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a b s t r a c t

The educational, occupational and income success of the racial minority immigrant off-
spring is very similar for many immigrant origins groups in the United States, Canada
and Australia. An analysis based on merged files of Current Population Surveys for the Uni-
ted States for the period 1995–2007, and the 2001 Censuses of Canada and Australia, and
taking account of urban areas of immigrant settlement, reveals common patterns of high
achievement for the Chinese and South Asian second generation, less for other Asian ori-
gins, and still less for those of Afro-Caribbean black origins. Relatively lower entry statuses
for these immigrant groups in the US are eliminated for the second generation, indicating
they experience stronger upward inter-generational mobility. As well, ‘segmented assimi-
lation’ suggesting downward assimilation of Afro-Caribbean immigrants into an urban
underclass in the US, also receives little support.

� 2011 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

As the employment situation of newly-arriving and mostly racial minority immigrants varies considerably across coun-
tries and for successive cohorts, there has been increased interest in fate of their children, the so-called second generation.
One question is whether these persons, as native-born products of their host societies, achieve more successful labour mar-
ket integration than their parents, and how the struggles of the immigrant parents in certain contexts affect their children
(Reitz and Somerville, 2004). This paper extends existing analyses by providing direct comparison of the education, occupa-
tional status and incomes of the second generation between the United States, Canada and Australia. We examine specific
origins groups such as whites, Afro-Caribbean blacks, Chinese, and South Asians to determine whether immigrant success,
and the context of immigrant reception, affects the educational and employment success of immigrant offspring.

Previous studies of the second generation within countries have shown certain similar themes of success and difficulty. A
basic idea can be formed by comparing US studies for example by Farley and Alba (2002), Portes and Rumbaut (2001), and
Fernandez-Kelly and Portes (2008); with Canadian studies by Boyd (2002), Pendakur and Pendakur (2002), and Corak (2008);
and Australian studies such as by Inglis and Model (2007). One common theme is the high achievement of second-generation
Asians. This ‘model-minority’ outcome applies particularly to Chinese and South Asians, but to other Asian origins as well. In
each country, the children of Asian immigrants have been shown to achieve very high levels of post-secondary education,
and as a result and despite certain labour market obstacles their earnings are fairly high. A second theme is disappointing
results for certain other origins groups. In the US this is most clear in the case of the Mexicans and other Latin Americans.
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However, in both the US and Canada, second generation Afro-Caribbeans although relatively more successful compared to
Mexicans and Latin Americans in the US, have less positive educational outcomes compared to Asians, and considerably
more difficulty translating educational attainment into occupational and earnings success. Because the immigrant parents
in these cases are on average better-educated than Latin Americans in the US, their poverty rates are not as high. Neverthe-
less compared to Asians, the black second generation struggles.

Despite these common themes it is important to ask whether second generation outcomes vary across countries, and if so
the extent and reasons for any such variations. Of course some differences are expected based on the different composition of
the immigrant populations in the respective countries, for example the prevalence of Mexicans and other Latin Americans in
the US more than in either Canada or Australia. Mexicans and other Latin American immigrants differ not only in terms of
race but also are characterized by substantial skills disadvantages which may carry over to affect the longer-term potential
for successful integration of their descendants (Borjas, 1994; Antecol et al., 2003). The dual disadvantage of race and skills
seems to have affected descendants of previous waves of immigrants (on the US see Borjas, 1994; Alba et al., 2001; on
Canada see Sweetman and Dicks, 1999). Of particular interest today is the question of whether there are differences for
the offspring of relatively highly-skilled immigrants of non-European origins, such as Chinese, South Asians and Afro-
Caribbean blacks. Do the children of recent Chinese immigrants, for example, do equally well in each country? Are the
children of black immigrants more successful in some countries than in others?

There are many differences among the three countries, which could affect the second generation. One is the situation of
the immigrant parents, which previous research has shown does vary cross-nationally, shaped by differences in immigration
policies and the selection and self-selection of immigrants, urban patterns of settlement and distinctive educational and la-
bour market institutions in each country (Reitz, 1998). The question there is whether cross-national differences in the
employment success of immigrants carry over into the second generation. As well, there are differences that may have a di-
rect effect on opportunities, constraints and influences experienced by the children of immigrants. These include educational
opportunities, labour market structures, the potential for ‘segmented assimilation’ into native-born minority-community
segments of the population, and the socio-cultural climate which may be affected by the different context for ethno-cultural
relations in the three countries.

The source of data for the United States is the Current Population Survey (CPS), now a standard source for study of the
immigrant second generation in that country. We use a merged file combining seven distinct samples interviewed over
the period 1995–2007 (US Bureau of the Census, 2006). For Canada, the 2001 public use census file identifies the second gen-
eration (Statistics Canada, 2006), and for Australia the 2001 public use census file, basic and expanded versions (Australian
Bureau of Statistics, 2003). The analysis builds on a previous paper (Reitz and Zhang, 2011) which examined educational
attainments of the second generation in the US and Canada. The analysis here includes also occupational status and incomes,
and extends the comparison to the case of Australia.

2. Framework: cross-national and inter-urban variation in institutional contexts

The educational and economic success of immigrant offspring in a particular society is affected by various factors, which
may be inter-related as depicted in Fig. 1. These include (A) the characteristics of immigrant parents themselves, such as
their level of education, family composition, age and time of arrival, and social and economic resources at the point of immi-
gration, (B) the socio-economic attainments of these immigrant families within the host society, and the resources they ac-
quire and have available for their offspring, which are in turn affected not only by the characteristics of the immigrants, but
also by (C) opportunities available from, and constraints directly imposed by, the host society on the second generation.
Effects of the host society are specific to the urban setting in which immigrants and their children are resident.

The significance of immigrant characteristics (A) for the second generation is to some extent clear from studies within
each country. It is well known that immigrants in the US are less skilled in the sense of having less formal education relative
to the native-born population than their counterparts in Canada and Australia. This as well as the resulting economic hard-
ship undoubtedly is important in accounting for the poor educational and labour market outcomes for second generation
Mexicans. The relative success of the Asian second generation undoubtedly can be traced at least in part to the more
highly-skilled and successful Asian immigrant generation. From a comparative perspective, however, what is of particular

C

A

B

Fig. 1. Host Society Institutions in the integration of the immigrant second generation. Source: Reitz and Somerville (2004, p. 389).
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interest is how host society characteristics may affect the second generation either by their impact on the success of immi-
grant parents (B), or directly on the second generation itself (C).

