PAGE  
21

Weak performance – strong determination
Achievement and choice among ethnic minority students in Sweden
Jan O. Jonsson    Frida Rudolphi
Swedish Institute for Social Research

Stockholm University
Draft – please do not quote without permission
Abstract
We ask how the advantages and disadvantages of ‘second-generation’ immigrants’ educational careers in Sweden are produced, making a theoretical distinction between mechanisms connected with school performance on one hand, and educational choice on the other. Using a new data-set, covering six full cohorts of Swedish-born 9th-graders in 1998-2003 (n=563,087), with matched school-Census information, we show that the grades of children to immigrants generally lie 0.2–0.4 standard deviations below children of natives. In addition, they more often have incomplete grades in core subjects, which force a sizeable proportion – 10-20 percent among the ‘new’ (mostly non-European) second generation – into non-meritorious tracks or lead them to leave school. Given grades, pupils of immigrant origin make much more heterogeneous choices at upper secondary education. While many do not enrol in upper secondary education, among those who do the propensity is high that they choose academic studies before vocational, while the ‘old’ (chiefly Nordic) are similar to the majority group in their equal preference for vocational and academic tracks. All in all, relatively poor academic performance and high-aspiring choices combine to make second generation immigrants a polarized group.
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introduction

A fundamental resource for immigrants’ integration into host societies is the formal qualifications attained through the school system. And a crucial measure for structural integration is the extent to which children to immigrants – often called the ‘second generation’ – manage to attain qualifications on par with those of children born to native-born parents. In particular, concerns have been raised for children to relatively recent immigrant groups of non-European origin, often Third World countries (sometimes called the ‘new second generation’). Previous studies show that in most countries second generation immigrants are disadvantaged when it comes to educational attainment (Heath and Brinbaum 2007; Heath et al. 2008), although this is not the case for all minority groups – some do clearly better than the majority population (e.g., Similä 1994; Kao and Tienda 1995; Goyette and Xie 1999; Rothon 2007). 
The process behind the disadvantage of second generation immigrants, as well as the sporadic advantage, is little studied, however, despite the fact that a deeper understanding of how the ‘end result’ is produced would be of tremendous help for designing policies for improving the situation for groups that lag behind, thereby facilitating a more comprehensive structural integration of second generation immigrants. We profit from theories in educational stratification in outlining two basic processes in the educational attainment process, namely school performance (such as measured by grades, commonly labeled “primary effects”) and educational choice, given performance (“secondary effects”) (cf. Boalt 1947; Boudon 1974). We can assume that performance effects are more related to socialization and parental involvement in children during childhood, whereas choice effects are the function of intentional and forward-looking decisions grounded in considerations about the costs and benefits of education as well as the probability of succeeding (Erikson and Jonsson 1996).
We analyze how these two processes combine to produce educational differences in upper secondary school attainment for different ethnic minority groups in Sweden, by following students longitudinally from comprehensive school to their choice of study programme (or drop-out) at the transition point to upper secondary level. In doing this, we gain leverage in our conclusions and discussion by comparing ethnic differences with differences relating to social class origin, which are produced both by performance and choice effects (Erikson and Jonsson 1993; Jackson et al. 2007; Erikson and Rudolphi 2009). We present results from a new and unique data base from which we extracted individual-level data on six full cohorts of Swedish 16-year-olds who left comprehensive school in 1998-2003, their grade sums, their educational choice, and their school completion three or four years later, as well as their family background characteristics.
Sweden is particularly interesting as it experienced a swing in the type of immigration during the 1970s and 1980s when the ‘old’ second generation – consisting of children to labor market immigrants from other Nordic and European countries – was gradually supplanted by a ‘new’ second generation, following accelerating immigration from non-European countries (Statistics Sweden 2005), which has hitherto not being possible to analyze.
 In addition, Sweden provides a test of integration in a multi-ethnic society where traditional labor market immigrants mix with political refugees, and where immigrant groups still characterized by illiteracy co-reside with intellectuals. We identify no less than twenty ethnic origin groups in this study; over and above the European immigrants, also those from the Middle East (e.g., Turkey, Iran, Iraq), from more remote Asian countries (e.g., Vietnam), and also with representation from Africa (e.g., Somalia) and Latin America (primarily Chile).

Theoretical background
The study of educational stratification has outlined several plausible processes behind the common found end results, that children from advantaged origins tend to attain higher education than children from less advantaged origins. These can usefully be divided into those that concern differences in educational performance (as measured in grades or test scores, for example), and those that concern educational choices at given points in the school career. The first of these processes entails genetic transmission (Brody 1991), socialization or transmission of cultural values and life-styles, verbal and cognitive ‘training’, transmission of non-cognitive characteristics (e.g. Bowles, Gintis, and Osborne Groves 2005), and continuous support for children’s schooling in terms of parental engagement, encouragement, and practical help with the school-work (e.g., Schneider and Coleman 1993). It has been pointed out that it is not only a matter of parents transferring the ‘right’ qualities and skills in their children, but also a matter of what is rewarded in school (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977). To transmit school-relevant things may involve adjusting to an unfair and discriminatory system, to ‘play the middle-class game’ (cf. Kerckhoff 1976). 
The second process involves the active and (mostly) intentional choice, under constraints, of different alternatives presented to pupils during their school career (such as leaving school or continuing; and if so, in which study programme or track). Whereas the processes leading up to the point in time when performance is measured are primarily a matter of what ‘happens’ to a child during their childhood and school years, the choice reflects a forward-looking process. Several models have been envisaged in which this choice is seen as a function of expected costs and benefits of different alternatives, where the benefits are down-weighted by the estimated probability of success (Erikson and Jonsson 1996). Costs and benefits need not only be a matter of money but may involve things as expected effort to reach a certain qualification, expected working conditions upon labour market entry, or the extra benefit of avoiding downward mobility. Also, expected help with the studies will be one factor to consider, and it is evident that discrimination comes into the model in lowering the expected benefits of certain choices.
Normally, we do not have the measures to encapsulate such models (neither a socialization model, nor a choice model) but empirically we use indicators that we presume catch (at least some of) these mechanisms. The primary indicators are parental characteristics and resources, such as educational qualifications, income, and class positions, all of which appears to have net associations with educational outcomes (cf. Breen and Jonsson 2005). Previous research has shown that such indicators also work well for children to immigrants, meaning that ‘gross’ differences between them and children to native-born are markedly reduced when statistical controls for parental characteristics are added (Warren 1996; Schmid 2001; Heath and Brinbaum 2007; for Sweden see Arai, Vilhelmsson and Schröder 2000). 
Using the two-stage model above suggests that there may be some mechanisms leading to ethnic differences in performance, and others that lead to ethnic differences in choice – and for the latter, we can structure the possible mechanisms in costs, benefits, and probability of success. Because we do not have data to separate out these mechanisms we will only discuss them briefly here. First, we assume that all parents consider education as valuable for their children. Whether parents manage or not to support their childrens’ school success in terms of e.g. grades is probably a matter of to what extent they are able to transmit various skills and abilities that are rewarded in school (cognitive, verbal, cultural); and to what extent they are able to assist in home-work and other home-school interactions. If parents were born abroad and are not fluent in the language, this will most likely be a disadvantage for the child’s performance. Also, cultural differences and lack of experience with the school system will make parents less prone and less able to take part in their children’s school work, which arguably will have the same consequence. 

When it comes to the second, or choice, process, we can envisage other mechanisms to apply. Insofar as ethnic minority students evaluate their costs for, benefits from, or probabilities of success at higher levels of education differently than majority group students, they will have different incentives to continue in school and to choose certain educational tracks if they do. On the cost side, immigrant parents typically have lower earnings and have accumulated less wealth than native-born parents (e.g., le Grand and Szulkin 2002 for Sweden), meaning that long-term investments in education are more difficult to finance, as the marginal cost for poorer families to raise money is higher (Becker 1994). In addition, it is likely that parents who themselves were born and (almost always) raised in a foreign country will have less information and knowledge about how the ‘system’ works in the host country – most importantly, but not only, the educational system. Therefore, the educational choices of ethnic minority students may be less informed, particularly if the system is complex to understand and many subtleties have to be handled. 
On the benefit side, ethnic minority students may foresee discrimination in the labour market. It is difficult to predict the outcome of that as such anticipated effect could go in different directions. For example, if visible minorities think that they will have less return to educational credentials, they will invest less. In addition, if staying in school may be seen as an alternative to being unemployed, and if minority children have higher unemployment risks (and hence lower opportunity costs) their benefits with leaving will be less than for children of Swedish background. On the other hand, it may be that higher education is on the whole meritocratic (cf. Breen and Jonsson 2007), in which case it makes more sense to continue in school and to choose an academic rather than a vocational alternative. This goes particularly if the latter aims at a segment of the labour market where (the expected) discrimination may be more glaring (e.g., Carlsson and Rooth 2007). Also, immigrant parents may see other uses of education than native-born; some will have long-term plans to return to their home-country, or to a third country, and may therefore consider the pay-off of various educational credentials in other labour-markets than the Swedish. This speaks in favour of immigrant parents (but perhaps not their children) preferring portable and transferable types of education, which presumably point to general tracks rather than vocational (e.g., Chiswick 1988).
Lastly, ethnic minority students may have less expected probabilities of success in higher education (at given levels of performance), just in the same way as students whose parents have little education, because they cannot count on continuous and qualified support with the school-work from parents to the same extent that children of native-born and well-educated parents can (Erikson and Jonsson 1996).
Yet another mechanism, often invoked in the literature, is that of ‘oppositional cultures’ (e.g., Willis 1977; Ogbu 1991), whereby it is supposed that some groups (such as ethnic minorities, or working class boys) do not identify with the achievement goals embraced by the school and middle-class community, but instead protests by misbehaving and underachieving. This mechanism would supposedly be relevant for both educational performance and choice and if it is prevalent for many subgroups it challenges the assumption that education is positively valued by parents (and their children) irrespective of social or ethnic background.   
The way that educational differences are structured according to performance effects and choice effects are important not only for understanding how educational differences evolve, but also for designing policies that may counteract some of these differences. In a more thorough discussion about such policies, Erikson and Jonsson (1993) outlined various measures that could be taken, and concluded that it is much more likely that educational and other policy could equalize choice effects than performance effects. This is because the latter are more entrenched in family life and early socialization – i.e., in areas where public policy intervention normally is neither easy nor (always) desired – while choice effects can be reduced by equalizing resources, spreading information, or improving incentives. For example, a system in which all well-performing students were strongly encouraged to continue in academic tracks would lead to substantial equalization between social classes.
The following analyses uncover differences in educational attainment between second generation immigrants and children of native Swedes. Although we are not able to pinpoint the mechanisms behind, we will nonetheless draw on the discussion above for delineating the extent to which ethnic minority disadvantage (or advantage) is due to performance effects and choice effects, respectively. This will aid us in the final discussion about educational reforms that may attenuate existing educational differences.
Immigrant pupils in Sweden 

