
The BNegative^ Assimilation of Immigrants:
a Counter-Example from the Canadian Labor Market

Gilles Grenier1 & Yi Zhang2

Published online: 23 June 2016
# Springer Science+Business Media New York 2016

Abstract With Canadian data ranging from 1991 to 2011, this paper investigates the
effects of the number of years since migration on the earnings of immigrants from the
United States and the United Kingdom in Canada. The aim is to test whether the
Bnegative assimilation^ hypothesis proposed by Chiswick and Miller (Ind Labor Relat
Rev 64(3):502–525, 2011) for immigrants to the United States is a universal finding for
immigrants from countries with similar economic standing and skill transferability to
those of the destination country. We also expand on Chiswick and Miller’s work by
doing regressions for both males and females and by comparing to Chinese immigrants,
a representative group from a less developed country. We find that the negative
assimilation hypothesis does not hold for the Canadian labor market. Specifically, the
assimilation rate is close to zero for U.K. immigrants and strictly positive for U.S.
immigrants (although lower than that of a comparison group of Chinese immigrants).
The assimilation rates are also higher for females than for males.

Keywords Immigrants . Negative assimilation . Canada . Skill transferability

JEL Classifications J15 . J24 . j61

Introduction

The research on the labor market assimilation of immigrants has consistently found
that the economic performance of immigrants generally shows positive assimilation,
i.e., they improve their economic status over time (see, for example, Chiswick 1978;
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Bloom et al. 1995; Aydemir and Skuterud 2005; and Campolieti et al. 2013). This is
because, as time goes on, immigrants invest in human capital that is specific to the new
country, such as learning the language and becoming familiar with the labor market
practices and institutions. However, a recent article by Chiswick and Miller (2011,
hereafter CM) found that, in certain circumstances, negative assimilation may occur, in
which case the earnings decline with duration in the destination country. According to
CM, the model of negative assimilation is applicable only to immigrants from devel-
oped countries with similar culture, language, and labor market practices to those of
the host society.

Earnings may decrease with duration in the host society because the economic rent
that motivated the initial migration declines over time. For instance, those immigrants
who experience negative assimilation are likely to be a selected group of individuals in
the first place, who were attracted to the destination country because of higher returns
to their skills than expected elsewhere. The relatively high wage that motivated their
initial migration, however, may not last indefinitely. Additionally, the decline may
indicate a selection bias in return migration. Those migrants who come with globally
transferable skills may not stay long in the destination country, especially when they see
the economic rent decline as time passes; they have the ability to move to another
country to pursue better opportunities. This mobility pattern may lead to a gradual
reduction in the observed immigrants’ average wages by leaving behind those who are
less able to receive higher wages elsewhere. The selection bias can also reflect the
growing costs of return migration over time. The immigrants who stay in the host
country are likely to form families or establish new personal networks and it becomes
more difficult for them to move back or onward.

CM found evidence of negative assimilation for some English-speaking immigrants
in the United States and Australia, and for some Scandinavian language-speaking
immigrants in Sweden, using the U.S. Census, the Australian Census, and the SIEPS
(Swedish Institute for European Policy Studies) database.

One may wonder whether English-speaking immigrants to Canada also show
negative assimilation. There are both similarities and differences between the
Canadian and the U.S. immigrant labor markets. Canada and the U.S. are similar in
many fundamental aspects, such as having democratic governments, having English as
primary language (although the U.S. and Canada have significant minorities of
Spanish-speakers and French-speakers respectively), being both former British colonies
from which they share many fundamental beliefs and ideas, and being both large
immigration countries. However, they are also different in their immigration policies,
labor market institutions, tax rates and social protection systems. Canadian immigration
policy in recent decades has been based on a Bpoint system^, whose goal is to
match the inflow of skilled immigrants to the observed shortages of the Canadian
labor market. It is different from the family reunification emphasis of the U.S.
immigration policy. The differences between the policies of the two countries affect
the composition of immigration by source country and the self-selection behavior of
immigrants. In addition to the differences in immigration policy, structural and institu-
tional dissimilarities in the labor markets of the two countries are likely to influence
the type of immigrants who are attracted to each destination. With better-established
labor unions, higher minimum wages, and more generous national health insurance,
employment insurance and welfare systems, workers in the lower end of the income
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distribution are generally better off in Canada than in the United States (Borjas 1993;
Antecol et al. 2003; Hunt and Mueller 2013).

Furthermore, although both countries have experienced a widening in income
inequality over the past three decades, in the United States real incomes have fallen
dramatically for less-skilled workers, whereas, in Canada, the decline in the bottom half
of the income distribution has been much more moderate (Freeman and Katz 1994;
Ross et al. 2000; Foster and Wolfson 2010).