Host society characteristics definitely affect the employment success of immigrant parents. At least beginning in the 1970s,
immigrants to the United States from most origins, including specific Asian origins, occupied less favourable positions within
the socioeconomic hierarchy than did their counterparts in Canada or Australia (Reitz, 1998, 2001b). Borjas (1988, 1990) had
noted this difference, arguing that immigration policies explained the difference. Reitz (1998) showed that immigration policy
effects, while significant, are comparatively weak, and that other factors such as labour markets, education, and social welfare
have more impact in shaping immigrants’ economic status. Labour market institutions, such as unions and segmented labour
markets, play a role in immigrant economic success. US labour markets are relatively less regulated compared to those in
Canada and Australia, where unionization rates are higher. This appears to reduce wage inequality among immigrants and
the native-born in those countries. Social services and income redistribution may also temper labour market outcomes.
Canada and Australia have more generous welfare programs, although US immigrants actually may be more likely to use wel-
fare (Reitz, 1998, pp. 215–219). In any case, the most important cross-national difference has been the educational levels of the
native-born population within the host society. In the 1970s, higher levels of post-secondary education in the US native-born
work force, particularly in the most immigrant-intensive cities, erected significant competitive barriers to the integration of
even highly-skilled immigrants in the labour market, compared to what existed in Canada and Australia. Over time, all of these
institutional sectors are changing, with somewhat different patterns of change in each country, altering the respective entry
circumstances for immigrants and their resulting labour market success. Perhaps the most important of these changes has
been the relatively rapid rise in levels of post-secondary education in Canada (Reitz, 2001a, 2003).

The focus here is on whether and how these differences in immigrant success may carry over to affect the second gen-
eration. If the Asian second generation, for example, is relatively successful in each country, did the lower relative economic
status of Asian immigrants in the US compared to Canada or Australia carry over to reduce to any extent the relative position
of their children? As well, we can ask how institutional contexts carry forward and impact the success of the offspring of
immigrants in the US, Canada, and Australia. Do educational and employment opportunities in each country override the
impact of differences in parental status? How do the labour market institutions that affect immigrant parents affect their
children? In this study, we examine these possibilities indirectly by comparing the experiences of immigrants from the same
origins in their adjustments in different settings. As previously argued (Reitz, 1998, p. 5), differences across settings for
immigrants of similar origins suggest the impact that the setting itself has on immigrants. Such impacts may arise from dif-
ferences in the selection and self-selection of immigrants, as well as differences in the processes of adjustment of immigrants
within different institutional settings.

Comparative analysis also offers the potential for understanding the much-debated possibility of ‘segmented assimila-
tion.’ Segmented assimilation refers to a process whereby immigrants may assimilate into different ‘segments’ within the
host society, either the mainstream society or a minority community (Portes and Zhou, 1993; Zhou, 1997). In the US case,
and because of its distinctive history of racial polarization, most attention has focused on Afro-Caribbean immigrants, and
the extent to which they become part of the mainstream society or are affected by social and cultural trends within the rel-
atively disadvantaged African-American community. Boyd (2002) suggested that a US–Canada difference could exist, based
on processes related to segmented assimilation, because the potentially negative impact of US race relations would not affect
Afro-Caribbean immigrants in Canada. Kasinitz et al. (2008), Attewell et al. (2010) and Foner (2003) suggested that these
negative effects might be offset at least to a degree by positive advantages for black immigrant groups in the US as a legacy
of the civil rights movement. In either case, segmented assimilation would apply mainly for blacks, with no such compara-
tive expectation for Chinese or other groups. This study would be the first to provide quantitative assessment of the com-
parative situation of West Indian and African immigrants in the United States, where theory suggests segmented
assimilation may apply, and in Canada, where theory suggests it would not.

Urban settlement patterns for immigrants differ cross-nationally, and this matters for immigrants, and hence potentially
for their children. In all countries immigrants have settled in the most dynamic and competitive urban centres, where edu-
cational levels and incomes are higher but where their own relative position is lower. However, this trend has greater impact
in the US because the cities in question depart more substantially from the national norm. As a result, immigrants in US cities
such as New York, Chicago, or Los Angeles, perform relatively less well compared to the native-born than is the case for their
counterparts in cities such as Toronto in Canada, or Sydney in Australia. If parental economic status carries over to the sec-
ond-generation, then again the impact may be greater in the US.

3. Research design

The research design for this paper extends and modifies Farley and Alba’s (2002) origins-specific analysis of the second
generation in the US, using the CPS, to include comparison with Canada and Australia. Farley and Alba examined educational
attainment, occupational achievement, and economic status of the second-generation.1 The second-generation is mostly in

1 A comparative analysis of educational and employment outcomes for immigrants and the second generation in the United States and Canada by Aydemir
and Sweetman (2008) employed a different analytic framework directed at economic issues. Their approach did not facilitate identification of cross-national
differences due to specific origins as opposed to characteristics of immigrants or of the national and urban contexts.
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the age range between 25 and 39, and so this group is compared with its counterpart within the mainstream population – third-
and higher-generation whites between 25 and 39. Their parents are in the age range over 50, and Farley and Alba include immi-
grants in this age group as a proxy for the parental generation. Although this analytic strategy is not ideal, it is a useful substi-
tute, and we adopt it here. We also add a third- and higher-generation native-born comparison group, again whites in the same
age range.

Our US data uses more recent waves of the CPS than Farley and Alba, merging all seven waves from 1995 to 2007 (Farley
and Alba 2002, p. 678). The data for Canada come from the 2001 Canadian census public use micro data file (PUMF). For Aus-
tralia we use data provided by the 2001 Census of Australia, the Confidentialised Unit Record File (CURF), both basic and
expanded versions which are different samples and are used here in combination. The CPS household sample and the Cana-
dian PUMF individual sample both require the use of sample weights. The overall sample for the four population groups de-
scribed above is N = 454,853 for the US, 321,381 for Canada and 141,627 for Australia. The second generation component is
16,550 for the US, 27,559 for Canada, and 19,087 for Australia. In all three countries, the second-generation is defined as
including native-born persons with either one or both parents being foreign born immigrants. As mentioned above, these
immigrant parents cannot be identified explicitly in the data, however the sample of immigrants aged 50 years and over
may have characteristics which approximate those of the parents of the second generation, though of course some of these
characteristics will have changed since the time the second generation was living at home.2