Whereas Sweden traditionally was characterized by emigration, it has, from the Second World War and onwards, turned into an immigrant society. Immigration from Finland has been noticeable historically, as has immigration in the wake of WWII (e.g., Baltic) and the turmoil in Eastern Europe in the 1950s and 1960s, but it was not until the 1960s that labor shortage started a wave of immigration (Finland, other Nordic, and Mediterranean countries). While labor immigration became restricted in 1973 it has been succeeded by a large amount of refugees (and, importantly, their relatives) from a variety of countries (such as Iran, Iraq, Turkey, Somalia, Syria, Lebanon, Chile, and former Yugoslavia). This means that the immigrant population now consists of a mix of labor market immigrants and those who have come for humanitarian reasons (such as political refugees); and that there is also a striking mix of nationalities. 

The multi-ethnic composition of the immigrant group in Sweden is reflected in Table 1a which shows the numerical importance of different origin countries for our cohorts. In total, 19.2 per cent of our cohorts had at least one immigrant parent (which is an underestimation, as some who live with a single Swedish-born parent will have a foreign-born non-residential parent). Of those, we concentrate on those born in Sweden with no Swedish-born parent, i.e., on ‘second generation immigrants’, corresponding to 6.5 per cent in our data. 

Because of the geographical proximity as well as a long-standing free Nordic labor market, immigrants from Norway and Denmark are common, and the largest second generation immigrant group is still Finnish (one third of all). One out of four comes from another European (or Western) country, where Eastern Europe dominates. Together, these ‘old’ groups make up almost two third of the secondary generation. A more recent phenomenon is large-scale immigration from less developed countries outside Europe, mostly from Turkey and neighboring countries: more than one third of all second generation immigrant students now have such origins. There are good reasons for worrying about children of this ‘new’ second generation because many of their parents had a weak connection to the labor market at the time when a sudden and extremely deep recession hit Sweden (circa 1991-97). Unemployment figures rose from below 2 to over 8 percent in a couple of years (Statistics Sweden 2005b) and immigrants had great difficulty finding a footing in the labor market – though the situation improved somewhat towards the end of the 1990s.

In portraying the ethnic minority groups we also note the precarious situation for most immigrants from non-Western countries (see Appendix Tables B1-B2). Generally, their education, their social class position and their non-employment rates are unfavorable. The exceptions are immigrants from Iran in particular, but also from Iraq and South-America (save Chile). Parents from Turkey and South-East Asia are those with the poorest resources as we measure them by education and social class position. In addition, children from several ethnic minority groups more often grow up in non-intact families.

Table 1a here

Data and variables

The STAR database

The STAR database was compiled by Statistics Sweden for the Level-of-living team at the Swedish Institute for Social Research (SOFI). It contains registry data on educational attainment, incomes and whereabouts for a good ten million Swedes born between 1890 and 1990 (i.e., everyone residing in Sweden during any of the quintannual censuses 1960-90, or found in the Registry of the total population (RTB) 1991-2003). By a multigenerational link parents and children can be identified through a matching procedure that is standard and accurate. 

We extracted from this large data base children leaving compulsory school the years 1998-2003, covering birth cohorts 1982-1987 almost in their entirety (the total number of cases being 612,730) and matched them with their parents. We have information on, e.g., each parent’s education, occupation, class position, country of birth, year of immigration, and income. For the child we have information on school grades at the last year of comprehensive school (grade nine, age 16) as well as the study program they started as well as finished at (upper) secondary level. The choice at upper secondary level is a great divider where the impact of social origin, for example, is the strongest (Breen and Jonsson 2000). 

As we concentrate our analyses on second generation immigrants, we exclude from the 1998-2003 cohorts of grade 9 pupils (n=612,730) all foreign-born pupils, children in two-parent households with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent, and those who moved from Sweden before age 20, resulting in 533,158 number of observations (Table 1a). While this is population data, there are some missing values, mostly because of missing information in the original register. For example, parents’ country of birth has 2.3 percent missing values (primarily due to missing values on family type, which is used as an input variable as explained below). In addition, grades are missing for 0.5 percent of the respondents, parental education for 3.0 percent, and family type for 2.2 percent (Table 1b). As we use these variables in our analyses, we have excluded those with missing on any in our regression analyses, all in all 3.5 percent, making our final sample size 514,598. The resulting proportion of missing cases is, to be sure, extremely low compared with survey data.
Variables

The variables we use in the analyses are described in Table 1a and 1b, as well as in more detail in Appendix. To begin with, we define ethnic origin by the country of birth of the respondents’ parents (recall that all respondents were born in Sweden). In order not to circulate individual-level data with respondents easily identified, Statistics Sweden grouped the original data, so smaller countries are not possible to distinguish but are clustered according to geographical or cultural proximity. We are still able to identify 20 categories of minority origins (Table 1a; details in Appendix Table A).
 Those born to two Swedish-born parents, or one if single parent, are entitled ‘Swedish’ in our tables (the reference category).
Table 1b here

The second generation immigrants are defined in the following way: those who live with only one original immigrant parent in grade 9 derive their country of origin from this parent. For those who live with two foreign-born parents we used the following principles: (i) if the parents come from the same country we used that. If not (around 15 percent), (iia) we used the assumption of ‘cultural distance’, saying that the country ‘closest’ to Sweden takes precedence (so, if the father is from a Nordic country and the mother from a south-European country, the ethnic origin of the child will be the Nordic country); or, in cases where both parents come from the same ‘cultural bloc’ but from different countries within this bloc (say, father from Turkey and mother from Iran), (iib) we assigned the country of the mother (who on average is slightly more important in the socialization of children than fathers); finally, (iii) in reconstituted families, the child is coded to the ethnic origin of the original parent.
 In practice this choice will be inconsequential as most countries are grouped anyway, and because of a rather strong tendency for ethnic homogamy. Children with one foreign-born and one Swedish-born parent are not included in the analyses for two reasons. First, such a ‘mixed’ category will be characterized by having two parents and thus confuse the ethnic effect with a family type effect. Second, children in this mixed category are unlikely to share most of the disadvantages experienced by those with two foreign-born parents (e.g., they will have Swedish as their mother tongue).
The first outcome variable we study is the standardized grade sum in the 9th grade (Table 1b). Grades are teacher-assigned and criterion-referenced and given in grades 8 and 9 in the Swedish comprehensive school, but available in digital form only in the 9th and final year. In each of almost 20 subjects, one out of four grade levels is assigned: fail, pass, pass with distinction, and pass with special distinction (assigned 0, 10, 15, and 20 points, respectively). We use the sum of the year 9 grades in the 16 best subjects (meritvärde). This is important as it is the basis for admission at upper secondary schools – everyone who got ‘pass’ grades in three core subjects (Swedish, Maths, English) can enroll, but the grade sum may determine whether you get the study program you want. Grade sums vary between 0 and 320 points, with an average just over 200 points. We standardize the grade sums (for each year separately, to avoid potential problems with grade inflation) with mean zero and standard deviation of 1. 

 Also important, and our second outcome variable, are the incomplete grades in any of the three core subjects (Swedish, Maths, English). This indicates low educational performance, but more importantly, determines eligibility to upper secondary education. Anyone who does not get a ‘pass’ in all of these three are unable to enroll at an ordinary (‘national’) upper secondary school programme, but either has to leave school or get de-tracked into the ‘individual’ programme (IV), which is a preparatory track aimed at qualifying students for an ordinary programme.

Our third outcome variable is the upper secondary school choice, measured directly after compulsory school by Oct 15. Upper secondary school is three years (age 16-19), and the choice is between around 20 different ‘national’ study programs of which five ‘academic’ and the rest vocational. We distinguish non-enrolment (or drop-out) by adding school leavers (a small category, around 2%) and those (around 7% of Swedish-born pupils) who go to the preparatory programme. Among those who continue (in a national programme) we contrast students who choose an academic track
 (53%) with those who choose a vocational one (47%). Those who follow the academic route have much higher chances, and de facto propensities, to continue at the university (e.g., Breen and Jonsson 2000, Fig. 2), whereas vocational studies prepare more directly for the labor market.