This paper tests the negative assimilation hypothesis with a sample of United States
and United Kingdom immigrants in Canada. We use four databases: the 1991, 2001
and 2006 Canadian censuses, and the 2011 National Household Survey. This time
period partly overlaps the one of CM, who studied the years 1980, 1990 and 2000, but
it also contains the more relevant recent period. Furthermore, the U.S. and U.K.
immigrants are compared to Chinese immigrants, a representative group of non-
English speaking immigrants from a less developed country for which we expect
positive assimilation. Unlike CM who did their analysis only for males, we consider
both males and females separately as well as in regressions for both genders combined.
The factors that lead to negative assimilation may differ between male and female
immigrants and it is interesting to compare their estimated assimilation rates. For
instance, in a family investment model, immigrant wives may play a supportive role
while the major investments in human capital are made by the husbands. Thus, we
would expect to see less negative assimilation for females than for males if immigrant
wives play such a role.

From this analysis, we find that negative assimilation does not occur in the Canadian
labor market. The result for the U.K. immigrants is that the assimilation rate is at the
border between positive and negative assimilation. For the U.S. immigrants, there is a
significant positive assimilation, but the rate is much lower than that of the comparison
group of Chinese immigrants.

The next section of this paper introduces the data, the variables and the models that
are estimated. The core part of the analysis presents the results. This is followed by a
discussion of the possible explanations of our findings. The last section is a conclusion
that summarizes the key findings of this study.

Data and Methodology

We employ the public use microdata on individuals from the 1991, 2001 and 2006
Canadian censuses, and from the 2011 National Household Survey (NHS).1 We focus
on the United States, United Kingdom and Chinese immigrants to test whether
Bnegative^ assimilation exists in the Canadian labor market. The data include individ-
uals aged 25 to 64 years who reported having positive wages and salaries during the
year preceding the data collection. Our model is based on the standard concept of
economic assimilation and is specified empirically as in Chiswick (1978), CM and

1 We do not use the restricted confidential microdata for this research since the groups of immigrants and the
variables that we use are clearly identified in the public use data. Since the groups of immigrants that we are
analyzing are important within the immigrant populations, the sample sizes that we have are large enough to
do a satisfactory analysis.
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many others. The dependent variable is the natural logarithm of individual earnings
during the previous year.2

The model stipulates that human capital accumulated in the host society, commonly
measured as the number of years since migration (YSM), is a key predictor of
immigrant earnings. In the Canadian data, the variable YSM is derived from the
information on the year during which an immigrant landed. Unlike the U.S. public
use data used by CM in which the number of categories for period of immigration is
small, the Canadian data provide single years of landing for the recent immigrants and
groupings of two- to five-year categories for most of the older immigrants. The
groupings are not exactly the same for all data sets, but they are fine enough not to
cause major problems in estimating the number of years since migration.3

The other variables in our model are the usual ones of the human capital earnings
function. We use years of schooling4 and potential experience (defined as age minus
schooling minus 6) and its square. Marital status is a dummy variable that takes the
value one if someone is currently married or living with a common-law partner, and the
value zero otherwise.

Gender is another dummy variable taking the value of one for females and the value
of zero for males. Unlike CM who did their analysis only for males, our regressions are
done separately for each gender and for both genders together. Actually, adding women
to the analysis may provide interesting insight in the context of the negative assimilation
hypothesis. In a standard family investment immigration model, it is often assumed that
females play a supportive role in the family while the major investments in human
capital are made by the males. Consequently, assimilation would be faster for males than
for females. Baker and Benjamin (1997) provided some evidence to that effect. In the
context of potential negative assimilation, the situation is different: if males are more
likely than females to receive the high wage offers that lead to migration and that
females are tied movers, then we would expect the negative assimilation hypothesis to
apply less to females than to males. However, given the trend towards gender equality
(at least for the recent periods), it may no longer be true that females play a subsidiary
role in the family (Adserà and Ferrer 2014). In any case, given the potential differences
in assimilation by gender, we do our analysis separately for males and females.

Since the dependent variable is the annual earnings, independent variables for the
amount of time worked must be included. Therefore, the log of the number of weeks
worked during the year and a dummy variable for part-time versus full-time during the

