school dropouts and low female labor force par-
ticipation. Mainstream public opinion often interprets the strongly Turkish 
identification of Euro-Turks, their language retention, and their mainte-
nance of their culture and religion as a reluctance to integrate into Europe, 
which in turn is alleged to constitute a potential threat to the social fabric.

Numerous studies have documented the strong social cohesion within 
Turkish communities (the 2003 International Migration Review special 
issue on the second generation in Europe provides an overview) and the 
TIES finding that second-generation Turks choose coethnic spouses sup-
ports this conclusion. In most cities, nine out of ten marry someone of 
Turkish descent, a far higher rate of in-marriage than among Dominican 
New Yorkers or Mexican American Angelinos.

Because of this concern about parallel societies, TIES researchers asked 
numerous questions about the ethnic composition of social networks, 
including the ethnic background of one’s three best friends. Table 10.3 
shows how many report only having Turkish friends.

Once more, Stockholm shows the most diverse friendship patterns 
and Berlin shows the least. Turkish Swedes report a more mixed friend-
ship group partly because their community is more diverse than Turkish 
groups in other cities. (Approximately 25 percent of the Swedish sample 
of Turks are Kurdish or Christian.) Yet all second-generation respondents 
who are doing well socioeconomically move into more mixed circles. 
Stockholm respondents of native parentage are also likely to mix more, 
yielding the most blurred ethnic boundaries of any of the European cities 
(Alba 2009). In Paris and Amsterdam, socioeconomically disadvantaged 
respondents who live in immigrant neighborhoods are more likely to have 
only Turkish friends. Berlin and Vienna show an especially strong negative 
relationship between living in Turkish neighborhoods and having diverse 

Table 10.3     Coethnic Friendship Among Second-Generation 
Turkish Youth in Six European Cities

Amsterdam Berlin Brussels Paris Stockholm Vienna

Three best 
friends are 
coethnics

28.7% 46.2% NA 17.3% 10.8% 42.9%

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES survey 2007, 2008.
NA = not applicable, because the question wasn’t asked.
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With a push from populist parties and media hyping, the European 
debate has thus misconstrued the actual state of affairs. Its image that 
a large majority of Muslim youth are strongly religious and hold radi-
cal Islamic views does not resemble reality. Instead, this attitude pushes 
them out of society even as they advocate a modern Islam or even do not 
identify with or practice Islam. Islamic beliefs and practices among the 
Turkish European second generation are no more of a threat to the fabric 
of European culture than speaking Spanish is to that of the United States.

In each city, educational attainment is positively related to advocating 
for a modern form of Islam. Contrary to the public image that highly edu-
cated second-generation youth have become involved in radical Islamic 
thinking, such thinking—rare everywhere—is most common among 
poorly educated second-generation youth. In Berlin, where 27 percent of 
the respondents favored a political Islam, this view was most pronounced 
(43 percent) among school dropouts but was espoused by only 6 per-
cent of those with higher education. In Vienna, the comparable figures 
are 18 percent among early school leavers and 3 percent among those 
with higher education. The most effective way to reduce radical religious 
views among second-generation Turkish Europeans would be to provide 
greater educational opportunities for them.

All over Europe, populist parties have heightened fear of Islamization, 
claiming that multicultural societies are making themselves vulnerable 
to an activist, fundamentalist Islam in which religious beliefs lead young 
Muslims to cultivate loyalty only to their ethnic group, not to the nation. 
Yet Germany, which has the least developed multicultural policies and the 
fewest state provisions for mosques and religious education, has created the 
most advocates for a political Islam. (This of course should not be equated 

Table 10.4     Islamic Leanings of Second-Generation Turkish Youth 
in Six European Cities

Political Islam Modern Islam

Amsterdam 10.1% 46.8%
Berlin 27.3 42.7
Brussels 8.6 56.1
Paris 7.7 80.8
Stockholm 4.4 85.3
Vienna 11.5 44.4

Source: Authors’ compilation of data from TIES survey 2007, 2008.



Table 7A.1    Ordinary Least Squares Regression of Neighborhood Social Disorder in Los Angeles
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Individual-level characteristics
Race-ethnicity
  1.5, second-generation Mexican 1.398*** .811*** .062 -.081 .209† .098
  1.5, second-generation Central American 1.637*** 1.113*** .079 -.087 .339* .088
  1.5, second-generation Chinese -.090 -.078 -.356* -.352† -.219 -.312†

  1.5, second-generation Filipino .418* .566** .083 .083 .300† .147
  Third-plus-generation non-Hispanic black 1.404*** 1.246*** .225 .606** .561** .283
  Third-plus-generation non-Hispanic white
  (reference)
Age -.017** -.001 .002 -.009 -.004
Male .440*** .427*** .439*** .410*** .415***
Mother’s education (reference is college graduate)
  Missing .259 .165 -.166 .144 .141
  Less than high school .625*** .360* .351* .392** .343*
  High school graduate or vocational education .171 .095 .107 .042 .054
  Some college .048 .003 .010 -.001 -.004
Father’s education (reference is college graduate)
  Missing .571** .412* .418** .370* .367*
  Less than high school .535** .357* .360* .292* .297*



