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Achievement and Ambition Among Children of Immigrants in Southern California
Rubén G. Rumbaut

This report summarizes the latest results of the Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Study (CILS), a
muitifaceted investigation of the educational performance and social, cultural and psychological
adaptation of children of immigrants, the “new second generation” (cf. Portes, 1996) now growing up in
American cities. Since late 1991, the study has followed the progress of a large sample of teenage youths
representing over 70 nationalities in two key areas of immigrant settlement in the United States: Southern
California (San Diego) and South Florida (Miami and Fort Lauderdale).' The original survey, conducted
in Spring 1992 (“T1”), interviewed over 5,200 students enrolled in the 8" and 9" grades in schools of the
San Diego Unified School District (N=2,420), and of the Dade and Broward County Unified School
Districts (N=2,843). The sample was drawn in the junior high grades, a level at which dropout rates are
still relatively rare, to avoid the potential bias of differential dropout rates between ethnic groups at the
senior high school level. For purposes of the study, students were eligible to enter the sample if they
were U.S.-born but had at least one immigrant (foreign-born) parent, or if they themselves were foreign-
born and had come to the U.S. at an early age (most before age ten).

Three years after the original survey, in 1995-96 (“T2”), a second survey of the same group of
children of immigrants was conducted—this time supplemented by in-depth interviews with a stratified
sample of their parents as well—using survey questionnaires especially developed for longitudinal and
comparative analyses. The purpose of this follow-up effort was to add a temporal dimension to the study
and ascertain changes over time in the family situation, school achievement, educational and
occupational aspirations, language use and preferences, ethnic identities, experiences and expectations of
discrimination, and social and psychological adaptation of these youths. By this time the children, who
were originally interviewed in junior high when most were 14 or 15 years old (the mean age at T1 was
14.2), had reached the final year of senior high school and were making their passages to adulthood,
firming up plans for their future as well as their outlooks on the surrounding society. This paper
describes the initial results of that latest survey, focusing on changes observed over time (from T1 to T2)
among the youths in the San Diego area.

These children of immigrants represent the most consequential and lasting legacy of the new mass
immigration to the United States. While the rapid growth of international migration to the United States
over the last few decades has led to a mushrooming research literature and an intensified public debate
about the new immigrants and their impact on American society, less noticed has been the fact that all the
while a new generation of Americans raised in immigrant families has been coming of age. Over time,
its members will decisively shape the character of their ethnic communities and their success or failure.
Indeed, the long-term effects of contemporary immigration will hinge more on the trajectories of these
youths than on the fate of their parents.

! The CILS project involves the latest collaboration of the two principal investigators, Alejandro Portes and Rubén
G. Rumbaut. The original survey in the San Diego area, directed by Professor Rumbaut, was carried out with the
support of the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation. A parallel survey in South Florida, led by Professor Portes, was
supported by the Spencer Foundation and the National Science Foundation. The follow-up survey (1995-96) was
again supported by the Mellon and Spencer Foundations for the two respective sites, and by a major research grant to
the joint project from the Russeil Sage Foundation. For some of the published results of the original survey on a
variety of themes, see Fernandez-Kelly and Schauffler, 1994; Pérez, 1994; Portes, 1995, 1996; Portes and MacLeod,
1996; Portes and Rumbaut, 1996, chapter 7; Portes and Schauffler, 1996; Rumbaut, 1994a, 1995, 1997.



The size of this youthful population—including both immigrant children and U.S.-born children of
immigrants—has already surpassed the prior record set by the offspring of European immigrants earlier
in this century. Among children under 18 years of age, the 1990 census counted nearly 6 million U.S.-
born children living with immigrant parents, and another 2 million foreign-born children ages 0-17,
combining to form a “new second generation” of some 8 million children as of that time (see Oropesa
and Landale, 1997). By 1996, the immigrant population of the U.S. increased even faster--from 20 to 25
million--with the number of children of immigrants growing commensurately. Furthermore, while one
third of the immigrant population of the U.S. resided in California, over 40% of under-18 children of
immigrants lived in California. Hence the size and concentration of this emerging population, added to
its diverse national and socioeconomic origins and forms of adaptation, makes its evolution
extraordinarily important.