Since the three nations share large White, Chinese, South Asian and other Asian immigrant populations, these groups pro-
vide the best opportunities for comparison. In the US and Canada, the Afro-Caribbean second generation also may be com-
pared. The Afro-Caribbean group includes persons who are black by race and of Caribbean or Latin American origins, with a
relatively small group of sub-Saharan African origins. In the CPS, non-Hispanic Whites, Blacks, Mexicans, Puerto Ricans and
Other Hispanic groups are identified based on the race and Hispanic origins questions. Chinese, South Asian, and other Asian
immigrants are identified based on birthplace; the Chinese, South Asian and other Asian second generation is defined based
on US birth and having at least one parent born in the respective region. The Canadian census includes a question with re-
sponse options similar to those in the US race question, and the PUMF provides categories for Whites (in Canada persons of
Hispanic origins are less than 1% of whites and need not be excluded), Blacks, Chinese, South Asians, and a residual category
of other visible minorities (the Aboriginal population is excluded). A separate category for ‘Other Asians,’ consists of persons
in the residual visible minority category identifying themselves as ‘Other East and Southeast Asians’ in response to the ques-
tion on ‘ethnic and cultural background.’ Origins in the Australian census data are based on a question on ancestry. We iden-
tify whites as persons of European ancestry, and also Chinese, South Asians, Other Asians, a category for origins described as
Arab, Middle Eastern and North African, and a final category for other non-European minorities.3

In each of these comparisons, it is important to keep in mind as well that there are variations in specific origins within
these categories, variations with cross-national dimensions. For example, Chinese from Hong Kong origins are more preva-
lent in Canada and Australia, those from Taiwan more in the United States. South Asians from India are numerous in all three
countries but those from Pakistan may be somewhat more prevalent in Canada compared to the US or Australia. Such vari-
ations no doubt affect the ‘other Asian’ group as well. The Afro-Caribbean group is also diverse, and the Spanish-speaking
segment is larger in the United States. Nevertheless, the cross-national comparison of the broad categories is of considerable
interest because of racial and cultural commonalities. Although the Hispanic groups in the US do not have such clear coun-
terparts in the other countries, they may for some purposes be compared to the ‘other Visible Minorities’ in Canada, a cat-
egory which includes many Latin Americans and persons of Middle Eastern background, and the corresponding groups in the
Australian data.

Like Farley and Alba, we use various measures of educational attainment (mean years of education, high school comple-
tion and attainment of a bachelor’s or higher degree) and occupational attainment (proportion in managerial and profes-
sional as opposed to service and manual occupations, and an occupational status score based on these data). For each
origins group, a ratio of these statistics to the corresponding statistic for the mainstream population reflects the relative
standing of the group. Categories of education and occupation available for the three sources are quite similar, and although
variations in definitions exist across countries, these do not significantly affect the analysis of the relative position of origins
groups compared to the mainstream, based on the ratios.

Also like Farley and Alba, we measure economic status using household income adjusted for household size, often called
‘individual-equivalent’ household income. This measure captures the economic circumstances of the households in which
individuals reside, and hence reflects individual levels of economic comfort or distress. For many, individual-equivalent
household income is affected primarily by their own individual employment success, while for others, it depends to varying
degrees on the employment income of others in the household, or in cases of disadvantage on the household’s access to the

2 Within this benchmark group of older immigrants, a certain proportion arrived at a young age and might be considered as 1.5 generation, possibly more
similar to the second generation than immigrant parents. They can be identified in the US and Canadian data, but since they are a small proportion (14% and
19% respectively) and since they cannot be identified in the Australian data file, their retention in the analysis is the best way to ensure cross-national
comparability.

3 The phenomenon of mixed racial origins has only a small demographic impact for these second generation groups. Mixed race cases are excluded from the
main origins categories for the US and Canada. The Australian data include up to two ancestries, and the first reported ancestry is used here. In these Australian
data, mixed-race cases are very infrequent. Of first-response non-European minorities, only 2% gave as a second response one of the other non-European
minorities (about a third of these being first-response Chinese giving ‘other East Asian’ as the second). Another 2% mentioned a European origin and 2%
mentioned ‘Australian’.
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social safety net (of particular significance in a cross-national comparison). Individual-equivalent household income is a
meaningful measure of individual economic well-being because it takes account not only of individual employment income,
but of other immediately-available resources and also of assumed liabilities. It also has practical value because it permits
analysis of a larger part of the second generation sample than would be possible in an analysis limited to the labour force,
and avoids some of the complexities of issues regarding gender and selection bias which arise in the analysis of employment
earnings.

The coding of household income in the three data files is different, with the US providing dollar amounts in six digits,
while Canadian and Australian public use files only providing broad categories. To achieve an equivalent set of categories
it is necessary to sacrifice the more detailed information such as the US provides and use categories which can be created
for each country, which are the Australian categories. Some loss of information is involved, which hampers analysis at
the lower and upper extremes, but does eliminate the impact of extreme outliers. In the US data, income data for specific
years from 1995 to 2007 are inflation-adjusted to 2001 values.

In the cross-national comparisons, our primary interest is in the position of particular second-generation origins groups
relative to their mainstream counterparts, since it is this relative position which is of greatest importance within each coun-
try. The absolute characteristics of origins groups in one country relative to their counterparts in other countries may also be
of interest, although some specific educational and occupational categories may be difficult to compare meaningfully (which
is why most of our cross-national comparisons focus on origins-group/mainstream ratios). However, in the case of income
and to enhance cross-national comparability, we have converted Canadian and Australian dollars to their US dollar purchas-
ing power equivalents in 2001, based on OECD data (posted at http://stats.oecd.org; a Canadian dollar equals $0.826, and an
Australian dollar equals $0.759).

In each country, immigrants tend to reside in certain key urban areas, and the second generation also is over-represented
in these same cities (in the sense that the proportion of their populations in these cities is higher than the proportion of the
mainstream population in the same cities). Hence their integration into society is shaped by the same urban contexts. The six
most immigrant-intensive cities in the US are New York, Los Angeles, Chicago, Washington, San Francisco, and Miami. For
Canada the emphasis is on Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver, and for Australia the primary immigration cities are Sydney,
Melbourne, Brisbane and Perth. In these urban areas, educational and income levels of the native-born populations tend to
be somewhat higher than the national averages. Because of this, the economic position of both immigrants and the second
generation appears less favourable when considered in relation to urban area of residence than when the comparison is con-
ducted at the national level.