2 Only positive earnings are included. As often done in earnings regressions, some outliers are removed. Very
low wages (less than $500 a year) and very large wages (more than $200,000 a year) are dropped to minimize
the problem of outliers in the data.
3 More precisely, counting both single and multiple year categories, there are 27 categories for year of
immigration in the 1991 census, 36 in the 2001 census, 34 in the 2006 census and 29 in the 2011 NHS. In
1991 and 2001, there is an exception for people living in the Atlantic Provinces where the numbers of
categories are respectively 4 and 8. However, this is not a major problem since a very small number of
immigrants reside in those provinces. When the period of immigration was a range of years, we took the
midpoints of the period to estimate years since migration.
4 Schooling is measured in years in the 1991 and 2001 censuses, but in 2006 and 2011, it is measured in
levels. We assigned a number of years based on the highest degree received. From the variable hdgree in the
codebook we have: (hdgree = 1) 8 years, (hdgree = 2) 12 years, (hdgree = 3, 4, 5) 13 years, (hdgree = 6, 7)
14 years, (hdgree = 8) 15 years, (hdgree = 9) 16 years, (hdgree = 10) 17 years, (hdgree = 12) 18 years,
(hdgree = 11, 13) 22 years. To make that variable comparable across all our data sets, we also used that
definition for 1991 and 2001.

266 J Labor Res (2016) 37:263–286



previous year are also included. To account for language skills, a dummy variable is
included for individuals who are bilingual in English and French. Finally, a set of
dummy variables is included to represent the province or region of residence within
Canada (with Ontario as the reference category).5

The crucial coefficients of our analysis are those of the variable YSM. In the
traditional model, the effect of YSM is specified as a quadratic equation, where the
coefficient of YSM is expected to be positive, and the coefficient of YSM squared is
expected to be negative, implying that immigrants’ earnings improve at a decreasing
rate with duration in the host country. This is the traditional pattern of positive
assimilation. As in CM, we also specify a simpler model in which YSM enters only
linearly. This provides a more direct and straightforward measure of assimilation. If the
coefficient of YSM is negative and significant, it shows evidence of negative assimi-
lation, earnings declining with the passage of time in the destination country. This is
what CM found with English speaking immigrants in the U.S.

We run the regressions for the two countries from which English-speaking immi-
grants in our sample originate – the U.S. and the U.K., first together and then separately
for the U.S. and the U.K. This is accompanied with a regression on Chinese immigrants
as a point of comparison with the previous two countries. As we expect positive
assimilation for the Chinese immigrants, we can see by how much the assimilation
rates in the U.S. and U.K. differ from those of a typical developing country.

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 reports the mean values of some key variables for the various sub-samples.
There are substantial differences in wages between workers born in the two developed
countries and those born in China. For example, immigrants from the U.K. and the U.S.
earn on average $57.1 thousands and $52.4 thousands per year respectively in 2011,
while the immigrants from China earn only $39.4 thousands per year. Similar differ-
ences are observed in the earlier years. The average age of the U.S. and U.K.
immigrants increases during the period, reflecting the general ageing of the population,
while the Chinese immigrants’ average age remained relatively constant. The average
U.S. immigrant in 2011 has about 15 years of schooling and it did not change much
during the period. The same is true for the U.K. immigrants with a slightly lower level
of schooling. In contrast, the education of the Chinese immigrants increased substan-
tially during the period, an indication of the immigration policy that favoured highly
skilled immigrants. The U.S. and U.K immigrants have been in Canada longer than the
Chinese immigrants, around 30 years on average in 2011, compared to only 13 years
for the Chinese. Over the period, the average number of years since migration increased
for the U.S. and U.K. immigrants, while it decreased for the Chinese immigrants.

5 The independent variables in our regressions are similar to those of CM, but there are a few small
differences. CM use dummy variables for South and Rural to control for region, while we use six categories
for the major regions of Canada (Atlantic, Quebec, Ontario, Prairies, Alberta, and British Columbia). For the
time worked, we use the log of the number of weeks worked during the previous year as well as an indicator of
full-time or part-time; CM use only the log of the number of weeks worked. For language skills, we have a
bilingual indicator (in English and French), while CM have indicators for Very Well/Well and Not Well/Not at
All knowledge of English (with those who speak only English at home as the reference category).