  High school graduate .186 .100 .116 .067 .072
  Some college .211 .210 .214 .137 .168
Grew up with both parents -.219* -.218* -.237* -.177 -.193*
Grades in school -.128* -.100† -.098† -.116† -.105†

Context of childhood neighborhood
  Percentage non-Hispanic black .022*** .031*** .012***
  Percentage Hispanic .006† .004 .003
  Percentage Asian–Pacific Islander -.017** -.017* -.010†

  Non-Hispanic black × Percentage non-
  Hispanic black

-.016***

  Mexican or Central American × Percentage 
  Hispanic

.003

  Chinese or Filipino × Percentage Asian–
  Pacific Islander

.002

  Percentage foreign born .036*** .036*** .021***
  Percentage below poverty line .069*** .041***
Constant .974*** 1.458*** .389 .287 .760* .459
N 2,060 2,060 2,060 2,060 2,060 2,060
R2 .110 .155 .255 .260 .257 .270

Source: Authors’ compilation based on IIMMLA (Rumbaut et al. 2004).
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001



Table 7A.2    Ordinary Least Squares Regression of Neighborhood Social Disorder in New York
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Individual-level characteristics
Race-ethnicity (reference is non-Hispanic white)
  1.5, second-generation Dominican .889*** .630*** .273* .276* .281** .206†

  1.5, second-generation Chinese .183† .009 -.011 -.133 -.143 -.094
  1.5, second-generation South American .403*** .217* -.016 .059 .058 .015
  Third-plus-generation non-Hispanic black 1.033*** .865*** .405*** .227 .535*** .395**
Age -.033*** -.031*** -.032*** -.035*** -.033***
Male .244*** .254*** .257*** .266*** .265***
Mother’s education (reference is college 
graduate)

  Missing -.005 -.059 -.049 -.062 -.077
  Less than high school .209* .179† .188† .144 .142
  High school graduate or vocational education .088 .057 .061 .027 .025
  Some college .211† .197† .198† .188† .186†

Father’s education (reference is college graduate)
  Missing .210* .170† .171† .128 .132
  Less than high school .344* .259** .255* .234* .228*



  High school graduate .184† .143 .141 .128 .122
  Some college .257* .219† .221† .209† .201†

Grew up with both parents -.219** -.177* -.188** -.171* -.164*
Grades in school -.028* -.029* .029* -.027* -.028*
Times moved between six and eighteen .045*** .042*** .040** .048*** .048***
Context of childhood neighborhood
  Percentage non-Hispanic black .008*** .006*** .004**
  Percentage Hispanic .012*** .011*** .004*
  Percentage Asian–Pacific Islander .005* -.007 -.001
  Non-Hispanic black × Percentage non-
  Hispanic black

.013*

  Dominican or South American × Percentage 
  Hispanic

.001

  Chinese × Percentage Asian–Pacific Islander .005**
  Percentage foreign born -.006** -.005* .000
  Percentage below poverty line .025*** .019***
Constant 1.035*** 1.748*** 1.602*** 1.741*** 1.567*** 1.477***
N 2004  2004  2004  2004  2004  2004
R2 .081 .129 .168 .173 .173 .186

Source: Authors’ compilation based on ISGMNY (Mollenkopf, Kasinitz, and Waters 1999).
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001



Table 7A.3    Ordinary Least Squares Regression of Neighborhood Social Disorder in Berlin
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Individual-level characteristics
Race-ethnicity
  Second-generation Turk .039 .041 -.042 .011 -.017 -.038
  Second-generation Yugoslavian -.007 -.037 -.053 -.153 -.046 -.044
  Third-plus comparison group (reference)
Age .004 .003 .003 .004 .003
Male .093 .101† .102† .098† .099†

Mother’s education (reference is college graduate)
  Missing -.169 -.137 -.137 -.162 -.139
  Primary school graduate -.252 -.232 -.244 -.247 -.223
  Secondary school graduate -.129 -.115 -.119 -.129 -255
Father’s education (reference is college graduate)
  Missing .337* .282† .278† .336* .298*
  Primary school graduate .326* .322* .322* .334* .332*
  Secondary school graduate .271* .257* .255* .257* .255*
Parents married .060 .063 .058 .062
Contextual-level variables
  Percentage Turk .024** .026* .017†

  Percentage Yugoslavian -.045 -.062* -.062*
  Turk × Percentage Turk -.004
  Yugoslavian × Percentage Yugoslavian .049
  Percentage foreign born -.002 -.002 -.002
  Percentage on social welfare .019** .018†

Constant 2.736*** 2.439*** 2.466*** 2.489*** 2.248*** 2.336***
N    709 709     709     709     709     709
R2 .001 .015 .035 .038 .027 .039

Source: Authors’ compilation based on TIES 2007, 2008.
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001
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