Tables 1–3 provide comparisons of educational, occupational, and household income results, respectively, for immigrants
and the second generation, by origins and age groupings, across the three countries. Table 4 describes the extent to which the
immigrant and second generations tend to reside in key metropolitan areas within each country. In these descriptive tables,
minorities are compared with the mainstream using overall means and percentages, and in addition a ratio is presented for
easier comparison of relative urban concentration of minority groups across countries. Tables 5 and 6 present a series of
country-specific regression analyses for individual-equivalent household incomes (unlogged4) for each country, which in-
clude urban area and human capital controls (as well as age, gender and marital status).

4. Results

4.1. Educational attainment

Direct comparisons of educational attainments for second-generation ethnic origins groups aged 25–39 with the main-
stream group (defined above as third- and higher-generation whites) at the national level show quite similar patterns for
the US, Canada, and Australia (Table 1). In these comparisons, note that educational levels for the mainstream population
have been rising in all three countries, as evidenced in differences in educational levels for older and younger mainstream
population groups. In the younger population, the US still maintains a lead in attainment of credentials such as a high school
diploma and bachelor’s degree, but mean years of education has risen more rapidly in Canada partly because of much faster
expansion of non-university post-secondary education in that country (for further details, see OECD, 2010, pp. 34–39).5

In most groups, the second generation outperforms the mainstream population in educational attainment. Whereas there
is significant cross-national difference in the relative educational attainment for the parental immigrant generation, this dif-
ference is virtually eliminated for the second generation. Immigrants in the US were (in the parental generation now 50 years
of age or more) less educated than the American mainstream, whereas for Canada and Australia they were generally some-
what better-educated than the mainstream. However, the second generation across all countries have higher educational
attainments compared to the mainstream, with Asians doing significantly better, and Afro-Caribbeans less so, about the

4 The analysis uses raw household income data rather than logged data which is common in economics. Sociologists Portes and Zhou (1996) compared the
use of logged and raw earnings of immigrants in the research literature, and concluded that logged earnings is suitable for studying rates of return but the use
of raw earnings figures is a better choice for studying absolute economic outcomes. See also Hodson (1985) who emphasizes the use of unlogged rather than
logged income data to compare coefficients in samples with different income levels.

5 In 2001 data, although the proportion of persons aged 25–39 with bachelor’s degrees is much higher in the US than in Canada (31.6% compared to 19.2%),
the proportion with any post-secondary education is actually higher in Canada (65.9% in Canada compared to 60.2% in the US); see Reitz and Zhang (2011).
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same as whites. Cross-national differences in educational attainment for the immigrant generation are eliminated for the
second generation.

The first two columns of Table 1 for each country show mean years of education for each origins groups, and the ratios
between these means and those for third and higher-generation whites. Because of the complex patterns of educational
change across countries, the ratios are most meaningful. For immigrants in the US, these ratios are less than one for all
groups except the South Asians. Mexicans have the lowest ratio, at 0.56, Puerto Ricans at 0.75, other Hispanic groups
0.81, Afro-Caribbean blacks 0.88 and Chinese 0.92. For immigrants in Canada, the ratios are all one (the case for the Chinese)
or higher, and for Australia they are higher than one for all groups except the Arab, Middle eastern and North African group
not separately identified for the other countries.

For the second generation, however, in all three countries the mean years of education ratios are one or greater for whites,
Afro-Caribbean Blacks, Chinese, South Asians, and other Asians. The Chinese and South Asian groups have particularly high
numbers. Table 1 shows that in the US the Chinese second generation averages 15.9 years of education, compared to
13.9 years in the corresponding mainstream population. In other words, the Chinese second generation average is about
15% above the level in the mainstream population (reflected in the ratio shown as 1.15). In Canada the Chinese second gen-
eration averages 17.5 years of education which is 20% above the level in the corresponding mainstream population of
14.6 years, and in Australia they average 14.3 years of education, 17% above the mainstream average of 12.2 years. For South
Asians the comparisons are quite similar; the same is true for ‘other Asians’ in Canada and nearly true for that category in the
US and Australia.

So based on years of education, for all groups where comparisons are possible, differences in disadvantage in the immi-
grant generation are largely eliminated in the second generation. Exceptions to the pattern of high attainment are the Mex-
icans and Puerto Ricans who have significant representation only in the US. These groups nevertheless have higher
educational levels than had their immigrant parents. Another exception is the group of Arab, Middle Eastern or North African
origins in Australia, another group that cannot be directly compared cross-nationally in these data. They were less educated
compared to the mainstream. They also experience some upgrading.

The third and fourth columns for each country in Table 1 focus on qualifications at two levels, high school completion, and
bachelor’s degree attainment. The comparative patterns are similar to what was seen for mean years of education. In the
second generation, whites, Afro-Caribbean Blacks, Chinese, South Asians and other Asians all have bachelor’s degree

Table 4
Concentration in metropolitan areas, by generation, age and origin, for the United States, Canada and Australia. Source: See Table 1.

USA 1995–2007 Canada 2001 Australia 2001

Total, high-
immigration
cities

Ratio (N) Total, high-
immigration
cities

Ratio (N) Total, high-
immigration
cities

Ratio (N)

Age 50 and over
Immigrant generation

Whitea 26.6 4.42 12,172 47.3 2.05 44,213 62.3 1.43 27,221
Afro-Caribbean Black 54.1 8.98 2662 80.1 3.47 2491
Chinese 45.5 7.56 1451 81.2 3.52 6535 90.3 2.07 1808
South Asian 27.3 4.53 1041 72.8 3.15 4710 86.5 1.98 798
Other Asian 27.0 4.47 5541 68.9 2.98 2818 84.5 1.93 1214
Arab, ME, NA
Mexican 22.4 3.71 6382 91.5 2.09 1008
Puerto Rican 45.2 7.49 2448
Other Hispanic 54.2 8.99 6624
Other VM 71.2 3.08 3055 73.7 1.69 925
Third and higher gen. White 6.0 1.00 188,156 23.1 1.00 124,279 43.7 1.00 50,731

Age 25–39
Second generation
Whitea 20.1 2.91 8388 45.1 1.86 24,844 62.8 1.32 17,739
Afro-Caribbean Black 46.6 6.77 857 78.8 3.26 702
Chinese 38.9 5.65 241 72.2 3.00 812 87.9 1.85 157
South Asian 32.6 4.73 202 66.6 2.75 607 84.6 1.78 91
Other Asian 26.2 3.80 986 65.8 2.72 250 90.0 1.89 40
Arab, ME, NA 92.0 2.11 400
Mexican 17.2 2.50 2888