J Labor Res (2016) 37:263–286 267



T
ab

le
1

M
ea
ns

of
so
m
e
of

th
e
va
ri
ab
le
s
in
th
e
ea
rn
in
gs

fu
nc
tio
n,
25

to
64
-y
ea
r-
ol
d
im

m
ig
ra
nt
s
w
ith

po
si
tiv

e
ea
rn
in
gs

fr
om

th
e
U
.S
.,
th
e
U
.K
.,
an
d
C
hi
na
,1
99
1,
20
01

an
d
20
06

ce
ns
us

of
C
an
ad
a,
20
11

N
at
io
na
l
H
ou
se
ho
ld

Su
rv
ey

V
ar
ia
bl
es

U
S
im

m
ig
ra
nt
s

U
K

im
m
ig
ra
nt
s

C
hi
ne
se

im
m
ig
ra
nt
s

19
91

20
01

20
06

20
11

19
91

20
01

20
06

20
11

19
91

20
01

20
06

20
11

E
ar
ni
ng
s
in

co
ns
ta
nt

20
11

do
lla
rs

46
,7
12

49
,0
45

49
,3
10

52
,4
41

51
,4
70

52
,9
78

53
,6
57

57
,1
49

35
,4
54

33
,1
26

32
,9
82

39
,3
96

A
ge

41
.3

44
.3

46
.3

47
.4

44
.5

47
.0

48
.8

49
.5

45
.4

42
.7

42
.8

43
.4

Y
ea
rs
of

sc
ho
ol
in
g

14
.5

14
.8

14
.7

14
.8

13
.2

13
.4

13
.8

14
.1

11
.7

13
.5

14
.3

14
.7

Y
ea
rs
Si
nc
e
M
ig
ra
tio
n
(Y

SM
)

20
.0

24
.7

27
.2

29
.2

25
.0

30
.1

33
.2

33
.9

16
.1

12
.2

12
.1

13
.3

W
ee
ks

w
or
ke
d

44
.4

45
.8

45
.0
7

45
.0

46
.5

46
.7
7

45
.6

45
.4

45
.0

42
.6

42
.2

43
.0

Pa
rt
-t
im

e
.1
72

.2
07

.1
89

.1
86

.1
42

.1
60

.1
59

.1
58

.0
97

.1
32

.1
35

.1
38

M
ar
ri
ed

.7
77

.7
64

.8
25

.7
96

.7
94

.7
64

.7
98

.7
77

.8
70

.8
54

.8
51

.8
18

G
en
de
r
(f
em

al
e)

.5
20

.5
61

.5
38

.5
44

.4
66

.4
71

.4
76

.4
83

.4
34

.4
85

.4
90

.5
06

B
ili
ng
ua
l

.1
48

.1
66

.1
57

.1
66

.0
98

.0
93

.0
89

.0
94

.0
23

.0
25

.0
21

.0
27

A
tla
nt
ic

.0
79

.0
83

.0
54

.0
46

.0
32

.0
31

.0
14

.0
21

*
*

.0
00
4

.0
03

Q
ue
be
c

.0
89

.0
89

.1
00

.0
92

.0
29

.0
25

.0
25

.0
22

.0
63

.0
61

.0
73

.0
74

O
nt
ar
io

.4
21

.4
13

.4
27

.4
51

.6
00

.5
73

.5
75

.5
64

.4
38

.5
13

.5
18

.5
19

Pr
ai
ri
es

.0
54

.0
54

.0
39

.0
40

.0
39

.0
39

.0
28

.0
25

.0
43

.0
21

.0
06

.0
17

A
lb
er
ta

.1
25

.1
29

.1
16

.1
29

.0
95

.1
14

.1
20

.1
31

.1
16

.0
93

.0
89

.0
99

B
C

.2
32

.2
32

.2
65

.2
41

.2
05

.2
20

.2
38

.2
37

.3
40

.3
12

.3
13

.2
87

Sa
m
pl
e
si
ze

35
38

32
20

25
60

23
20

11
,0
87

83
65

60
64

52
85

22
03

39
62

48
93

65
89

A
tl
an

ti
c:

N
ew

fo
un
dl
an
d
an
d
L
ab
ra
do
r,
Pr
in
ce

E
dw

ar
d
Is
la
nd
,N

ov
a
Sc
ot
ia
,N

ew
B
ru
ns
w
ic
k;

P
ra
ir
ie
s:
M
an
ito
ba
,S

as
ka
tc
he
w
an

*:
A
st
er
is
k
in
di
ca
te
s
th
at
th
e
in
fo
rm

at
io
n
is
no
t
av
ai
la
bl
e
be
ca
us
e
th
e
sa
m
pl
e
is
to
o
sm

al
l

So
ur
ce
:
C
en
su
se
s
of

Po
pu
la
tio
n
of

C
an
ad
a:
19
91

3
%

PU
M
F;

20
01

2.
7
%

PU
M
F;

20
06

2.
7
%

PU
M
F;

N
at
io
na
l
H
ou
se
ho
ld

Su
rv
ey

C
an
ad
a:
20
11

2.
7
%

PU
M
F

268 J Labor Res (2016) 37:263–286



Among the other characteristics, the number of weeks worked is similar for all
groups of immigrants, but the U.K. and U.S. immigrants are more likely to work part-
time. The U.S. and U.K. immigrants are less likely to be married than the Chinese ones.
They are also more likely to be bilingual in English and French than the Chinese
immigrants. Finally, the majority of immigrants live in the larger provinces of Ontario,
British Columbia and Alberta. However, among the U.S. immigrants, a slightly larger
proportion lives in Quebec and in the Atlantic Provinces.