We use the following control variables in our analyses (see Table 1b for categories, construction, and descriptive statistics). Parents’ education is (if the child has two parents) a combination variable taking one of six categories, and measured the same year as the child left comprehensive school (from the Registry of the education of the Swedish population, Utbildningsregistret). We also control for number of siblings in the household (‘siblings’ defined as other children, aged 0-17, in the household) and family type, measured at the same time as the educational variable, but taken from the Registry of the total population. We distinguish four different family types: intact family, single parent, reconstituted family, and other (i.e, children who do not live with any adult, including those who live in institutions).
 
performance effects – Ethnic minority disadvantage

As outlined above, in the Swedish school system school performance is consequential in two different ways: incomplete grades in the any of the three core subjects normally rule out an educational career, or at least delay it, while the grade sum may restrict a student’s choice of programme at upper secondary level. We begin with analyzing incomplete grades. Table 2 shows the percentage in different ethnic origin categories that fail to achieve grades in each of the core subjects, and those who fail to do so in any of these (which is the crucial indicator).

Table 2 here

In total, ten percent of boys, and seven percent of girls who leave comprehensive school lack grades in one of the core subjects, with a relatively even split between these. While these averages go for majority group students, many of the minority groups show substantially lower performance. Boys and girls whose parents come from Turkey or other Middle East countries (except Iran), as well as from Chile, lag clearly behind (as do boys from North Africa). It can be noted that this is not due to their language grades. Rather, all three subjects are involved, and there is no clear pattern. 

We know that parental and household characteristics influence school achievement, so it is of considerable interest to study incomplete grades also controlling for parents’ education, family type, and number of siblings (these control variables have expected effects and will not be further commented).
 Table 3 shows the results of logistic regressions of having incomplete grades for boys and girls, respectively. The results vindicate the descriptive picture from Table 2: all ethnic minority categories mentioned above do poorly also controlling for parental background. In addition to these groups, students with parents from Eastern Europe (except Poland) and Finland have a noteworthy tendency of failing to get complete grades in core subjects.

Table 3 here

The second part of the performance analysis concerns grade sums, which are analyzed in Table 4. Model 1 shows a baseline OLS regression model for second generation minority differences, for boys and girls separately. Clearly, most minority groups have lower grades than the majority, typically in the range of 0.2-0.4 standard deviations. Notable exceptions, with positive deviations, are Poland and parts of Asia – but children to immigrants from the most common Asian origins, such as Turkey, Iraq, and other Middle East countries, have quite low grades, on par with children to Nordic immigrants.

Table 4 here

In Model 2, Table 4, we control for background variables and the assumption that differences in such circumstances account for most of the ethnic differences appears in the main correct: most negative effects are reduced by half or more. The remaining negative effects, for seven minority groups, hover around 0.1-0.2 standard deviations, which is not trivial but a relatively small difference (the largest effects are similar to the difference between having a parent with secondary rather than compulsory education, or between having two rather than one parent in the household). The results suggest that there are three broad groups: those who do (slightly) worse than the majority ethnic group (children of Nordic, Chilean, Turkish/Middle East, and Iraqi immigrants), those who are inseparable from it, and those who do better. Among the latter, Polish and Western descendents do slightly better, as do those from Africa’s Horn. Those whose parents come from East Asia, South-East Asia, and the ‘modern’ Asian countries (such as Singapore, Hong-Kong, Taiwan, and Japan) have substantially – the latter group half a standard deviation – higher grades.

In sum, minority-majority differences are on the whole similar irrespective of what performance measure we use. However, when controlling for household characteristics, some minority groups show a significant over-risk for incomplete grades in core subjects, but not significantly lower grade sums (e.g. South and East Europe, Ex-Yugoslavia for both sexes and Middle East for boys). Performance effects, then, appear to be closely related to total school failure on the part of sub-groups of some minority categories.
choice effects – Ethnic minority advantage

Equipped with the grades just analyzed, children of different origins encounter, at age 16, the most important choice in their school careers – whether to continue in school and, if so, in which programme. We can conceive of the continuation decision as a ‘first-order’ choice effect, and the academic-vocational choice as a ‘second-order’ choice effect. Table 5 shows the distribution of pupils across educational routes at this intersection of compulsory and upper secondary school for the ethnic groups, separately for boys and girls. The results reveal one worrying finding: Non-enrolment (defined as having left school or entered the preparatory program directly after grade 9) is much higher among ethnic minorities.
 Recall that we are studying children who were born and grew up in Sweden: still, in several of the European and most of the non-European groups non-enrolment rates are considerably higher than those of the majority population. For example, while around ten per cent of majority-group boys ‘drop out’, this is the case for around twice as many in four of the minority groups and for fifty percent more in an additional seven (for girls the corresponding numbers are five and nine). The situation is worst for second generation Turks (where more than one boy fail to enroll), and for boys from North Africa, with high representation in the preparatory program together with those of Chilean background.
Table 5 here
However, Table 5 shows that there is reason for being optimistic too. If we look at the column for academic programme a different story emerges, with ethnic minority students in general having higher transition rates than students of Swedish ancestry. This is particularly the case for girls. In several minority groups both drop-out rates and transition rates to the academic program are higher than for the majority population. The most consistently disadvantaged are children from the Nordic neighbouring countries, plus Turkey and Chile.

It is worth noting that the pattern just described – with many ethnic minority groups having high risks of dropping out but also relatively high transition rates to an academic program – means that these minority groups are characterized by their avoidance of vocational studies. With the exception of children from Nordic countries, this goes for all minority groups. For several categories, the difference is dramatic.

Table 6 here

In Table 6, we apply logistic regression for studying non-enrolment (drop-out), defined as not having begun in a national program at upper secondary level directly after grade 9 in compulsory school. It is evident from Model 1 (which controls for parental education, family type, and number of siblings) that several minority groups have positive effects, meaning that they have an ‘over-risk’ of not enrolling in a national program. This goes for Finland, Denmark, Turkey, Middle East and Chile for both sexes alike – groups that we from previous analyses know to have low grade sums and high rates of incomplete grades. In order to focus more precisely on the (potential) choice effect of ethnic minority status, we next control for incomplete grades (Model 2) and grade sum (Model 3), respectively. When taking grade sums into account it appears that only a few minority groups have lower enrolment figures than the majority population (the most prominent are Turkey, Iraq, other Middle East countries, as well as boys of North African background). For these ‘new’ second generation immigrants both performance and first-order choice effects contribute to their educational disadvantage. 

While grade sum is a relevant overall measure of educational performance and set a limit for what kind of upper secondary program pupils can attend, incomplete grades in a core subject potentially block pupils from enrolling in a national program. In fact, the higher frequency of incomplete grades among some ‘new’ minority groups account for virtually all choice effects for non-enrolment (while this does not hold for the neighboring countries Finland and Denmark). The combined results of Model 2 and 3 indicate that the higher non-enrolment of Finnish and Danish minorities is attributable to their low grades, not only by their high prevalence of incomplete grades in core subjects. 

In the next step, we analyze (second-order) choice effects for those who do enrol. For this group, the watershed is between the choice of vocational or academic studies, where the latter are not formally but in practice almost a prerequisite for attaining tertiary level education. Table 7 shows the results of a logistic regression of the contrast between vocational and academic programmes. Model 1 controls for background variables and Model 2 adds grade sum, to tease out the ‘pure’ choice effect. The results are extremely simple to summarize. Second generation immigrants from the Nordic countries choose almost exactly as the majority population, whereas all other immigrants much more often go for the more high-aspiring academic alternative. In particular, this goes for the ‘new’ second generation. Of course, the mirror image of the high aspiration picture is one according to which non-Nordic groups (and especially ‘new’ immigrant groups) avoid vocational studies. 
Table 7 here

How performance and choice interact

From the foregoing it is clear that non-European minority students in general have lower grades than majority students (largely as a function of differences in parental resources) but higher transition rates to academic studies, controlling for grades. A policy-relevant question is whether this non-European minority advantage occurs at the upper or lower end of the grade distribution. One scenario is that minority students with high grades have extreme aspirations whereas those with average and lower grades have a choice structure much like that of students with Swedish-born parents. Another scenario is that immigrants’ children are much less sensitive to their grades in their choice, so even those with moderately high grades choose academic study programmes. If this is the case, minority students’ general (but small) grade disadvantage needs not be so important (except for the failure to receive grades in core subjects), as long as they complete their upper secondary education successfully. 
As it turns out, the higher propensities of non-European minority students to choose academic programmes are a function of higher transition propensities at each grade level. This is depicted in Figure 1, where we have merged children to immigrants from all Nordic countries into one category, and all non-European non-Western countries into another (and where those with other, mostly non-Nordic European, backgrounds are left out). In absolute terms the difference is greatest at the middle of the grade distribution, but in relative terms it is rather similar for each grade level. It is noteworthy that children of Nordic immigrants match the pattern of the majority population almost exactly. This suggests that there is no general ‘second-generation-immigrant effect’. As seen above, the common feature appears to be the inclination to choose vocational studies. 
Figure 1 here