Puerto Rican 37.7 5.47 1727
Other Hispanic 39.0 5.67 1554
Other VM 62.9 2.60 376 69.4 1.46 173
Third and higher gen. Whitea 6.9 1.00 150,183 24.2 1.00 105,883 47.6 1.00 38,937

a Whites are non-hispanic for the US, non-visible minorities for Canada, and of European origins for Australia. US high-immigration cities are New York,
Los Angeles, Chicago, Washington, San Francisco, and Miami; Canadian high-immigration cities are Toronto, Montreal, and Vancouver; Australian high-
immigration cities are Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane, and Perth.
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attainment ratios greater than one. For Chinese and South Asians, the rates of bachelor’s degree attainment rates are more
than double the rates for mainstream whites in each country. Other Asians also have very high bachelor’s degree attainment

Table 5
Regression of individual-equivalent household incomea by origin, second generation ages 25–39, compared to third-generation Whites 25–39. Source: See
Table 1.

US 1995–2007 Canada 2001 Australia 2001b

(1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3) (1) (2) (3)

Constant 33,107*** 27,152*** 15,400*** 29,629*** 26,770*** 21,052*** 29,987*** 26,060*** 23,036***

White second generation 2090*** 372** �122(ns) 3295*** 1277*** 445*** 96(ns) �1209*** �1450***

Afro-Car. Black sec. gen. �4695*** �8292*** �6372*** �755*** �4816*** �4255***

Chinese second generation 8936*** 5295*** 981(ns) 7779*** 4115*** 1156(ns) 6463*** 2707* �1812***

South Asian second gen. 7329*** 4161*** �1559* 3475(ns) �117(ns) �2210*** 9117*** 5867*** 1309(ns)
Other Asian second gen. 4620*** 1942*** �291(ns) 4641(ns) 1044(ns) �711(ns) 5298* 1142(ns) 172(ns)
Arab, ME, NA second gen. �1069* �6376*** �6692***

Other VM second generati �4781*** �7178*** �4150*** 648** �2837*** �3677*** 751(ns) �1355* �3019*

Sex �marital status (ref = married male)
Married female �148(ns) �520*** �424*

Not married male 2828*** 107(ns) 4251***

Not married female �3605*** �3624*** 157(ns)
Age 157*** 277*** �504***

Age squared �6*** �15*** 9(ns)
Education (ref = less than HS diploma)

High school diploma 8311*** 3981*** 6325***

Some post-secondary no certificate 11,371*** 5203***

Post-secondary certificate 14,089*** 7328*** 6333***

Bachelors degree 20,043*** 13,504*** 15,760***

Post-bachelors degree 23,075*** 15,125*** 17,469***

City (ref = not in a CMA)
New York, Toronto, Sydney 12,315*** 8121*** 9371*** 7565*** 10,787*** 8596***

Los Angeles, Montreal, Melbourne 11,340*** 8530*** 3452*** 2386*** 7838*** 5625***

Chicago, Vancouver, Brisbane 13,656*** 9981*** 6567*** 5336*** 5066*** 3529***

Washington, . . ., Perth 15,939*** 10,754*** 4440*** 2110***

San Francisco 15,401*** 10,429***

Miami 11,024*** 6182***

Other CMA 7426*** 5353*** 4669*** 3478*** 2252*** 1259***

R2 0.005 0.058 0.212 0.009 0.050 0.146 0.006 0.058 0.186
N 172,107 172,107 172,107 133,255 133,255 133,255 54,798 54,798 54,798

Note: Significance tests are approximations; see text. (ns) = not significant at p = .05 level
a Incomes in the US data are inflated or deflated to 2001 values using the consumer price index; incomes in Canadian and Australian data are converted to

US purchasing power parity equivalents (see text).
b Australian data are averaged from separate analyses in basic and extended files each available as a Confidentialised Unit Record File (CURF).

* p < .05.
** p < .01.

*** p < .001.

Table 6
Household incomes (individual equivalent) of second generation origins groups relative to mainstream population, ages 25–39, for the US, Canada, and
Australia (based on regression results in Table 5).

Eq. (1): Origins only Eq. (2): Urban area controls Eq. (3): Urban area and human capital controls

US Canada Australia US Canada Australia US Canada Australia

White 0.06*** 0.11*** 0.00 (ns) 0.01** 0.04*** �0.04*** 0.00(ns) 0.02*** �0.05***

Afro-Caribbean Black �0.14*** �0.03*** �0.25*** �0.16*** �0.19*** �0.14***

Chinese 0.27*** 0.26*** 0.22*** 0.16*** 0.14*** 0.09* 0.03(ns) 0.04(ns) �0.06***

South Asian 0.22*** 0.12(ns) 0.30*** 0.13*** �0.00* 0.20*** �0.05* �0.07*** 0.04(ns)
Other Asian 0.14*** 0.16(ns) 0.18* 0.06*** 0.04(ns) 0.04 (ns) �0.01(ns) �0.02(ns) 0.00(ns)
Arab, M. East, No. Af. �0.04* �0.21*** �0.22***

Other minority �0.14*** 0.02** 0.03 (ns) �0.22*** �0.10*** �0.05* �0.13*** �0.12*** �0.10***

Note: Table entries are ratios of metric regression coefficients for effects of origins on individual-equivalent household incomes to overall mainstream
means. Sample includes second generation of all origins and mainstream mean consisting of white persons of third and higher generations, ages 25–39. Eq.
(2) includes dummy variables for each of the high-immigration cities listed in Table 4. Eq. (3) includes in addition variables for education (high school
diploma, some post-secondary, post-secondary certificate, bachelor’s degree, and post-bachelor’s degree), age (with quadratic), gender, and marital status.
Significance tests are approximations; see text. (ns) = not significant at p = .05 level

* p < .05.
** p < .01.

*** p < .001.
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rates. For these groups also the rates of high school dropout are lower than the mainstream, with the sole exception of Afro-
Caribbean blacks in the US.

Overall, educational attainments for Afro-Caribbean blacks in the US and Canada are less spectacular than for Asians, but
it is worth underscoring that in these comparisons they compare well with those in the mainstream population of the same
age. Whether the measure is years of education, or bachelor’s degree attainment, second-generation Afro-Caribbean’s in both
countries have done as well or better than the same-age mainstream population in both countries. The numerical ratios are
slightly higher in Canada, although the improvement in education ratios compared to the immigrant generation is greater in
the US. Note that in the US the Afro-Caribbean second generation has a somewhat higher relative proportion not completing
high school compared to the mainstream; however in absolute terms the rates are still quite low – less than 10%.