Looking at the sample sizes, there were more than six thousand immigrants from
China in our sample in 2011, more than five thousand from the U.K. and more than two
thousand from the U.S.6 The numbers differ across the period, reflecting the changes in
the composition of immigration and the ageing of the U.S. and U.K. immigrants who
belong to earlier cohorts. In 1991, there were about two thousand immigrants from
China in our sample, eleven thousand from the U.K. and three and a half thousands
from the U.S.

Estimation of Assimilation Rates

We focus on the assimilation rates, that is, the coefficients of YSM in the human capital
earnings regressions. All the regressions control for education, labor market experience
and its square, whether currently married or common-law,7 the log of weeks worked,
whether the respondent works full-time or part-time, whether bilingual or not, and place
of residence. We do not discuss the coefficients of those variables as they are in line
with those usually reported in the literature. Full regressions results are reported in
Appendix Tables 8 (U.S. and U.K. immigrants) and 9 (Chinese immigrants) for our
sample that combines both genders.8

Table 2 reports the coefficients of the years since migration variables for the U.S.
and U.K immigrants, along with the t-statistics. Two specifications are reported: the
usual one with YSM and YSM squared, and the simpler one with a linear YSM. The
model is estimated in turn for males, females, and both genders. In this specification,
both countries of origin are put together and a dummy variable is included to show if
there is any gap between U.K. and U.S. immigrants.

The most striking result is that, unlike CM’s finding, there is no evidence of negative
assimilation in any of our sub-samples. The linear specifications show that assimilation
rates are positive but small. For the male sample, in all four data bases, immigrants
from the U.S. and the U.K. assimilate at a slow rate (between 0.1 % and 0.2 % per year)
in the linear specification, but the coefficients are not statistically significant at the 5 %
level. The quadratic specification shows that, except for 1991, the usual concave pattern
prevails for males, with significant coefficients. In the female sample, the assimilation
rates in the linear specification are statistically significant and higher than those of
males, although still small, between 0.2 % and 0.6 % per year. The quadratic specifi-
cation also exhibits the standard concave pattern in all years. The sample that includes

6 The sample proportions of the public use data are: Censuses of Population of Canada: 1991 3 % PUMF;
2001 2.7 % PUMF; 2006 2.7 % PUMF; National Household Survey Canada: 2011 2.7 % PUMF.
7 One reviewer expressed the concern that marital status may be endogenous. We did the regressions without
that variable and the results with respect to years since migration were the same.
8 Other regressions can be obtained from the authors.
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both genders confirms the previous results, with a small but positive assimilation rate of
U.S. and U.K. immigrants.

Another interesting result is that the U.K. immigrants earn more than the U.S.
immigrants. For males, the gap is between 11 % and 13 %. For females, it is smaller,
between 4 % and 9 %. This may reflect differences in which immigrants are selected in
the two countries.

The previous regressions assumed the same assimilation rates for both the U.K. and
the U.S. immigrants. To further examine the potential differences between the two
countries of origin, we now consider them separately. Table 3 reports the coefficients of
YSM (in the linear specification) for males, females and both genders. There are indeed
differences between the two countries. The U.S. immigrants have a small positive
assimilation rate for both males and females (sometimes at the margin of statistical
significance). Again, there is no evidence of negative assimilation for them. The
situation is different for the U.K. For the males, the assimilation rate is not statistically
different from zero in any of the data bases. For females, the assimilation rate is
consistently positive, but again it is small. Putting those results together, this may
provide a little bit of evidence of negative assimilation, or more appropriately, zero
assimilation for the U.K. immigrant males. If the negative assimilation model assumes
that males are the primary workers in the migration decisions, then we would expect
males to have a lower assimilation rate than females, which is what we observed.
Overall, in the sample that includes both genders, the U.K. immigrants exhibit a very
small positive assimilation rate, but it is only at the margin of statistical significance.

Comparisons with Chinese Immigrants

To provide a point of comparison to what assimilation rates are expected to be for
the majority of immigrants who come from less developed countries, Table 4
reports the same results for immigrants from China.9 The quadratic specifications
show clearly the usual concave pattern, with all the coefficients (except one) being
statistically significant at the 5 % level. The linear specification shows high
assimilation rates that are between 1 % and 2 % per year. This is consistent with
the assimilation patterns usually observed in the literature. We also note that males
and females are very similar to each other in terms of assimilation rates. The results
of the sample that includes both genders are almost the same as the ones of each
gender separately.