Conclusion and discussion

The structural integration of second generation immigrants is vitally dependent on their educational attainment. Our results, in line with much previous research, shows that children of immigrant descent are a heterogeneous group, with some minority groups doing very well in school, others quite poorly. 
The aim of this paper is however not confined to showing the pattern of ethnic minority advantage and disadvantage in education, but we specifically ask how these patterns are produced through the school system, with emphasis on the intersection of compulsory and upper secondary schooling. In educational stratification research, the separation of performance (‘primary’) effects from choice (‘secondary’) effects is important as it speaks to different mechanisms whereby social origins affect children’s opportunities; and the common finding is that both appear to be of importance. The results for ethnic stratification are compelling in both their similarity with and difference to the pattern found for social class background. First, and in line with the pattern for social origin, several of the more disadvantaged ethnic minority groups risk marginalization because they perform relatively poorly, and/or because they often (largely as a consequence) drop out of school at an early stage. This goes for immigrant groups from the Nordic countries, from other traditional European labour market immigrant groups, from Turkey and other Middle East countries, as well as from Chile. Much of this ethnic disadvantage depends on parental characteristics, and is thus a reflection of the composition of the immigrant group. However, the performance disadvantages remain in several cases (in reduced form) also when we control for background characteristics – and they are especially visible in the form of incomplete grades. 
It is not clear why we see this relatively poor performance in some ethnic minority groups. Lack of language proficiency is unlikely to be the main mechanism as all children were born in the host country. One candidate for an explanation is of course that parents who are themselves not fluent in the host country’s language, and who have not experienced their school system, cannot transfer sufficient school-related skills and abilities (including the important ability to promote strategic behaviour in school). While such explanations might have some force, they are clearly not sufficient for understanding poor performance and early drop-out, as children from other immigrant groups with similar lack of language skills and knowledge about the school system are doing well. For some of these groups, we believe that unobserved skills and abilities play a role. Iranians and immigrants from the Far East and other well-educated groups may have skills and abilities that are not captured by our measure of their educational qualifications. For example, having a degree from Iran, where university education is uncommon, may signal higher abilities than a degree from Sweden. Importantly, the contrary may go for immigrants from some origins, such as Somalia or Turkey in the Swedish case, where the lowest level of education may signal illiteracy.
But the sizeable proportion students with extremely low (often incomplete) grades in some ethnic minority groups can hardly be explained by parental skills and abilities, nor by their capacity to transmit them, even if we consider unobserved characteristics. Nor is it reasonable that it depends on low innate ability: instead, we believe that a substantial share of this group – which for some ethnic minority origins is around 20 per cent – do not attend school, do it only irregularly, or with little focus on learning. Whether this is a function of an active choice of embracing an ‘oppositional culture’ or should be understood as a more conventional question of social exclusion or marginalization is not possible to say on the basis of our data. Further analysis of this issue should consider ethnic segregation in neighbourhoods and schools, as rejection of mainstream achievement goals may be easier in environments where disadvantages are clustered.
A highly relevant question is whether discrimination in school may explain some of the ethnic minority disadvantage in grades. This is unlikely as other research shows that immigrant students in Sweden in fact get somewhat higher teacher-assigned grades than what is expected from their test results (Lindahl 2008). A remaining possibility is that discrimination works at an earlier stage, so minority students get streamed or tracked into study groups within schools (or school classes) with less opportunity of learning. This is perhaps less likely as, for our cohorts, formal ability-grouping was prohibited and informal discouraged by government policy. 
A recurrent finding in studies of social origin and educational attainment is that children from disadvantaged background both perform less well in school and are more cautious in their educational choices. They are less prone, for example, to continue in school (and less likely to choose academic branches of study) even at the same achievement level as majority students (e.g., Erikson and Jonsson 1993; Jackson et al. 2007). The story for second generation immigrants is quite different. While our results for educational performance are worrying for some ethnic minorities, the emerging pattern for educational choice is not. True, for some minority groups first-order choice effects are negative – leading to low enrolment rates – but the second-order choice effects are almost unanimously positive. In fact, at given levels of performance ethnic minority students have clearly higher educational ambition than the majority population manifested in the preference of academic to vocational branches of study. The groups that are not characterized by higher propensities of pursuing an educational career are mostly traditional labour market immigrants from the Nordic or other European countries. 
It is not easy to reconcile the finding of a general ethnic minority advantage in choice effects with the expectation that costs would be higher and probability of success lower for those of ethnic minority background. There are of course some potential reasons for disbelief in our results. One is that ‘over-controlling’ is always a risk in models of ethnic minority disadvantage. If, for example, we would control for unemployment, income, occupation, and education, we would probably create unfair comparison groups, given that ethnic minority students would be compared with majority group students who were extremely negatively selected. But the fact is that we have not used such excessive controls (which may then somewhat have overestimated the ethnic minority disadvantages in grades). Another possible reason for the choice effect is that minority students are discriminated in school and therefore end up with lower grades than what they deserve, but then make choices more based on their ‘true’ abilities than their formal grades. Such discrimination is however unlikely, as mentioned above. In addition, it is perhaps not so probable that students both know and act on their ‘true’ abilities in case their grades are a poor reflection of them. A third alternative explanation for the positive choice effect for ethnic minority students is that many disappear at the gates, so those who do not drop out are positively selected. However, the pattern is exactly the same if we confine our study to those who in fact choose to continue in school: also in this group, ethnic minority students have much higher propensity for choosing academic rather than vocational programmes.
The tentative explanation we would ourselves prefer when it comes to the high educational aspirations of many second generation immigrants is that they expect higher benefits from higher, or academic, education than the majority population. This, in turn, could be a function of two different expectations. First, for minorities labour market discrimination is a reality, and therefore the expected benefits of some – lower or vocational – educational alternatives may be down-weighted to accommodate such lowered pay-off. It is possible that the best strategy for those of minority descent to counteract this is to attain higher education, assuming that discrimination is less for positions most often filled on the basis of meritocratic criteria. Indirect support for this is given for Sweden by the fact that there is an effect of social origin on occupational outcomes among those with lower qualifications, but not among those who completed a tertiary education (Erikson and Jonsson 1998; Breen and Jonsson 2007). In addition, a general result from experimental studies of labour market discrimination is also that ethnic disadvantage appears to be more severe for manual work, introducing an extra penalty on vocational tracks (assuming that such discrimination is observed) (Riach and Rich 2002). In line with this, Nekby et al (2007) find ethnic employment gap for youth (given similar level and field of education) with secondary or post-secondary education, while neither employment nor income gaps are found for university educated 30-year olds. 
Ethnic minority students – and perhaps especially their parents – may also expect higher benefits from higher, or more general, education, because its usefulness can be extended to the parents’ country of origin. Also, in many countries qualifications as skilled manual worker may not have the same positive status as in several North European countries. This is reflected, possibly, by the fact that in Sweden, the choice between vocational and academic branches of study is very similar for immigrants from the Nordic countries and similar for those from Europe, while non-European immigrants’ children in general avoid vocational studies. Such provisional explanation is open to the objection that many children from these origins drop out of school early on, one highly likely consequence that they are bound to end up in a menial job (or, more plausibly, without a job), in which case a vocational education would probably have been a real asset. But it may of course be the case that ethnic minorities, just like poor families a hundred years ago, face a daunting choice on which of their children to invest in, and that they choose to invest everything in the child who shows aptitude and nothing in the other, making the polarization being a matter not only of a within-group phenomenon but a within-family strategy. 
Are there any lessons for educational policy following from our results? When for social class differences in education a substantial part is due to less ambitious choice, given performance, this is not the case for all ethnic minorities. A general advice for combating social class inequality in educational attainment could be to equalize (parental) resources, or compensate children who lack such; to improve on information; and to increase incentives in general, particularly for those from disadvantaged origins (Erikson and Jonsson 1993). However, this does not carry over to the issue of ethnic minority disadvantage. Instead, the fact that Sweden has an educational system built on choice is actually beneficial for ethnic minorities. If choice would be restricted, the educational outcomes of ethnic minorities and their subsequent integration in the labour market would most likely be substantially slowed down. 
Instead, the support for ethnic minority students appears to be best spent during the comprehensive school years (or perhaps even before that), in order to give, if not all, a large majority of ethnic minority children a solid ground for further education and prevent early school-leaving. Strategies such as remedial education, teaching in their (parents’) home language etcetera may be stepping stones for such a goal, but it is likely that ethnic segregation and outright discrimination in schools also need to be addressed. 
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TABLES AND FIGURES

Table 1a. Students in final grade of comprehensive school in 1998-2003 by ethnic origin (parents’ country of birth) and sex. Children born abroad, and children with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent excluded.
	Ethnic origin
	Boys
	Girls
	Total
	  of all
	  of sec gen imm

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Second generation*
	
	
	
	
	

	Swedish
	247,889
	233,333
	481,222
	78.5
	

	Finland
	6,718
	6,305
	13,023
	2.1
	32.7

	Denmark
	658
	621
	1,279
	0.2
	3.2

	Norway/Iceland
	543
	587
	1,130
	0.2
	2.8

	West (incl US)
	994
	904
	1,898
	0.3
	4.8

	South Europe 
	652
	593
	1,245
	0.2
	3.1

	East Europe
	644
	554
	1,198
	0.2
	3.0

	Poland  
	1,352
	1,317
	2,669
	0.4
	6.7

	(Ex.) Yugoslavia
	1,724
	1,658
	3,382
	0.6
	8.5

	Turkey
	2,262
	2,090
	4,352
	0.7
	10.9

	Iran
	444
	437
	881
	0.1
	2.2

	Iraq
	229
	245
	474
	0.1
	1.2

	Middle East
	949
	935
	1,884
	0.3
	4.7

	North Africa
	388
	359
	747
	0.1
	1.9

	Africa’s horn
	244
	248
	492
	0.1
	1.2

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	228
	224
	452
	0.1
	1.1

	East Asia (‘modern’)
	188
	168
	356
	0.1
	0.9

	South-East Asia
	550
	519
	1,069
	0.2
	2.7

	Other Asia
	535
	467
	1,002
	0.2
	2.5

	Chile
	731
	687
	1,418
	0.2
	3.6

	Other South-America
	467
	422
	889
	0.1
	2.2

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Sum sec gen ethnic minority
	(20,500)
	(17,459)
	(38,823)
	(6.5)
	(99.9)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Valid Swedish + sec gen
	(268,389)
	(252,673)
	(521,062)
	(85.0)
	

	Sysmis
	4,016
	8,080
	12,116
	2.0
	

	Total Swedish + sec gen
	(272,405)
	(260,753)
	(533,158)
	(87.0)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Excluded categories
	
	
	
	
	

	Second gen, mixed West
¤er
ༀ

Mixed Other
¤ra

	13,532
	12,520
	26,052
	4.3
	

	Second gen, mixed Other
¤ra

	1,996
	1,881
	3,877
	0.6
	

	First generation imm.*
	24,956
	23,086
	48,042
	7.8
	

	Migrated before age 20**
	643
	938
	1,581
	0.3
	

	Missing
	8
	12
	20
	0.0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total/N
	313,540
	299,190
	612,730
	100.0
	


*
Excluding pupils who migrated before age 20.