Immigrants and Their Types in San Diego: The Longitudinal Sample and the Local Setting

Reflecting the diverse patterns of recent immigration into Southern California, the principal
nationalities represented in the San Diego sample are Mexican, Filipino, Vietnamese, Laotian,
Cambodian, and smaller groups of other children of immigrants from Asia (mostly Chinese, Japanese,
Indian, Korean) and Latin America. These groups are representative of some of the principal types of
immigrants in California today and in contemporary American society (cf. Portes and Rumbaut, 1996).
Thus:

(1) Mexicans constitute by far the largest legal and illegal immigrant population in both California
and the U.S.—indeed, they form part of the largest, longest, and most sustained labor migration in the
contemporary world--and San Diego, situated along the Mexican border, has long been a major area of
settlement. The 1990 census showed that among adults over 25, Mexican immigrants had the lowest
educational levels of any major U.S. ethnic group, native or foreign-born (see Rumbaut, 1994b).

(2) Since the 1960s, the Filipinos have formed the second largest immigrant population in the
country, and they are the largest Asian-origin immigrant group in California and in the U.S. Many have
come as professionals (nurses most conspicuously) and through military connections (especially the U.S.
Navy, making San Diego with its huge Navy base a primary area of settlement). The 1990 census
showed that Filipino immigrants as a whole have the lowest poverty rate of any sizable ethnic group in
the U.S.

(3) Since the end of the Indochina War in 1975, refugees from Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos have
formed the largest refugee population both in California and in the U.S. The 1990 census found the
highest poverty and welfare dependency rates in the country among Laotians and Cambodians.
Comparative research on the mental health of Indochinese refugees and other ethnic groups has also
found the highest levels of depressive symptomatology and post-traumatic stress disorder among the
adult survivors of the “killing fields” of Cambodia—raising questions as well about the psychological
well-being of their children in the U.S. (see Rumbaut, 1991a, 1991b, 1996; Vega and Rumbaut, 1991).

Remarkably, although the 25 million immigrants in the U.S. in 1996 came from over 140 different
countries, fully 35% came from only three: Mexico, the Philippines, and Vietnam (cf. Hansen and Faber,
1997). More remarkable still, by 1996 these three nationalities accounted for the majority (55%) of the
8.1 million foreign-born population of California. And fully 90% of our San Diego sample consisted of
children of parents who hailed from Mexico, the Philippines, and Vietnam, Laos and Cambodia—
representing distinct groups of immigrant laborers, professionals and refugees with sharply contrasting
migration histories and contexts of exit and of reception.



The survey of 1995-96 in San Diego succeeded in re-interviewing 85.2 percent of the baseline
sample of 2,420 students, for a total of 2,063. Students who had moved, transferred or dropped out of
school during the intervening years had been followed throughout, and even the majority of dropouts
were located and re-interviewed. It was because of the difficulty in tracking these harder-to-locate cases
that the data collection period extended into 1996. With some exceptions--based on the tendency of
higher-status youth from intact families who owned their home in San Diego at Tl to be better
represented in the second survey--the population interviewed at both points in time is largely the same.
In fact, Indochinese students from the poorest families in the survey (the smaller-sized Cambodian, Lao
and Hmong groups) had re-interview rates above 90%, as did the high-SES “Other Asians” (Chinese,
Japanese, Indian, Korean), and no nationality had re-interview rates below 80%. In addition, there was
practically no difference by gender or nativity (foreign-born vs. U.S.-born) in the final T2 sample. As
during the baseline survey, this data collection effort for the most part took place during repeated visits to
schools with the cooperation of the San Diego City Schools, including administrators, principals,
teachers and staff.

In addition, in San Diego a total of 1,318 parental interviews were completed—representing 54.5%
of the 2,420 students originally surveyed at T1. However, more realistically, this number computes into
a parent interview rate of 63.1%, if we use as the denominator the actual number of students contacted
and surveyed at T2 (2,063) plus the 27 parents who were interviewed even though we were unable to
interview their children at T2 (including cases of runaways, youths in detention facilities or jail, and
absentees).