This comparison with Chinese immigrants shows that, although our results do not
support the hypothesis of negative assimilation for the U.S. and U.K immigrants, they
do not entirely negate the existence of the factors that lead to it. Those factors are just
not strong enough to cancel the tendency of positive assimilation, as evidenced by the
much smaller assimilation rate than the one of the Chinese immigrants. We also found
that, for the U.S. and the U.K. immigrants, assimilation rates tend to be higher for

9 We also did the regressions for immigrants from South Asia (mainly, India, Pakistan and Sri Lanka) which is
a group of less developed countries where English is predominantly used. The results were similar to those of
Chinese immigrants, indicating that the English language, by itself, is not a major factor that drives negative
assimilation.
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females than for males, which is what to expect from the negative assimilation
hypothesis if females are secondary workers. We did not find such a difference for
Chinese immigrants.

Robustness Checks

The results so far suggest that, contrary to what was found by CM, the negative
assimilation hypothesis does not apply to immigrants in Canada. The closest case to
negative assimilation is the one of the U.K. immigrant whose assimilation rate is very
small and actually virtually zero for males. In this section, we provide further tests of
our main results.

As noted by CM, the negative assimilation hypothesis, which implies that
immigrants get an initially large wage offer which does not persist in the long
run, is more relevant for those who arrived as adults than for those who arrived
as children. Therefore, we divide our samples in two groups: immigrants who
arrived at age 20 years old or more, that is, in their working ages, and those who
arrived at age less than 20 years old. For this analysis, we focus on the samples
that include both genders10 and the results are reported in Table 5. Again, there
is no evidence of negative assimilation; furthermore, assimilation rates are
sometimes higher for the immigrants who arrived as adults than for those who
arrived as children, contrary to what the negative assimilation hypothesis would
predict.

Another matter is related to language. In our sample, we found that the large
majority of immigrants from the U.S. and the U.K. use an official Canadian
language at home. However, French plays an important role in the labor market
in Quebec. To provide an environment where English is the main labor market
language, we redid the estimations by excluding the immigrants who reside in
Quebec. The results are reported in Table 6. Comparing the sample sizes to those
of Table 3, we can see that the large majority of the immigrants from the U.S. and
the U.K. live in the English-speaking provinces. Not surprisingly, the results of
Table 6 are very similar to those of Table 3 and do not support the negative
assimilation hypothesis.

Finally, as has been shown by Borjas (1985) and many others, assimilation rates
estimated from a single cross-sectional data set may not be representative of the true
assimilation if the cohorts of immigrants that arrived at different points in time differ in
their unobserved attributes. For Canadian immigrants in general, it has been shown that the
Bquality^ of the various cohorts has been decreasing over time (Bloom et al. 1995), which
would tend to overestimate the coefficients of YSM in cross-sectional regressions. As a
further check, Table 7 shows regression results with pooled samples from the four data sets
that includes the Canadian-born and the immigrant workers from the U.S. and the U.K.We
provide estimates for the sample that includes both genders, U.S. and U.K. combined, with
the data pooled in two different ways. As in CM, we proceed in this manner since the
results may depend on the choice of the pooled data sets. In the first one, we pool all four
data sets (1991, 2001, 2006 and 2011), and the second one we pool only three of

10 We also did the estimations for genders separately and they support the results that we report in this section.
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them (2001, 2006 and 2011). A set of five-year cohort dummy variables is added to
our earlier specification, with the Canadian-born as the reference group. All the
coefficients of the cohort dummy variables are negative, indicating that U.S. and
U.K immigrants earn less than comparable Canadian-born workers at entry. This is
different from CMwho found positive coefficients for their cohort dummy variables.
However, like them, we do not find evidence of the deterioration of cohort quality
over time. Therefore, there is no evidence of overestimation of the assimilation rates

Table 7 Estimates of Cohort Model for Canada, 1991, 2001 and 2006 census, 2011 National Household Survey

Variable 1991 + 2001 + 2006 + 2011 2001 + 2006 + 2011

US & UK & Canada US & UK & Canada

Quadratic Linear Quadratic Linear

constant 6.365
(878.59)

6.365
(878.56)

6.305
(718.53)

6.305
(718.51)

pre1960 −.168
(3.28)

−.175
(3.41)

−.172
(2.34)

−.186
(2.53)

cohort196165 −.162
(3.15)

−.149
(2.89)

−.163
(2.25)

−.141
(1.94)

cohort196670 −.171
(3.36)

−.155
(3.06)

−.194
(2.72)

−.163
(2.30)

cohort197175 −.146
(2.87)

−.131
(2.59)

−.149
(2.11)

−.115
(1.64)

cohort197680 −.137
(2.69)

−.126
(2.47)

−.165
(2.34)

−.135
(1.92)

cohort198185 −.118
(2.29)

−.119
(2.30)

−.143
(2.01)

−.124
(1.76)

cohort198690 −.133
(2.55)

−.149
(2.86)

−.153
(2.15)

−.154
(2.16)

cohort199195 −.108
(2.01)