**
Irrespective of generation or ethnic origin status.

Table 1b. Descriptive statistics for variables in the analyses. Per cent refers to non-missing cases and always sum to 100. Children born abroad, and children with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent excluded. N=533,158.
	Categorical variables
	Description
	N
	Per cent

	Upper secondary school
	
	
	

	Leaving school
	Not in school on October 15
	10,729
	2.0

	Individual program
	Not yet qualified for up sec school
	40,370
	7.6

	Vocational program
	All other than SP/NV (kindred SM)
	225,455
	42.3

	Academic program
	SP/NV (and kindred SM)
	256,511
	48.1

	Missing (  of total)
	
	93
	0.0

	Parents’ education
	
	
	

	Both compulsory
	Both compulsory education only
	53,843
	10.1

	One secondary
	One compulsory, one secondary
	158,184
	29.7

	Both secondary
	Both secondary education
	121,686
	22.8

	One post-sec
	One post-secondary, the other lower
	123,689
	23.2

	Both post-sec
	Both tertiary education
	52,688
	9.9

	One post-tert
	One post-graduate studies
	7,075
	1.3

	Missing (  of total)
	
	15,993
	3.0

	Family type
	
	
	

	Intact family
	Two biological/adoptive parents
	330,181
	61.9

	Reconstituted family
	One biological plus one step-parent
	39,649
	7.4

	Single parent
	One biological/adoptive parent
	145,556
	27.3

	No parent
	Other family types
	5,849
	1.1

	Missing (  of total)
	
	11,923
	2.2

	Social class origin
	
	
	

	Unskilled manual
	
	104,434
	19.6

	Skilled manual
	
	100,540
	18.9

	Lower non-manual
	Clerks, low-grade administrators
	64,115
	12.0

	Intermediate non-manual
	Administrators, semi-professionals
	121,319
	22.8

	Higher non-manual
	Higher managers, professionals
	69,846
	13.1

	Self-employed professionals
	E.g., dentists, architects
	1,719
	0.3

	Self-employed, other
	Artisans, shopkeepers, entrepreneurs
	32,211
	6.0

	Farmers
	Including fishermen
	12,803
	2.4

	Missing (  of total)
	
	26,171
	4.9

	Non-complete grade in core subject*
	
	
	

	No
	
	484,608
	90.9

	Yes
	At least one out of three core subjects
	45,967
	8.6

	Missing (  of total)
	
	2,583
	0.5

	Metric variables
	Mean
	Std dev
	N
	Missing

	Grade sum
	203.2
	61.9
	530,575
	2,583

	Standardized grade sum
	0.0
	1.0
	530,575
	2,583

	Disposable family income per consumption unit (SEK100)
	1017.4
	400.8
	518,875
	14,283

	Number of siblings
	0.88
	0.97
	521,235
	11,923


*The missing values are similar for non-complete grades in separate core subjects.
Table 2. Non-complete grades in core subjects by ethnic origin among boys (n=268,389) and girls (n=252,673) who left comprehensive school in 1998-2003. Children born abroad, and children with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent excluded. Percent. Total N=521,052.

	
	Boys
	Girls

	Ethnic origin
	Swe.
	Engl.
	Math.
	One subj. or more
	Swe.
	Engl.
	Math.
	One subj. or more

	Swedish
	5.8 
	6.0 
	7.0 
	10.0 
	2.9 
	5.0 
	4.0 
	7.0 

	Finland
	11.7 
	11.0 
	13.0 
	18.0 
	6.7 
	12.0 
	8.0 
	13.0 

	Denmark
	13.0 
	12.0 
	12.0 
	17.0 
	7.8 
	12.0 
	9.0 
	14.0 

	Norway/Iceland
	10.4 
	8.0 
	9.0 
	14.0 
	5.5 
	9.0 
	6.0 
	11.0 

	West (incl US)
	8.3 
	8.0 
	9.0 
	11.0 
	4.6 
	7.0 
	5.0 
	8.0 

	South Europe
	11.2 
	10.0 
	12.0 
	17.0 
	6.8 
	12.0 
	8.0 
	13.0 

	East Europe
	10.3 
	9.0 
	12.0 
	14.0 
	6.6 
	11.0 
	7.0 
	12.0 

	Poland
	8.0 
	8.0 
	10.0 
	11.0 
	5.0 
	8.0 
	5.0 
	9.0 

	(Ex.) Yugoslavia
	9.6 
	9.0 
	12.0 
	16.0 
	5.8 
	11.0 
	6.0 
	13.0 

	Turkey
	14.4 
	21.0 
	17.0 
	26.0 
	6.8 
	15.0 
	14.0 
	20.0 

	Iran
	6.1 
	5.0 
	5.0 
	8.0 
	2.5 
	5.0 
	3.0 
	6.0 

	Iraq
	9.2 
	11.0 
	11.0 
	17.0 
	4.5 
	14.0 
	7.0 
	14.0 

	Middle East
	12.7 
	13.0 
	14.0 
	20.0 
	6.5 
	15.0 
	10.0 
	18.0 

	North Africa
	13.5 
	17.0 
	19.0 
	23.0 
	6.4 
	8.0 
	8.0 
	14.0 

	Africa’s horn
	9.8 
	6.0 
	11.0 
	15.0 
	2.8 
	6.0 
	3.0 
	7.0 

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	9.3 
	6.0 
	12.0 
	15.0 
	5.4 
	14.0 
	4.0 
	15.0 

	 East Asia (‘modern’)
	5.9 
	7.0 
	4.0 
	11.0 
	1.8 
	4.0 
	3.0 
	6.0 

	South-East Asia
	6.2 
	5.0 
	5.0 
	9.0 
	4.2 
	6.0 
	3.0 
	7.0 

	Other Asia
	6.6 
	5.0 
	8.0 
	10.0 
	3.0 
	6.0 
	3.0 
	7.0 

	Chile
	13.3 
	12.0 
	17.0 
	22.0 
	8.5 
	17.0 
	9.0 
	20.0 

	Other South-Amer.
	6.5 
	6.0 
	9.0 
	12.0 
	4.8 
	11.0 
	5.0 
	12.0 

	Total
	6.2 
	7.0 
	7.0 
	10.0 
	3.1 
	6.0 
	4.0 
	7.0 

	N
	268,389
	252,673


Table 3.  Logistic regression of non-complete grades in at least one core subject. Boys and girls who left comprehensive school in 1998-2003, controlling for parent’s education, family type, and number of siblings. Children born abroad, and children with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent excluded. N=514,600.

	
	Boys
	Girls

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 1
	Model 2

	
	B
	Std err
	B
	Std err
	B
	Std err
	B
	Std err

	Constant 
	-2.24
	0.01
	-1.62
	0.02
	-2.66
	0.01
	-2.16
	0.02

	Ethnic origin
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	

	Swedish
	 0
	 
	 0
	 
	 0
	 
	0 
	 

	Finland 
	0.70
	0.03
	0.29
	0.03
	0.75
	0.04
	0.32
	0.04

	Denmark 
	0.64
	0.11
	0.18
	0.11
	0.87
	0.12
	0.38
	0.12

	Norway/Iceland
	0.41
	0.13
	-0.04
	0.13
	0.53
	0.14
	0.05
	0.14

	West (incl US)
	0.17
	0.10
	-0.19
	0.11
	0.20
	0.13
	-0.13
	0.13

	South Europe 
	0.60
	0.11
	0.14
	0.11
	0.69
	0.13
	0.26
	0.13

	East Europe 
	0.38
	0.12
	0.27
	0.12
	0.60
	0.14
	0.44
	0.14

	Poland  
	0.14
	0.09
	-0.03
	0.09
	0.26
	0.10
	0.07
	0.10

	(Ex.) Yugoslavia
	0.55
	0.07
	0.15
	0.07
	0.71
	0.08
	0.35
	0.08

	Turkey 
	1.19
	0.05
	0.70
	0.05
	1.28
	0.06
	0.82
	0.06

	Iran 
	-0.17
	0.17
	-0.10
	0.18
	-0.12
	0.21
	0.06
	0.21

	Iraq 
	0.66
	0.18
	0.55
	0.18
	0.88
	0.18
	0.77
	0.19

	Middle East 
	0.86
	0.08
	0.42
	0.08
	1.15
	0.09
	0.75
	0.09

	North Africa 
	0.99
	0.12
	0.52
	0.13
	0.80
	0.16
	0.28
	0.16

	Africa’s horn
	0.55
	0.18
	0.03
	0.18
	-0.01
	0.26
	-0.48
	0.26

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	0.49
	0.19
	0.17
	0.19
	0.90
	0.19
	0.49
	0.19