The following are the final T2 student re-interview rates, the percent of parent interviews completed
(as a fraction of the number of T1 student interviews), and the parent interview rate (as a fraction of the
actual number of families contacted T2, as described above):

Demographic Total T1 % T2 Students % Parent Parental Interview
Characteristics Sample Re-Interviewed Interview Rate (% per above)
Female 1211 86 54 62

Male 1209 85 55 64
Foreign-born 1358 84 59 69
U.S.-bomn 1062 87 49 56
Filipino 808 89 46 52
Mexican 727 80 45 56
Vietnamese 361 84 69 81

Lao 154 93 93 95
Cambodian 94 94 90 94

Hmong 53 94 87 90

Others 223 33 42 63
TOTAL 2420 85.2 54.5 63.1

A more complete set of tables reporting T2 student and parental interview rates for the San Diego
sample, broken down by a wide set of variables—family structure and socioeconomic status,
neighborhood poverty rates, dropout and active/inactive status, T1 GPA—as well as two logistic
regressions predicting the odds of a student or parent being interviewed at T2—are appended at the
conclusion of this report.



Finally, it may be useful here to provide a brief description of the larger San Diego population. To
highlight key differences between the communities where the study took place, a socioeconomic profile
of the City of San Diego—the jurisdiction covered by the San Diego Unified School District—is
sketched below, compared to the same 1990 census data for the metropolitan area of Miami-Hialeah
(covered by the Dade County Unified School District in South Florida, where most of the parallel survey
was carried out; a small sample was also surveyed in adjacent Broward County). For side-by-side
comparisons, profiles of the populations of the City of Los Angeles, the state of California, and the
United States are also provided.

San Diego City, Los Angeles City, California, Metropolitan Miami, and the United States: 1990

City of City of Metro Miami
San Diego Los Angeles California (Dade Co.) United States

Population, 1990 Census 1,110,549 3,485,398 29,760,021 1,914,689 248,709,873

% non-Hispanic White 58.8 37.5 574 30.1 75.8
% Hispanic 20.1 393 254 49.2 8.8
% Black 9.3 139 7.4 20.7 12.0
% Asian 11.8 9.8 9.6 1.3 29
% Foreign-born 20.9 384 21.7 454 7.9
% non-English speakers 292 499 31.5 57.6 13.8
% High School graduates  82.3 67.0 76.2 65.0 75.2
% College degree 29.8 23.0 234 18.8 203
% Unemployment rate 6.2 8.4 6.6 7.7 6.3
% Professionals, managers 32.5 27.3 28.6 24.6 26.4
% Laborers, fabricators 8.8 15.9 12.8 13.6 14.9
% Poverty rate (persons) 134 18.9 12.5 18.0 13.1
% Poverty rate (families) 9.7 14.9 93 14.2 10.0

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990 Census of Population, United States: Social and Economic Characteristics, 1990 CP-2-1 (November
1993).

San Diego’s school district is the nation’s 8" largest, with 133,000 students enrolled K-12, drawn
from the city’s (1990) population of 1.1 million, the 6™ largest city in the U.S. While the ciry of Miami
(1990 population: 358,458) is much smaller than San Diego, the Dade County Unified school district is
the 4" largest in the country, since it draws from the much larger metropolitan Miami-Hialeah-area. The
socioeconomic profiles above characterize the populations whose children are enrolled in the two main
school districts from which the children of immigrants samples were drawn. Compared to other large
cities and school districts in the country—New York City, Los Angeles, Chicago, Houston, Philadelphia,
Detroit, San Francisco, Miami--San Diego’s is comparatively a more affluent, better educated, still
primarily native non-Hispanic white population, with a 4-to-1 ratio of professionals to laborers in its
labor force, in contrast to a ratio of about 2-to-1 in California and less than 2:1 for Los Angeles or the
Miami metropolitan area. Nearly half (45%) of the Miami area’s population was foreign-born in 1990—
tops in the U.S. among metropolitan areas—compared to 22% of San Diego’s, and only 8% for the U.S.
as a whole; and in metro Miami Hispanics--mostly of Cuban and other Latin American origin—comprise



about half (49%) of its total population, compared to a one-fifth share (20%) in San Diego—where they
are overwhelmingly of Mexican origin. San Diego’s Asian-origin population (12%)—composed
preponderantly of Filipinos and Southeast Asians--is well above the equivalent proportion of the U.S.
population (3%) as a whole and even of the populations of California and Los Angeles.