−.127
(2.37)

−.116
(1.59)

−.150
(2.06)

cohort19962000 −.099
(1.77)

−.146
(2.64)

−.102
(1.33)

−.175
(2.35)

cohort200105 −.162
(2.84)

−.221
(3.92)

−.163
(2.07)

−.253
(3.32)

cohort200610 −.122
(2.02)

−.191
(3.24)

−.119
(1.45)

−.224
(2.86)

YSM .010
(7.16)

.002
(4.60)

.012
(4.44)

.001
(1.34)

YSM2/ 100 −.013
(5.97)

* −.016
(4.24)

*

Adj R2 0.4207 0.4207 0.4086 0.4086

Sample Size 1,133,410 1,133,410 850,354 850,354

Value of heteroskedasticity-consistent t-statistics in parentheses

*: Asterisk indicates variables are not available

Note: The estimating equations hold constant education, labor market experience and its square, log of weeks
worked, whether currently married or common-law partner, whether the respondent is full-time or part-time
worker, whether bilingual or not, place of residence, place of birth (i.e. country of origin, UK, US, and Canada)
with the Canadian native-born as the country benchmark, census indicators for 1991, 2001, 2006 and 2011

Source: Censuses of Population Canada: 1991 3 % PUMF; 2001 2.7 % PUMF; 2006 2.7 % PUMF; National
Household Survey Canada: 2011 2.7 % PUMF
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in cross-sectional data. In the linear specifications, the two pooled samples indicate
assimilation rates of 0.2 % and 0.1 %, which are of the same order of magnitude as
those reported in Table 2. Therefore, this cohort analysis supports our results of the
absence of negative assimilation for the English speaking immigrants in Canada.

Potential Explanations

The U.K. and the U.S. are as developed countries as Canada, and the skills that immigrants
bring to Canada are expected to be valued highly when they first arrive. However, we
failed to confirm the Bnegative^ assimilation hypothesis in the Canadian labor market. We
discuss some possible reasons for the U.S. and U.K. immigrants respectively.

The U.S.

Although the U.S. immigration policy is known to emphasize family reunification, in the
context of a growing worldwide competition for global talent, the winner is still the U.S.,
which has the ability to attract PhDs and graduates not only from emerging countries, but
also from Europe and Canada. Some emerging economies are also successful in attracting
highly skilled migrants, while they continue to experience significant outflows of high-
skilled workers. Canada, with a centralized and clear immigration program for profes-
sionals, attracted many skilled immigrants from the rest of the world (Boeri et al. 2012).
However, at the same time, vigorous debates took place across the country about the
migration of highly skilled Canadians to the United States (Mueller 2006). Although the
recent facts suggest that Canadians need not worry about the brain drain anymore, the
assimilation rates estimated in this study and those of CM may reflect a situation of the
past, where many highly skilled Canadians received well-paid offers fromU.S. employers.

We know that even if the point system used in Canada might be particularly effective at
selecting immigrants at the top of the education distribution, the skilled immigrants to theU.S.
are more likely than those to Canada to possess exceptionally high capacities. Canadians, on
average, earn less than Americans, so the U.S. attracts talented Canadians who want to enjoy
higherwages, especially in the fields of engineering and computer science (Zarifa andWalters
2008). Based on this background, even though its immigration policy does not emphasize
skills as much as the Canadian one, the U.S. has a highly competitive labor market, and the
very best among the highly skilled people find an advantage to move there. This could
explain the negative assimilation results for Canadian immigrants to the U.S. found by CM.
Hunt and Mueller (2013) did simulations that show that migration from Canada to the U.S.
would be substantially lower if Canadian tax rates were reduced to the average U.S. levels.

In contrast, with a more equal society and a more peaceful social and economic
environment, Canada may also attract some U.S. immigrants for its less aggressive life.
Americans are attracted by their perspective of Canada’s more liberal culture, such as
the universal public health-care system, more rigorous gun control laws, positive
attitudes toward gays and lesbians and multiculturalism (Hardwick 2010).

In addition, the high Canadian tax rates, the complex and multi-jurisdictional
regulations of the Canadian economy and the low value of the Canadian dollar, at
least during some periods (such as the 1990s), are still an obstacle for the highly
talented U.S. people to have the willingness to move to Canada. Thus, the people who
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want to migrate to Canada might be from the less-highly capable class, or from those
who experience a hard time to find a job in the U.S.