	East Asia (‘modern’)
	0.13
	0.24
	-0.33
	0.24
	-0.09
	0.33
	-0.52
	0.33

	South-East Asia 
	-0.05
	0.15
	-0.70
	0.15
	0.04
	0.18
	-0.60
	0.18

	Other Asia
	0.05
	0.14
	-0.14
	0.15
	-0.01
	0.19
	-0.21
	0.19

	Chile 
	0.98
	0.09
	0.62
	0.09
	1.24
	0.10
	0.88
	0.10

	Other South-America
	0.30
	0.14
	-0.02
	0.15
	0.69
	0.15
	0.43
	0.15

	Parental education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Both compulsory
	 
	 
	 0
	 
	 
	 
	0 
	

	One secondary
	
	
	-0.52
	0.02
	
	
	-0.52
	0.02

	Both secondary
	
	
	-1.03
	0.02
	
	
	-1.00
	0.03

	One post-sec
	
	
	-1.72
	0.02
	
	
	-1.77
	0.03

	Both post-sec
	
	
	-2.67
	0.05
	
	
	-2.35
	0.06

	One post-tert
	
	
	-2.67
	0.13
	
	
	-2.83
	0.19

	Family type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intact family
	
	
	 0
	 
	 
	 
	0 
	

	Reconstituted family
	
	
	0.67
	0.02
	
	
	0.82
	0.03

	Single parent
	
	
	0.49
	0.02
	
	
	0.63
	0.02

	No parent
	
	
	1.29
	0.08
	
	
	1.80
	0.07

	No of siblings
	
	
	0.07
	0.01
	
	
	0.07
	0.01

	Pseud R2 (Nagelk)
	0.01
	0.11
	0.01
	0.11

	N
	265,428
	249,172


Notes: Embolded estimates significant at the 5 -level.
Table 4. OLS regressions of grade sum (z-standardized) on ethnic origin. Students born in Sweden in final year of comprehensive school in 1998-2003. Children born abroad, and children with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent excluded. N=514,598.

	
	Boys
	Girls
	Boys
	Girls

	
	Model 1
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 2

	
	B
	B 
	B
	Std err
	B
	Std err

	Constant 
	-0.16
	0.20
	-0.59
	0.01
	-0.23
	0.01

	Ethnic origin
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Swedish
	0
	0
	0
	
	0
	

	Finland 
	-0.38
	-0.36
	-0.14
	0.01
	-0.11
	0.01

	Denmark 
	-0.41
	-0.51
	-0.14
	0.03
	-0.26
	0.04

	Norway/Iceland
	-0.32
	-0.37
	-0.07
	0.04
	-0.12
	0.04

	West (incl US)
	-0.05
	-0.06
	0.15
	0.03
	0.11
	0.03

	South Europe 
	-0.27
	-0.20
	0.01
	0.04
	0.07
	0.04

	East Europe 
	-0.09
	-0.03
	-0.02
	0.04
	0.06
	0.04

	Poland  
	0.09
	0.03
	0.18
	0.02
	0.12
	0.03

	(Ex.) Yugoslavia
	-0.27
	-0.27
	-0.01
	0.02
	-0.04
	0.02

	Turkey 
	-0.44
	-0.41
	-0.12
	0.02
	-0.10
	0.02

	Iran 
	0.16
	0.08
	0.12
	0.04
	-0.03
	0.04

	Iraq 
	-0.31
	-0.30
	-0.24
	0.06
	-0.24
	0.06

	Middle East 
	-0.29
	-0.43
	-0.03
	0.03
	-0.16
	0.03

	North Africa 
	-0.36
	-0.25
	-0.09
	0.05
	0.04
	0.05

	Africa’s horn
	-0.17
	-0.13
	0.09
	0.06
	0.10
	0.06

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	-0.20
	-0.24
	-0.04
	0.06
	-0.02
	0.06

	East Asia (‘modern’)
	0.26
	0.25
	0.53
	0.06
	0.49
	0.07

	South-East Asia 
	0.09
	0.09
	0.44
	0.04
	0.46
	0.04

	Other Asia
	0.15
	0.17
	0.25
	0.04
	0.29
	0.04

	Chile 
	-0.49
	-0.57
	-0.27
	0.03
	-0.35
	0.03

	Other South-America
	-0.18
	-0.21
	0.00
	0.04
	-0.05
	0.04

	Parental education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Both compulsory
	
	
	0
	
	0
	

	One secondary
	
	
	0.28
	0.01
	0.30
	0.01

	Both secondary
	
	
	0.51
	0.01
	0.52
	0.01

	One post-sec
	
	
	0.83
	0.01
	0.84
	0.01

	Both post-sec
	
	
	1.15
	0.01
	1.11
	0.01

	One post-tert
	
	
	1.31
	0.02
	1.28
	0.02

	Family type
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intact family
	
	
	0
	
	0
	

	Reconstituted family
	
	
	-0.39
	0.01
	-0.41
	0.01

	Single parent
	
	
	-0.23
	0.00
	-0.24
	0.00

	No parent
	
	
	-0.70
	0.03
	-1.00
	0.03

	No of siblings
	
	
	-0.01
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.00

	Adjusted R2
	0.01
	0.01
	0.17
	0.17

	N
	265,427
	249,171
	265,427
	249,171


Notes:  Embolded estimates significant at the 5 -level.
Table 5. Choice of school-leaving and upper secondary school program among boys (n=268,350) and girls (n=252,629) who left comprehensive school in 1998-2003. Rows sum to 100 for boys and girls respectively. Children born abroad, and children with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent excluded. Total N=520,929.
	
	Boys
	Girls

	Ethnic origin
	Left
	Prep
	Voc
	Acad
	Left
	Prep
	Voc
	Acad

	Swedish
	1.9
	8.4
	43.9
	45.8
	1.7
	6.2
	42.4
	49.7

	Finland
	4.5
	14.3
	46.0
	35.3
	3.8
	11.3
	44.0
	40.9

	Denmark
	3.8
	16.9
	48.3
	31.0
	3.9
	14.7
	47.2
	34.3

	Norway/Iceland
	3.3
	13.1
	45.1
	38.5
	3.4
	9.7
	48.0
	38.8

	West (incl US)
	2.5
	10.9
	36.2
	50.5
	3.2
	7.0
	38.1
	51.7

	South Europe
	4.4
	13.5
	39.0
	43.1
	3.5
	11.0
	28.2
	57.3

	East Europe
	4.5
	11.0
	31.7
	52.7
	3.6
	9.4
	27.8
	59.1

	Poland
	4.0
	8.6
	28.0
	59.5
	4.0
	5.2
	28.3
	62.4

	(Ex.) Yugoslavia
	2.9
	13.2
	38.8
	45.1
	2.4
	10.3
	32.7
	54.6

	Turkey
	5.4
	18.9
	30.2
	45.5
	3.3
	15.6
	26.6
	54.6

	Iran
	3.2
	6.3
	21.4
	69.1
	1.8
	3.2
	15.6
	79.4

	Iraq
	2.2
	14.0
	25.3
	58.5
	2.9
	9.4
	22.9
	64.9

	Middle East
	3.4
	15.7
	30.2
	50.7
	1.6
	14.0
	27.2
	57.2

	North Africa
	3.9
	19.3
	23.7
	53.1
	1.9
	10.0
	23.7
	64.3

	Africa’s horn
	2.9
	10.2
	18.9
	68.0
	3.2
	2.4
	14.9
	79.4

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	3.5
	11.8
	24.6
	60.1
	2.2
	9.8
	29.9
	58.0

	 East Asia (‘modern’)
	2.7
	6.4
	20.7
	70.2
	1.2
	4.2
	21.4
	73.2

	South-East Asia
	1.6
	8.2
	30.2
	59.9
	2.1
	5.8
	27.9
	64.2

	Other Asia
	0.9
	7.9
	22.2
	69.0
	1.9
	5.6
	13.3
	79.2

	Chile
	3.8
	18.7
	38.0
	39.4
	3.8
	13.5
	33.8
	48.9

	Other South-Amer.
	1.9
	9.9
	33.6
	54.6
	4.0
	9.0
	30.6
	56.4

	Total
	2.1
	8.8
	43.4
	45.8
	1.8
	6.5
	41.8
	49.8

	N
	5,549
	23,524
	116,496
	122,781
	4,590
	16,505
	105,668
	125,866


Table 6.  Logistic regression of non-enrolment in a national program directly after grade 9. Girls and boys who left comprehensive school in 1998-2003, controlling for educational performance in grade 9, parent’s education, family type, and number of siblings. Children born abroad, and children with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent excluded. N=514,600. All in grade 9 included.
	