Generally the other minorities have educational attainments at or somewhat above that of the mainstream populations in
all three countries, with the exception of Mexicans and Puerto Ricans in the US (which have lower educational attainments
compared to the mainstream in the US, with fewer years of education, fewer high school completions and substantially fewer
bachelor’s degrees), and the other visible minorities in Australia.

4.2. Occupational status

Table 2 shows that the high educational attainments of the second generation to a significant extent result in high occu-
pational status. High occupational status is reflected in higher proportions of persons with occupations in the professional
and managerial categories, and fewer in the service and manual categories. Occupational status is here summarized in a sim-
ple and very crude occupational status score (based on professional and managerial = 100, service and manual = 0, and
other = 50). If all members of a group were employed in managerial or professional occupations, the status score would
be 100; if all were employed in service and manual occupations, the score would be 0. The ratio for these scores to those
for the mainstream population reflects relative occupational status.

Occupational attainment ratios for second-generation whites in Canada are somewhat higher relative to the mainstream
than for the US and Australia. However, reflective of their higher levels of post-secondary education, the occupational attain-
ments for second generation Chinese and South Asians were much higher compared to the mainstream in all three countries.
Their proportions in managerial and professional occupations are double (or close to double) that of the mainstream popu-
lation of the same age, and the proportions in service and manual occupations are around half that of the mainstream pop-
ulation. The occupational status scores are in the range of 20 to 40% higher than the mainstream in all three countries. For
other Asians, there appears to be a significant cross-national difference: those in Canada and the US have relatively high
occupational status (albeit not as high as for the Chinese and South Asians), those in Australia relatively low.

On the other hand, for the Afro-Caribbean second generation the occupation attainments are near to the mainstream pop-
ulations; the occupational status ratios are somewhat higher in Canada (1.04) compared to the US (0.95). In both countries,
the Afro-Caribbean second generation has a somewhat lower relative occupational status than what might have been ex-
pected based on their relative educational attainment, which in both cases was higher than the mainstream standard (ratios
for years of education and proportions with bachelor’s degrees greater than one). Occupational status scores are near to the
mainstream standard for second generation ‘other Hispanic’ groups in the US, and for Arab, Middle Eastern and North African
and other groups of non-European origins in Australia. The relatively lowest status scores are seen for Mexicans and Puerto
Ricans in the US.

4.3. Household incomes and economic well-being

The economic status of second generation Chinese, Asian and other Asian groups is higher than for the mainstream pop-
ulation in the same age group in all three countries. In Table 3, the first column for each country shows mean household
income by origin group. We focus attention on comparisons with the mainstream populations, where for those aged 25–
39 average household incomes were about $56,000 in the US, $50,000 in Canada, and $47,000 in Australia. Average house-
hold incomes for both the Chinese and South Asian second generation were several thousand dollars above the mainstream
mean in each country. For the Chinese, the figures were over $67,000 in the US, nearly $63,000 in Canada, and nearly $57,000
in Australia; for South Asians, the figures were nearly $63,000 in the US, nearly $60,000 in Canada, and nearly $59,000 in
Australia. Note that for the Chinese, household incomes for the immigrant generation were significantly lower relative to
the mainstream for those in the US compared to Canada and Australia, so the education-driven mobility for the Chinese sec-
ond generation eliminates the cross-national difference experienced by the immigrants. (Note that the incomes of the older
immigrant populations are based on contemporary circumstances, and many in the parental generation may have experi-
enced significant mobility since the time when they were raising their second generation offspring.6) Lower household in-
comes are evident for second generation Afro-Caribbeans in the US and Canada, for the Mexicans and Puerto Ricans in the
US, and the Arab and Middle Eastern groups in Australia.

6 Some findings (Antecol et al., 2006) suggest that earnings growth has been greater for immigrants in the United States compared to Canada and Australia,
and if so the cross-national comparisons of contemporary household incomes for the parental generation here may not reflect differences in household incomes
during the childhood years of the second generation.
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The impact of household income on individual economic status and well-being depends on the size and composition of
the household, and these vary by immigrant status, ethnic origins, and country of residence. However, differences in house-
hold size between the various second generation groups and the mainstream population are not large. This can be seen in the
second column in Table 3 for each country. Mean household size for the mainstream population aged 25–39 is 3.2 in the US,
3.1 in Canada, and 2.9 in Australia; most second generation groups vary little from their respective country average. The
main exception is second-generation Mexicans in the US, where household sizes average 0.7 higher than the mainstream.
All other groups deviate by an average of 0.5 persons or less. Hence, the adjustment for household size should not be ex-
pected to alter in any major way the above description of ethnic differences based on total household income, or the
cross-national similarities that were noted.

To calculate ‘individual-equivalent household income,’ we use a scale based on household income divided by the square
root of household size.7 Mean individual-equivalent household incomes for each group, and their ratio to the mean for the
mainstream population, are presented in the third and fourth columns of Table 3 for each country. The relatively high economic
status for Chinese, South Asians and other Asians is confirmed in this analysis. In each case the ratio is well above unity. Note
that since the South Asian second generation in Canada has somewhat larger household sizes compared to their counterparts in
the US and Australia (possibly related to the larger proportion of Pakistani Muslims), its individual-equivalent household in-
comes are relatively lower as a result. As expected, individual-equivalent household incomes are nearer to parity for whites,
below parity for Afro-Caribbeans, and significantly lower in the US for Mexicans and Puerto Ricans. The results for the white
and Afro-Caribbean second generation groups show somewhat lower relative incomes in the US compared to Canada; this
was not the case for Chinese or South Asians.