Children of Immigrants: A Portrait

Basic demographic characteristics of the longitudinal sample of 2,063 (those youths interviewed in
both surveys) are provided in Table 1, including their birthplace, year of birth, year of arrival in the U.S.,
and U.S. citizenship status at T1 and T2, broken down by the national origin of their parents, and gender.
Some points merit highlighting. The sample overall is about evenly balanced between foreign-born (55%)
and U.S.-born children of immigrants (45%)—that is, respectively and more precisely, between the “1.5
generation” and the “second generation.”> However, most of the Mexicans (61%) and Filipinos (57%)
were born in the U.S., reflecting long-established migration histories, while the Indochinese groups, a
legacy of the U.S. involvement in the war in Vietnam and its spread into Cambodia and Laos, are all
overwhelmingly foreign-born and recent arrivals (and hence a much smaller proportion of them are U.S.
citizens, although an increase in naturalizations is evident for all groups between T1 and T2). Put
differently, the majority of the Indochinese in the sample are “1.5ers,” while the majority of the
Mexicans and Filipinos are second-generation youths—differences which refer not just to nativity
differentials but fundamentally distinct socio-developmental contexts of incorporation.

2 It may be useful to note for the record the origin of the concept of the "one-and-a-half" generation (or "1.5"
generation, decimal-style). I coined the term in a 1969 thesis about the adaptation of Cuban-born youth who had
come to the U.S. at a young age, but after starting school in Cuba (after age 5) and before the onset of puberty and
adolescence (by about age 12). The idea was inspired by a passing reference well into Thomas and Znaniecki’s
classic work, The Polish Peasant In Europe and America (1958: 1776), to what those authors called a "half-second
generation” (a phrase which they then do not use again in the entire 5-volume work). 1 found their usage awkward
and reversed the term to “one and a half” for clarity's sake. But while those authors did not describe what they had
in mind, to me it was a key distinction to make. The literature, when describing the "first” generation, typically has
in mind a fully formed adult, socialized elsewhere, who moves to a new sociocultural environment; and when
describing the “second” generation what is referred to are U.S.-born and U.S.-socialized children of immigrants.
Nowhere in either of those two terms is the experience of a youth "in between" generations accurately captured, or
begins to appreciate the radically different socio-developmental contexts involved at the time of immigration. The
"1.5" concept intends to grasp this "in-between-ness"--between two worlds, two sociocultural environments of
neither of which are they fully part of, occupying an altogether different psycho-historical actuality (in Erik Erikson’s
sense). It is the marginal, in-between character of the generational location in sociohistorical time and space that
gets to the essence of the concept, which I later elaborated as I read especially the work of Karl Mannheim on
generations and Erik Erikson on identity. In the 1970s, I used the concept again in the context of studies I did of
Cuban families in exile and of generational differences within those families; then in the 1980s in the context of
studies of Southeast Asian refugee families. [For a recent application of the term to refugee adults and childen as
"protagonists” and "deuteragonists” in the migration experience, see my “The Agony of Exile” (Rumbaut, 1991a); a
more literary application of the idea is in Gustavo Perez-Firmat's aptly titled book, Life on the Hyphen (1994).] In
the 1990s I have explored the idea further through a three-type classification, distinguishing among three
fundamentally and developmentally different age groups of immigrant children (under 18), depending on their age at
immigration/arrival at the place of destination: (1) pre-school children ages 0-5, largely socialized here, whose
experience and adaptive outcomes are most similar to the "true" second generation of U.S.-born children of
immigrant parents, and whom I have tentatively labeled (for lack of a better term) the "1.75" generation; (2) school-
age pre-adolescent children ages 6-12, the "1.5" generation; and (3) adolescent children ages 13-17, whose
experience and adaptive outcomes are closer to the "true" first generation of immigrant adults, and whom I have
labeled accordingly the "1.25" generation. For an empirical test of this classification, see Oropesa and Landale
(1997). The concept has over time entered into popular use--and popular misuse, since it is often applied in blanket
fashion without a clue of its theoretical underpinnings (developmental, generational, psychohistorical, sociological).




TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

The 16% of the Vietnamese who were born in the U.S. comprise a salient and historically important
exception, as will become clearer in what follows: they are largely the children of the comparatively elite
“first wave” of South Vietnamese who were evacuated as Saigon fell in April 1975 (over 80% of the
youths in the sample were born in 1977 or 1978, and none were born before 1975). They differ in crucial
respects from all the other Vietnamese in the sample.