	Boys
	Girls

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE

	Constant 
	-1.60
	0.02
	-3.83
	0.03
	-3.37
	0.03
	-2.00
	0.02
	-3.39
	0.03
	-3.31
	0.03

	Ethnic origin
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Swedish
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	

	Finland 
	0.28
	0.03
	-0.06
	0.05
	0.16
	0.06
	0.30
	0.04
	0.07
	0.06
	0.18
	0.06

	Denmark 
	0.35
	0.10
	0.20
	0.15
	0.58
	0.16
	0.52
	0.11
	0.25
	0.15
	0.61
	0.16

	Norway/Iceland
	0.10
	0.12
	-0.16
	0.18
	0.34
	0.20
	0.10
	0.13
	-0.08
	0.18
	0.16
	0.19

	West (incl US)
	-0.05
	0.10
	0.13
	0.15
	0.24
	0.15
	-0.05
	0.12
	0.10
	0.17
	0.09
	0.17

	South Europe 
	0.17
	0.11
	0.25
	0.16
	0.17
	0.18
	0.23
	0.12
	0.36
	0.18
	0.11
	0.19

	East Europe 
	0.33
	0.12
	-0.04
	0.20
	0.33
	0.20
	0.37
	0.13
	0.38
	0.21
	0.13
	0.21

	Poland  
	0.01
	0.09
	0.22
	0.14
	0.08
	0.14
	-0.04
	0.10
	-0.08
	0.15
	-0.24
	0.15

	(Ex.) Yugoslavia
	0.11
	0.07
	0.14
	0.10
	-0.01
	0.12
	0.18
	0.08
	0.13
	0.11
	-0.17
	0.12

	Turkey 
	0.57
	0.05
	0.44
	0.08
	-0.01
	0.09
	0.59
	0.06
	0.64
	0.08
	-0.11
	0.10

	Iran 
	-0.07
	0.17
	0.01
	0.25
	0.04
	0.26
	-0.30
	0.22
	-0.56
	0.30
	-0.59
	0.31

	Iraq 
	0.45
	0.19
	0.04
	0.27
	0.08
	0.32
	0.36
	0.20
	-0.07
	0.28
	-0.49
	0.32

	Middle East 
	0.30
	0.09
	0.26
	0.13
	-0.10
	0.15
	0.42
	0.09
	0.23
	0.13
	-0.35
	0.15

	North Africa 
	0.48
	0.13
	0.54
	0.19
	0.22
	0.22
	-0.03
	0.17
	0.15
	0.22
	-0.54
	0.26

	Africa’s horn
	-0.23
	0.19
	0.05
	0.27
	-0.63
	0.31
	-0.87
	0.29
	-0.87
	0.38
	-1.13
	0.41

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	0.09
	0.19
	0.04
	0.29
	-0.13
	0.33
	0.08
	0.21
	0.21
	0.28
	-0.69
	0.32

	East Asia (‘modern’)
	-0.58
	0.26
	0.22
	0.36
	-0.84
	0.40
	-0.79
	0.35
	-0.38
	0.46
	-0.84
	0.48

	South-East Asia 
	-0.68
	0.15
	-0.15
	0.21
	-0.35
	0.23
	-0.61
	0.17
	-0.12
	0.24
	-0.40
	0.24

	Other Asia
	-0.39
	0.16
	-0.18
	0.23
	-0.66
	0.24
	-0.26
	0.18
	0.28
	0.24
	-0.24
	0.27

	Chile 
	0.55
	0.09
	0.25
	0.13
	0.17
	0.16
	0.53
	0.11
	0.04
	0.15
	-0.35
	0.17

	Other South-America
	-0.20
	0.15
	-0.23
	0.22
	-0.43
	0.24
	0.31
	0.15
	0.34
	0.21
	0.02
	0.24

	Grade sum (stdz) 
	
	
	-2.44
	0.01
	
	
	
	
	-2.13
	0.01
	
	

	Non-complete grade
	
	
	
	
	5.14
	0.02
	
	
	
	
	4.93
	0.02

	Parental education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Both compulsory
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	

	One secondary
	-0.54
	0.02
	-0.24
	0.03
	-0.37
	0.03
	-0.54
	0.02
	-0.20
	0.03
	-0.38
	0.03

	Both secondary
	-1.05
	0.02
	-0.41
	0.03
	-0.67
	0.04
	-1.00
	0.03
	-0.35
	0.04
	-0.66
	0.04

	One post-sec
	-1.63
	0.02
	-0.44
	0.03
	-0.87
	0.04
	-1.60
	0.03
	-0.36
	0.04
	-0.93
	0.04

	Both post-sec
	-2.31
	0.04
	-0.42
	0.06
	-1.12
	0.06
	-1.89
	0.05
	-0.04
	0.06
	-0.99
	0.06

	One post-tert
	-2.24
	0.11
	-0.14
	0.14
	-1.01
	0.13
	-2.00
	0.12
	0.04
	0.15
	-0.90
	0.13

	Family type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intact family
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	

	Reconstituted family
	0.74
	0.02
	-0.02
	0.03
	0.59
	0.04
	0.82
	0.03
	0.09
	0.04
	0.57
	0.04

	Single parent
	0.57
	0.02
	-0.03
	0.02
	0.52
	0.03
	0.66
	0.02
	0.07
	0.02
	0.50
	0.03

	No parent
	1.37
	0.08
	0.28
	0.11
	1.03
	0.13
	2.02
	0.06
	0.76
	0.09
	1.78
	0.10

	No of siblings
	0.07
	0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	0.04
	0.01
	0.06
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01

	Pseud R2 (Nagelk)
	0.11
	0.60
	0.66
	
	0.55
	0.57

	N
	265,428
	249,172


 Notes: Embolded estimates significant at the 5 -level.
Table 7.  Logistic regression of choosing an academic rather than a vocational program directly efter grade 9 in compulsory school among those who entered a national program (Acad vs Voc). Boys and girls who left comprehensive school in 1998-2003, controlling for grade sum in grade 9, parent’s education, family type, and number of siblings. Children born abroad, and children with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent excluded. N=465,744.
	
	Boys
	Girls

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 1
	Model 2

	
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE
	B
	SE

	Constant 
	-1.18
	0.02
	-0.92
	0.02
	-0.59
	0.02
	-0.72
	0.02

	Ethnic origin
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Swedish
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	

	Finland 
	-0.02
	0.03
	0.05
	0.03
	0.07
	0.03
	0.14
	0.03

	Denmark 
	-0.14
	0.10
	-0.06
	0.11
	-0.20
	0.10
	0.00
	0.11

	Norway/Iceland
	0.07
	0.10
	0.15
	0.11
	-0.10
	0.09
	0.05
	0.10

	West (incl US)
	0.56
	0.07
	0.44
	0.08
	0.32
	0.08
	0.24
	0.08

	South Europe 
	0.60
	0.09
	0.69
	0.10
	0.97
	0.10
	0.98
	0.11

	East Europe 
	0.59
	0.09
	0.56
	0.10
	0.68
	0.10
	0.58
	0.11

	Poland  
	0.86
	0.06
	0.70
	0.07
	0.73
	0.06
	0.68
	0.07

	(Ex.) Yugoslavia
	0.61
	0.05
	0.74
	0.06
	0.74
	0.06
	0.90
	0.06

	Turkey 
	1.03
	0.05
	1.21
	0.06
	1.14
	0.05
	1.38
	0.06

	Iran 
	1.16
	0.11
	1.23
	0.13
	1.32
	0.13
	1.66
	0.14

	Iraq 
	0.84
	0.15
	1.24
	0.17
	1.09
	0.16
	1.59
	0.18

	Middle East 
	1.01
	0.08
	1.15
	0.08
	1.08
	0.08
	1.44
	0.09

	North Africa 
	1.28
	0.12
	1.45
	0.14
	1.34
	0.13
	1.61
	0.14

	Africa’s horn
	1.50
	0.15
	1.67
	0.17
	1.95
	0.18
	2.39
	0.20

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	1.03
	0.15
	1.24
	0.17
	0.82
	0.15
	1.04
	0.17

	East Asia (‘modern’)
	1.69
	0.17
	1.40
	0.20
	1.45
	0.19
	1.18
	0.21

	South-East Asia 
	1.21
	0.09
	0.92
	0.10
	1.26
	0.10
	0.99
	0.11

	Other Asia
	1.27
	0.10
	1.23
	0.11
	1.89
	0.14
	1.84
	0.14

	Chile 
	0.35
	0.09
	0.67
	0.10
	0.51
	0.09
	0.96
	0.10

	Other South-America
	0.78
	0.10
	1.00
	0.11
	0.64
	0.11
	0.81
	0.12

	Grade sum (stdz) 
	
	
	1.57
	0.01
	
	
	1.45
	0.01

	Parental education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Both compulsory
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	

	One secondary
	0.33
	0.02
	0.15
	0.02
	0.34
	0.02
	0.15
	0.02

	Both secondary
	0.68
	0.02
	0.33
	0.02
	0.67
	0.02
	0.31
	0.02

	One post-sec
	1.32
	0.02
	0.73
	0.02
	1.23
	0.02
	0.60
	0.02

	Both post-sec
	2.09
	0.02
	1.18
	0.02
	1.80
	0.02
	0.86
	0.02

	One post-tert
	2.70
	0.05
	1.67
	0.05
	2.27
	0.05
	1.18
	0.05

	Family type
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Intact family
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	

	Reconstituted family
	-0.44
	0.02
	-0.09
	0.02
	-0.50
	0.02
	-0.15
	0.02

	Single parent
	0.03
	0.01
	0.17
	0.01
	-0.10
	0.01
	0.03
	0.01

	No parent
	-0.93
	0.10
	-0.41
	0.10
	-0.96
	0.08
	-0.23
	0.09

	No of siblings
	-0.04
	0.00
	-0.05
	0.01
	-0.04
	0.00
	-0.05
	0.01

	Pseud R2 (Nagelk)
	0.13
	0.34
	0.10
	0.32

	N
	236,938
	228,806


Notes: Embolded estimates significant at the 5 -level. 
APPENDIX

Table A. Detailed description of parental countries included in our categories. 
	Ethnic origin
	Countries in category (if other than the category title)