4.4. Immigrant and second generation metropolitan concentration

Immigrants tend to settle in key metropolitan areas for all three countries, and to a considerable extent their second gen-
eration offspring tend to remain in these same cities. The data in Table 4 show the proportions of immigrants (aged 50 and
older) and the second generation (aged 25–39) who reside in one of six high-immigration cities in the US (New York, Los
Angeles, Chicago, Washington, San Francisco and Miami), in one of three in Canada (Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver),
and in one of four in Australia (Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane, and Perth). The extent of over-representation of immigrants
in these cities is shown by the ratio of these proportions to that of the corresponding mainstream population age group, gi-
ven in the second column of the table for each country. In the US, immigrant Afro-Caribbean blacks are nearly nine times
more concentrated in one of the six urban areas than is the mainstream population, and the second generation is concen-
trated in the same urban areas by a factor of about 6.8. For Afro-Caribbean blacks in Canada the figures are 3.5 and 3.3.
For Chinese in the US, immigrants are over-concentrated in the six urban areas by a factor of 7.6, and the second generation
by a factor of 5.6. For the Chinese in Canada the figures are 3.5 and 3.0, respectively, and for Chinese in Australia, 2.1 and 1.8.
Urban concentration ratios are lower for Canada and Australia, because in those countries most or all of the largest cities
contain significant immigrant and second generation populations, whereas in the US, although immigrant cities are among
the largest in the country, there are also many other large cities which have relatively few immigrants.

For the second generation, their continued residence in high-immigration cities means that their mainstream labour mar-
ket competition comes primarily from the third- and higher-generation white population within those particular urban
areas, just as for their immigrant parents. Educational and income levels for mainstream populations in these urban areas
tend to be high, particularly in the US, so it is important to include urban area of residence in the comparative analysis
for the second generation, as we do in the regression analyses to follow.

4.5. Regression analyses of economic well-being

How do ethnic differences in the economic status of the second generation depend on ethnic variations in educational
attainments, and on residence in major urban areas? Regression analyses presented in Tables 5 and 6 address these issues,
focusing on the second generation origins groups compared to mainstream whites in the age range 25–39. The regression is
structured in a manner analogous to human-capital analysis of employment earnings, which normally includes educational
attainment and urban area of residence as independent variables, and also age, gender and marital status. Here the depen-
dent variable is individual-equivalent household incomes as analyzed in Table 3. Human capital factors are included as inde-
pendent variables not only because they affect individual employment income, but also because they affect many other
determinants of household income. For example, higher levels of educational attainment not only lead to higher individual
employment incomes, they may also lead to residence in households in which other members are also highly educated, and
hence have greater employment opportunity. As well, urban residence is likely to affect the incomes of all employed house-
hold members. (One might usefully add variables related specifically to household composition, such as the number of earn-
ers in the household, or the generational status of other household members; these variables were not available.)

7 Various scales are available to adjust household incomes for the impact of household size on economic-well being. This particular scale based on the square
root of household size is in common use, for example in OECD publications (see Whiteford and Adema, 2007, p. 12).
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In Table 5, regression Eq. (1) includes only origins groups and so origins coefficients represent group differences basically
the same as the mean values in Table 3. Regression Eq. (2) includes also metropolitan areas, and so the origins coefficients
indicate how minority groups fare within categories by area of residence. Regression Eq. (3) includes also education, and as
well gender, marital status, and age (including a quadratic term). Table 6 presents the metric coefficients for the second gen-
eration origins groups as a proportion of the average mainstream individual-equivalent household income.8 Reported signif-
icance levels in the US and Canadian data are computed from weighted samples, with weights scaled to maintain total sample
sizes. Note also that since the two Australian samples cannot be merged, results from the two samples – quite similar in most
details – are averaged across the two files (for a discussion of statistical considerations in combining surveys, see Roberts and
Binder, 2009), with reported statistical significance reflecting the results in the separate analyses.9

In all cases, the second generation advantage is reduced considerably when account is taken of urban concentration (com-
paring Eqs. (1) and (2) in each country), and in some cases becomes a disadvantage. This is because within urban areas where
most second generation persons reside, the third-generation whites have higher average educational levels than across their
respective nations as a whole. For whites within urban areas, the second generation advantage is negligible in the US, slightly
positive in Canada; whites have a slight disadvantage in Australia. For Afro-Caribbeans, the position is negative in both the
US and Canada, somewhat less so in Canada. The position of the Chinese second generation is consistently positive in each
country, and for South Asians it is positive in the US and Australia though not in Canada. The position of the residual Asian
category is positive in all countries, particularly in the US. The overall position of all other minorities is negative in each
country.

Human capital explains many of these group differences net of urban area in each country. For the white second gen-
eration, the small differences are mostly unaffected by human capital controls. The Afro-Caribbean second generation in
Canada and the US has the most negative experience translating human capital into economic success within urban areas;
their incomes net of human capital are about 19% below the mean incomes in the US and 14% below in Canada (see Ta-
ble 6). The Chinese, South Asians and other Asians, by contrast and like whites, have incomes much closer to the main-
stream group average after human capital controls in each country. The greatest variations are for the South Asian second
generation in Canada, whose incomes are 7% below the mainstream average, and the Chinese in Australia whose incomes
are 6% below.10

High educational attainment in many second generation minority groups may reflect labour market incentives that are
roughly comparable across groups even if there are overall earnings disparities. A further analysis explored whether the eco-
nomic benefits of bachelor’s and post-graduate educational attainments might vary among origins groups. Education-origins
interaction terms were added to the regressions equations reported in Table 5 (results available from the authors on re-
quest). Attainment of a BA or higher post-graduate degree has a more positive economic benefit for the Afro-Caribbean sec-
ond generation in the US, compared to second generation or mainstream whites. These greater returns somewhat alleviate
overall disadvantage for the best-educated Afro-Caribbean second generation, implying also that net disadvantage is greater
for the least educated. A similar pattern is seen for the black Afro-Caribbean second generation in Canada and also for the
residual, mostly Hispanic, minority group in the US. For most other groups, including those with very high levels of educa-
tion, particular the Chinese, returns to bachelors and post-graduate education do not differ significantly from what is ob-
served for the mainstream groups in any of the three countries. Although these results should be treated with caution
because of limited sample sizes, it seems justified to conclude that economic disadvantage for the second generation is
not necessarily more extreme for those with higher levels of education. In some cases, employers who do consider minority
employees may be most willing to consider those who are native-born and possess advanced degrees. Whether these per-
sons ultimately break through income and promotion ceilings as they move through later stages in their careers will become
clear as data on older second generation persons become available in the future.

Overall, then, we can say that the income experience of the second generation compared to the mainstream population is
highly variable by group, but not hugely different among the three countries. There are some group-specific differences, with
the three Asian categories doing somewhat better in the US, but otherwise they are mostly similar across countries.