Some U.S. immigrants also came to Canada during periodic economic recessions
(such as the early 1980s and the early 2000s). Thus, they may not have received the
high initial wages that is assumed by the Bnegative^ assimilation hypothesis. Borjas
(1993) noted: BIn general, Canadian immigrants in the United States do quite well in
the labor market. The most recent arrivals enumerated in the 1980 census earn about 20
percent higher wages than American natives and have about two more years of
schooling. In contrast, American immigrants in Canada are less successful. The most
recent arrivals enumerated in the 1981 census earn 4.5 percent less than Canadian
natives, yet have 4.5 years more schooling^ (Borjas 1993, page 37). In his previous
work, Borjas argued that the return migration propensity and the skill mix of immi-
grants are the main determinants of the skill composition of immigrant flows (Borjas
1987). The evidence indicates that the Canadian income distribution is more com-
pressed than that of the United States, so that high-skilled Canadians are likely to have
a greater motivation to migrate to the United States than low-skilled Canadians (Hunt
and Mueller 2013). This can explain why the low-skilled Americans may have higher
willingness to come to Canada than the high-skilled ones. The self-selection generated
by the differential economic opportunities available to skilled and unskilled workers in
the two countries greatly dilutes the expected impact of Canada’s point system, which
is supposed to bring highly skilled talents.

The U.K.

Our results show that the U.K. immigrants are doing well in the Canadian labor market.
It might be because of the long history of the British-friendly environment in Canada.
As a former British colony, Canada was familiar and welcoming to them. The U.K.
primary language is English and their lifestyle was not entirely Bforeign^. The U.K.
immigrants in Canada might have difficulty adjusting to the climate and to the greater
degree of equality in society, but they were familiar not only with the dominant
language, but also with the political institutions and the legal system. They were seen
as culturally similar to Canadians. The U.K. immigrants in Canada were Binvisible
immigrants^, much more than would probably have been the case in the U.S. (Erickson
and Gables 1972).

The U.K. was considered distinct from the other countries’ immigrants by the
early writers that studied immigrant assimilation. Most of the early commentators
suggested that the U.K. immigrants were most likely able to fit into the Canadian
labor market on terms similar to the native-born English-speaking Canadians.
Thus, most British immigrants arrived with, or rapidly developed, skills that
allowed them to fit into the better-paid end of the Canadian labor market
(Knowles 2007).

Canadian studies tend to find that until about 1970, immigrants in Canada were
at less of an initial disadvantage than more recent immigrants were, but that they
also experienced relatively lower rates of assimilation than during the later years
(Baker and Benjamin 1994; Bloom et al. 1995). For example, using data for 1971,
Bloom, Grenier and Gunderson (page 994) estimate that the assimilation rate of
immigrants to Canada was 0.35 % per year, while it was 0.84 % in 1986. Those
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earlier immigrants were mainly from Britain and Northwestern Europe. The very
low assimilation rate that we estimated for the British immigrants may reflect that
earlier situation.

British immigrants to Canada formed a much larger proportion of the total stream of
immigration to Canada than to the United States. However, there is very limited
information on the types of British immigrants moving to Canada rather than the
U.S. It is possible that Canada attracted English immigrants with less human capital
than did the United States (Fitzpatrick 1980, page 131).

All these phenomena above may explain why the U.K. immigrants in Canada did
not show Bnegative^ assimilation as they did in the U.S. labor market. However, unlike
most other immigrants, there is no sign of positive assimilation either. Thus, as
Binvisible^ migrants who have been in Canada for a relatively long time, the U.K.
immigrants live as native-born Canadians.

Summary and Conclusion

The policy and structural differences between the Canadian and U.S. labor markets
provide suitable conditions to study the existence of Bnegative^ assimilation for
Canadian immigrants. The standard labor market adjustment literature on immigration
has focused on the positive assimilation hypothesis. However, the Bnegative^ assimi-
lation hypothesis under the assumption of highly transferable skills concludes that
immigrants may go through decreasing wages as the time spent in the host country goes
on. In the Chiswick and Miller (2011) model, negative assimilation happens in the
context of similar earnings, cultures, and labor market institutions, which are the
conditions of highly transferable skills. The Canadian labor market provides a counter
example to the negative assimilation hypothesis.

Based on data from the 1991, 2001 and 2006 Canadian censuses, as well as from
the 2011 National Household Survey for immigrants from English-speaking devel-
oped countries – the U.S. and the U.K., the analyses did not find evidence of
negative assimilation for those immigrants. This is contrary to what Chiswick and
Miller (2011) found for English-speaking immigrants in the United States. That
kind of migration takes place when a worker gets a job offer that provides higher
earnings than that of the native born. Afterwards, with the passage of time, the
economic rent diminishes and earnings undergo a relative decline. This does not
seem to be the case for Canada: as an immigrant friendly country, the fact that
immigrants usually come before they receive a high wage job offer in Canada might
be an important reason to explain the absence of negative assimilation.
Furthermore, Canada’s sound social protection system may induce most of the
immigrants to choose to stay once they settle down in Canada.
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