	Finland
	

	Denmark
	Including Greenland

	Norway/Iceland
	

	West (incl US)
	United Kingdom, Ireland, Germany (incl DDR), France, Liechtenstein, Belgium, Luxembourg, The Netherlands, Switzerland, Austria, Canada, USA, Australia, New Zealand

	South Europe
	Greece, Italy, Spain, Portugal, Malta, Gibraltar, Vatican City, San Marino

	East Europe
	Baltic states, Albania, former Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Romania, Hungary, former Soviet Union

	Poland
	

	(Ex.) Yugoslavia
	As before the civil war

	Turkey
	

	Iran
	

	Iraq
	

	Middle East
	Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Gaza-region, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Bahrain, United Arab Emirates, Yemen, South and North Yemen

	North Africa
	Algeria, Egypt, French Morocco, Libya, Tunisia

	Africa’s horn
	Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Somalia, Sudan

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	All other African nations

	East Asia (‘modern’)
	Singapore, Taiwan, Japan, China (including Hongkong), North and South Korea, Israel

	South-East Asia
	Vietnam, Thailand, Laos, Cambodia/Kampuchea, Burma/Myanmar, Indonesia, Philippines, Malaysia, Myanmar, East Timor/Timor Leste, Malajian Union, other Oceanian countries

	Other Asia
	All other Asian nations (e.g., India, Bangladesh, Pakistan)

	Chile
	

	Other South-America
	All other South-American nations (e.g., Argentine, Colombia, Peru, Brazil),

other North-America (not included in the category "West")  including Central America


Notes: The parents in our sample migrated not later than 1987, so parental countries of origin in the table do not always follow present geographical borders or represent currently existing nations.
Table B1. The distribution of parents’ education (N=517,020), family type (N=521,062) (row percentages) and number of siblings under age 18 in the household (N=521,062) across ethnic groups. Children born abroad, and children with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent excluded. Reduced number of categories in the variables shown. 

	
	Parents’ education*
	Family type**
	Siblings in hh.

	Ethnic origin
	Low
	Mid
	High
	Intact
	Step
	Single
	Mean
	Std dev

	Swedish
	9
	54
	37
	65
	7
	27
	0.9
	1.0

	Finland
	22
	58
	20
	37
	11
	51
	0.8
	1.0

	Denmark
	22
	54
	25
	25
	15
	58
	0.9
	1.0

	Norway/Iceland
	19
	55
	26
	21
	15
	63
	0.8
	1.0

	West (incl US)
	19
	46
	35
	28
	14
	57
	0.8
	1.0

	South Europe 
	36
	48
	16
	51
	7
	41
	0.7
	0.9

	East Europe
	11
	49
	39
	38
	7
	55
	0.6
	0.8

	Poland  
	8
	55
	36
	34
	9
	56
	0.6
	0.8

	(Ex.) Yugoslavia
	28
	61
	11
	58
	6
	35
	0.8
	1.0

	Turkey
	50
	43
	7
	79
	3
	17
	1.5
	1.2

	Iran
	6
	43
	51
	57
	7
	35
	0.7
	0.8

	Iraq
	17
	52
	31
	66
	5
	29
	1.3
	1.0

	Middle East
	40
	48
	12
	75
	3
	21
	1.8
	1.4

	North Africa
	34
	47
	18
	52
	11
	37
	1.8
	1.4

	Africa’s horn
	27
	54
	19
	40
	4
	55
	1.3
	1.1

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	18
	58
	24
	39
	13
	47
	1.2
	1.1

	East Asia (‘modern’)
	31
	49
	20
	48
	12
	39
	1.0
	1.0

	South-East Asia
	45
	46
	9
	49
	10
	40
	1.2
	1.1

	Other Asia
	21
	54
	25
	71
	8
	21
	1.3
	1.1

	Chile
	18
	62
	20
	36
	10
	53
	0.9
	1.0

	Other South-America
	13
	53
	34
	28
	13
	58
	0.9
	1.0

	Total
	10
	54
	35
	63
	8
	28
	0.9
	1.0


Notes: * Low=Both compulsory, Mid=at least one secondary, High=at least one tertiary

** ‘Other family type’ excluded (percentage is the remain from 100 minus the three types in the table).


Table B2. The distribution of social class origin across ethnic groups (row percentages). Reduced number of categories in the variable. Children born abroad, and children with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent excluded. Rows sum to 100. N=521,062.
	
	Social class origin*

	Ethnic origin
	Worker
	Self-employed
	Non-manual
	Upper
	Not employed

	Swedish
	38
	8
	36
	14
	4

	Finland
	56
	5
	23
	8
	9

	Denmark
	50
	6
	21
	11
	12

	Norway/Iceland
	44
	7
	27
	11
	11

	West (incl US)
	37
	8
	29
	14
	12

	South Europe 
	57
	10
	14
	8
	11

	East Europe
	34
	8
	25
	17
	16

	Poland  
	40
	8
	23
	14
	15

	(Ex.) Yugoslavia
	61
	12
	12
	4
	11

	Turkey
	51
	25
	7
	5
	13

	Iran
	36
	7
	18
	14
	26

	Iraq
	46
	7
	13
	14
	20

	Middle East
	41
	18
	10
	11
	21

	North Africa
	53
	5
	14
	7
	21

	Africa’s horn
	54
	2
	13
	12
	20

	Sub-Saharan Africa
	50
	3
	20
	9
	19

	East Asia (‘modern’)
	51
	16
	12
	9
	12

	South-East Asia
	68
	5
	9
	4
	13

	Other Asia
	51
	9
	16
	9
	15

	Chile
	63
	1
	15
	5
	16

	Other South-America
	46
	4
	21
	13
	17

	Total
	39
	8
	35
	13
	5


Notes: * Worker=unskilled+skilled, Self-employed=self-employed+farmers, Non-manual=lower+intermediate non-manual, Upper=higher non-manual+self-employed professionals. Not employed includes non-classifiable occupational information.

Table C. Educational performance and transition/completion of upper secondary education by complete grades in core subjects in grade 9. Students born in Sweden in final year of comprehensive school in 1998-2003. Children born abroad, and children with one Swedish-born and one foreign-born parent excluded.
	Enrolment/Completion
	Direct enrolment
	Completion within 3 years*
	Completion within 4 years**

	Complete grades
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No

	Percent/mean
	%
	zgpa
	%
	zgpa
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Upper secondary track
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Voc
	45
	-0.20
	15
	-1.34
	30
	7
	33
	17

	Acad
	52
	0.55
	2
	-1.19
	43
	1
	46
	1

	Prep (IV)
	2
	-0.92
	71
	-2.07
	0
	2
	0
	2

	Left
	1
	-0.40
	12
	-2.56
	27
	91
	21
	80

	Total
	100
	0.17
	100
	-2.00
	100
	100
	100
	100

	N
	473,130
	473,130
	45,486
	45,486
	229,164
	20,763
	152,946
	12,996


*Only for school cohorts 1998-2000.

** Only for school cohorts 1998-1999.

[image: image1.emf]Figure 1. Transition rates to academic programmes. Majority population, Nordic 

and non-European second generation minorities.  Average percentages of all 

educational categories. All in grade 9.
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� Although immigrants from Turkey and former Yugoslavia also came as labor immigrants in the earlier period, we henceforth include them when referring to ‘new’ immigrant groups.


� Appendix Table B1: but note that we overstate divorce rates for ethnic minority groups relative to native Swedish parents because many immigrants have a Swedish partner and thus are not included in the study, while all children to single immigrants will be defined as second generation immigrants (even if the non-resident parent was Swedish-born).


� We have collapsed some distinguishable minority groups in order to avoid too small categories.


� The majority of foreign-born adoptive children with Swedish-born adoptive parent/s are coded as Swedish-born (n=8,352 out of 8,880).


� Around 16% of those in the preparatory programme do in fact have ’passes’ in the three core subjects, but their average grade sum is very low (147), suggesting that they either were directed to this school form by the school (e.g., the study counsellor) or realized themselves that they would not make it at a national programme. It could be noted that 3% of those who start in the IV program of the Swedish-born actually manage to finish a national program within three years and another 16% within four years, though the latter category will not be included in our analyses (calculated for three and two cohorts, respectively). This may indicate that exceptions are occasionally made, allowing students with incomplete grades to enrol in (vocational) programmes at upper secondary school.


� That is, either natural science/technology or humanities/social sciences, including International Baccalaureate (IB). ‘Special programs’ (SM) can either be academic or vocational. When appropriate register information of the program was not available, we utilized grade point averages of pupils in the program at school level as a guide for assigning type of track. Excluding this rather vague but small category (1.3-1.8% for enrolment/completion), does not change the main results. 


� The registry data that we use cannot correctly identify step-parents if they are neither married to nor have common children with the resident parent. This means that we underestimate somewhat the number of reconstituted families and correspondingly overestimate the number of single parents.


� We have chosen not to control for parental income and occupation/class as these variables are so clearly endogeneous to immigrant status, and produce very peculiar comparisons. In particular, the amount of non-employed immigrants is very high in some minority groups but comparing them with unemployed Swedes is cumbersome.


� Non-enrolment is rather similar to drop-out, but among those who do not enroll directly after grade 9, there is a sizeable proportion, 18%, that nonetheless manage to complete a national programme within four years after grade 9 (see Appendix Table C).