5. Discussions and conclusion

The overall conclusion is that cross-national differences in immigrant success across countries are largely eliminated for
the second generation. In the second generation the success of Asians is common across countries. The difficulties of Afro-
Caribbean blacks and to some extent other minorities is also common. Institutional processes affecting the relative status of

8 The entries in Table 6 are ratios of metric regression coefficients for effects of origins on individual-equivalent household incomes to mainstream means
(negative ratios reflect negative coefficients). For previous examples applied to minorities in the US using proportions to compare unlogged income coefficients
in different subsamples, see Tienda and Lii (1987, pp. 148 and 158), following the methodological discussion by Hodson (1985).

9 Multiple subsample replication (or ‘‘bootstraping’’) as a formal method for assessment of statistical significance (see Finifter, 1972; Stine, 1989; Efron and
Tibshirani, 1993) is relevant here, but because of its complexity has not been applied. A key piece of information is the distribution for statistics produced from
multiple subsamples, and in the case of Australia it may be noted that results of analyses in the two samples while not identical are similar, giving confidence in
their overall statistical reliability. The difference between respective coefficient estimates varies from about 1% of overall mean earnings for whites and Chinese
(two second generation groups with the largest samples), up to 15–18% of overall mean earnings for South Asians, and between 5-10% for other minorities.

10 Note in the Australian results the negative effect of age on individual equivalent household income. This arises because for those in the age range 25–39,
household income rose only slightly with age, however household sizes increased significantly with age so individual equivalent household incomes fell.
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minorities are largely unaffected by the variations in education and household income for the parental generation, so there is
little ‘carry-over’ effect of relative economic standing. Some degree of minority status carry over is associated with levels of
education of the parental generation, but not the implication that their relative education had for income levels. Institutional
differences among the countries which affected the immigrant parents appear not to affect their offspring in the same way.
In particular, educational institutions in the US, which by creating high levels of education in the mainstream population
erected barriers to economic success for immigrants, appear to provide compensatory opportunities for their offspring.

Our findings suggest that Chinese, South Asian, and Afro-Caribbean immigrant offspring experience consistent upward
inter-generational mobility. They often match or out-perform their third-generation white peers in educational and employ-
ment achievement. South Asian immigrants already had high levels of education, with resulting occupational and income
success, and this carried forward to advantage the second-generation. The success of the Chinese second-generation is nota-
ble, especially since the first-generation were less well educated, worked in less skilled occupations, and earned less in most
locations than the third-generation whites of their age.

Overall, the success of some second-generation ethnic groups in the US is quite remarkable, considering that the parental
generation did not do as well in the US compared to Canada and Australia, especially among Chinese and Afro-Caribbean
black immigrants. Immigrants face the lowest entry status in the US, compared to Canada and especially Australia (Reitz,
1998). Second-generation Chinese and South Asians in the US seem to have overcome obstacles of high levels of third-gen-
eration white education, limited social welfare benefits, and of course the poor employment realities of the parental first-
generation. In fact, the success of some groups such as South Asians in particular is less in Canada, particularly after adjust-
ments for urban area and human capital, compared to their counterparts in the US (or in Australia).

These findings have significant implications. First, low income and poverty levels such as have been observed in the past
for Afro-Caribbean, Chinese, South Asian and other Asian immigrant groups in the US do not appear to represent a major
obstacle to upward mobility for the children of these immigrants. This may suggest that the current and on-going decline
in immigrant economic success for Canada may not carry immediate consequences for the next generation in the future.

Beyond this, the findings raise the question of why inter-generational inheritance of social class position does not apply to
these immigrants. The generally high educational levels of the immigrant groups in question may be part of the explanation.
Highly educated immigrant parents may impart the value of education to their children, and devote energy to ensure their
children are successful perhaps in part to compensate for their own employment difficulties. The children themselves, hav-
ing been born and raised in the host society, have little difficulty with language, a factor shown to hold back more recently-
arrived immigrant children (Sweetman, 2010).

Regarding the expectations based on segmented assimilation theory, there is some but fairly weak confirmation. The
Afro-Caribbean second generation in both the US and Canada has educational levels fairly close to that of their third-gen-
eration white peers, and somewhat lower economic outcomes. A close look suggests that in the US, there is somewhat
greater inequality for the Afro-Caribbean group compared to their counterparts in Canada, with a slightly larger proportion
dropping out of high school, and relatively more entering low status occupations. Under-sampling of blacks in the US, par-
ticularly those with low incomes, may be an issue in considering these findings, despite compensatory weighting.11 Seg-
mented assimilation may be one reason for the cross-national difference for Afro-Caribbean group, but further analysis and
more data would be required to substantiate such a conclusion. The overall economic position of the Afro-Caribbean second
generation in the US is somewhat below that of its counterpart in Canada, which is consistent with expectations based on
segmented assimilation. However, the cross-national comparison does not show downward mobility for the Afro-Caribbean
group in the US; in fact taking account of the position of the immigrant generation in each country, there is evidence of great-
er upward mobility for Afro-Caribbean blacks in the US compared to their counterparts in Canada. In any case, the general
position of the Afro-Caribbean group in the two countries is quite similar compared to the other groups. As well, higher rates
of return to bachelors and post-graduate education for Afro-Caribbean black second generation in the US and Canada indicate
incentives in the labour market supporting their mobility aspirations. Overall, these findings provide only weak support for
‘segmented assimilation’ whereby the offspring of Afro-Caribbean immigrants in the US integrate within the black underclass
and experience downward mobility. This may occur in some cases, but the net impact appears quite small across the entire
population.

Cross-national comparisons can clarify important issues, but are difficult and our results show certain shortcomings. Lar-
ger samples would enable examination of individual economic outcomes in greater detail, and allow us to place greater con-
fidence in the reliability of cross-national differences. Greater consistency in variable definitions, including definitions of
origins groups, would be helpful, though difficult to achieve without international collaboration and cooperation. Hopefully
future studies will include data across generations to allow analysis of true inter-generational mobility rather than the com-
parisons of cohorts at a single point in time as has been done here. Extension of these comparative analyses to include the
second generation in other countries, such as is being undertaken in western Europe by the project on The Integration of the
European Second Generation (known as ‘TIES,’ see early results comparing Amsterdam and New York in Crul and Holdaway,
2009) offers significant potential for expanding our understanding of the experiences of the children of immigrants.

11 Ewert et al. (2010) find that data sources that do not include the incarcerated populations, such as the CPS, may underestimate the high school dropout rate
for blacks in the US by as much as 40%. However, according to Kasinitz et al. (2008), second generation Afro-Caribbeans in New York have a much lower
incarceration rate compared to the native-born African American population generally.
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