Too often analysts who rely on nativity and ethnicity data, such as that available through the
decennial census, tend to conceive of ethnicity as a fixed quality or constant (e.g., “Mexican,”
“Vietnamese”) and of nativity as a sort of “continuous” variable (i.e., as a proxy for generation or time in
the U.S.), and to assume that differences between foreign-born and U.S.-born co-ethnics reflect processes
of change (typically of assimilation) over time or generation. But the confounding of period and cohort
effects can loom large, missing the import of class and other differences between heterogeneous “waves”
and “vintages” of immigrants from the same country in different historical contexts (as the example of
the 1975 Vietnamese exiles illustrates). It can also miss the crucial import of intermarriage among non-
compatriots, as the data on parental nativity suggests (see the bottom panel of Table 1).

For instance, in our sample, only about three-fourths of the parents were co-nationals (the other
fourth consisted of mothers and fathers who were not born in the same country—representing over 50
nationalities overall); and in 14% of the cases one parent was U.S.-born (ranging from virtually none of
the Indochinese, to one sixth of the Mexicans and Filipinos, and nearly one third of the “Others”). Thus,
far from being a fixed characteristic, the very assignment of national origin to the children in our sample
became fluid and problematic in a substantial proportion of cases. In such cases where the parents were
not co-nationals, the mother’s nationality determined the child’s national origin classification, except
where the mother was U.S.-born, in which case the father’s nationality was determinative (for an
explanation and elaboration on this methodological problem, see Rumbaut, 1994a).

Substantive results of the adaptive trajectories of these children of immigrants from approximately
the beginning (T1) to the end (T2) of high school--as sketched in Tables 2-8 which follow--cover their
family’s economic situation, school achievement and effort, educational and occupational aspirations,
language proficiency and preference, ethnic self-identities, perceptions of discrimination and of
American society, and indicators of psychological well-being such as self-esteem and depressive
symptoms. In the final section, the crucial question of the T1 determinants of these children of
immigrants’ educational achievement as of T2 (GPAs, dropouts, suspensions) and of their educational
aspirations is examined in more detail (as presented in Table 9).

Socioeconomic Status and Neighborhood Contexts

The modest family origins of many of these children, the highly educated backgrounds of others, and
the gradual improvement of their economic situation over time, are described in Table 2. Only a tiny
proportion of Mexican and Indochinese fathers and mothers (with the signal exception of the U.S.-born
Vietnamese, who as noted are the children of the first wave of 1975 refugees) have college degrees, well
below the 1990 U.S. norm of 20% for adults 25 and over. By contrast, 43% of Filipino mothers have
college degrees, well above national norms. The contrast is made even sharper by looking at the
proportion of parents with less than a high school education--that is, less than what their children have
now already achieved: most of the more recently arrived foreign-born children from Mexico, Vietnam,
Laos and Cambodia have fathers and mothers who never completed secondary-level schooling.



Mexican fathers and mothers, however, have high rates of labor force participation (both above
national norms), whereas the Indochinese refugees have very low rates, indicative of their eligibility for
and use of public assistance (again with the notable exception of the U.S.-born Vietnamese).

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Home-ownership is a telling indicator of socioeconomic advancement and spatial stability. About
half of the total sample lived in families who owned their homes in 1992 (T1); three years later (T2) that
proportion had edged up to 55%. But there is a huge gap between groups by nativity and nationality. At
T1, only a third of foreign-born children (in more recently immigrated families) lived in homes owned by
their parents, compared to two-thirds of native-born children (in longer-resident families, by definition);
by T2 the respective figures were 41% vs. 73%. By nationality, the socioeconomic gap is far wider,
ranging at T2 from a low of 4% among Hmong families from Laos and 8% among the Cambodians to
89% among native-born Filipinos. On the other hand, one indicator of life change that was appraised
positively by most of the youths was moving to a new home: 45% of the foreign-born had moved to
another home after T1, compared to 28% of the native-born children.

These homes are located in neighborhoods that range from the poorest in San Diego (particularly for
Mexican, Cambodian and Laotian immigrant families) to upper-middle-class suburbs, as suggested by the
1990 census tract data in Table 2. Still, for the sample as a whole at T1, their neighborhoods were
located in census tracts with a poverty rate of 34% on average, much higher than the 1990 rates for the
city of San Diego (13.4%) and the U.S.(13.1%). They are also located in areas with above-average
proportions of immigrants (30% foreign-born, vs. 20% for the city overall), and with below-average
proportions of white residents who speak English only.

The children, nonetheless, are optimistic about their families’ economic progress. Asked in 1992
whether they believed their family’s economic situation was better (or much better), the same, or worse
(or much worse) than it had been three years before, 54% said it was better, compared to 10% who felt it
had worsened. Asked the same question in 1995-96, 40% believed it had improved, while 16% said it
had worsened. Perceptions of downward mobility are significantly associated with depressive symptoms,
as will be seen in a later section on psychological well-being outcomes.

Family Structure and the Quality of Family Relationships

Family and school are the central interpersonal contexts shaping the experience of these youths as
they make their passages to adulthood. Table 3 presents data on the size and composition of their family-
households, and a variety of indicators of the quality of parent-child relationships. At both T1 and T2,
family structure emerged as a key determinant of educational performance outcomes—as well as of self-
esteem and depression. The presence of both natural parents at home is significantly and strongly
associated with positive outcomes over time. Indeed, an intact family was a principal predictor of the
probability that a student was re-interviewed at T2: while the overall re-interview rate was a solid 85.2%,
the re-interview rate for students living in intact families at T1 was over 90%, compared to 75% for
students living in step-families or in single-parent homes at T1.

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Over time in the U.S., for every nationality, the size of their households decreases (as the economic
need to pool resources with extended family members, such as grandparents and uncles and aunts,
lessens). But there is also evidence, as Table 3 shows, that the proportion of intact families with both
natural parents at home also decreases slightly, mainly as a result of marital separation or divorce. The



sharpest declines were seen among the Hmong and the Cambodians (in the latter case involving a greater
proportion of death of a parent between T1 and T2 than for any other group). In general, the higher the
socioeconomic status of these groups, the larger the proportion of intact families. The highest
proportions (around 85%) of such stable family structures were noted among U.S.-born Vietnamese and
Filipino children, and the lowest (around 60%) for the Mexican families, a figure matched by T2 by the
Hmong and the Cambodians.

However, in addition to the importance of family structure is the question of the quality of familial
relationships—that is, of the cohesiveness of families, and of the degree of parent-child conflict--and of
their effects, net of structural factors. Nearly three-fourths of the youths in San Diego sample lived in
intact families (74% at T1, 72% at T2), but within these families there is significant variance in the level
of cohesiveness and conflict among family members. Indeed, growing up in immigrant families is often
marked by wide linguistic and other acculturative gaps between parents and children that can exacerbate
intergenerational conflicts, cause the children to feel embarrassed rather than proud of their parents as
they try to fit in with native peers, and even lead to role reversals, as children assume adult roles
prematurely by dint of circumstance. An indication of the importance of the quality of such relationships
was suggested in an earlier multivariate analysis of cross-sectional results at T1 (Rumbaut, 1994a), which
found that our measure of parent-child conflict emerged as the single strongest determinant—much more
so than an intact family structure--of both self-esteem and depression. The same parent-child conflict
index had a more significant and stronger (negative) effect on educational achievement (GPA) and
aspirations than the weaker (positive) effect of an intact family structure (see Rumbaut, 1997a). We will
return to these analyses in the final section of the paper.

Table 3 presents data on family cohesion (a 3-item measure used at T2, scaled 1 to 5, as detailed in
the technical appendix), familism (a 3- item scale, identified through factor analysis and used at T1 and
T2, measuring a deeply ingrained sense of collective obligation to the family), parent-child conflict (a 3-
item scale also identified through factor analysis and used at T1 and T2), and the proportion of children
who indicated embarrassment about their parents at both T1 and T2. (The composition and reliability of
these scales are specified in the technical appendix attached.)

By these measures, the families of Mexico-born youths emerge here as the most cohesive and
familistic as well as characterized by relatively low and actually decreasing parent-child conflict over
time, as measured by these scales, while those of U.S.-born Mexican youths have only average scores in
cohesion and conflict—a result suggestive of significant generational differences. Mexican-origin
children, however, regardless of nativity, were significantly less likely to report embarrassment about
their parents than any other nationality in the sample. By contrast, levels of parent-child conflict were
otherwise significantly higher among the foreign-born than the U.S.-born generally, and by nationality
such conflict was highest for the Filipino and the Indochinese groups.

The Hmong, who experience the greatest contextual dissonance between the world of their parents
(the majority of whom are preliterate highlanders, with the Hmong language being but an oral tradition
until missionaries in laos developed a written notation for it in the 1950s) and the Southern California
world in which they are growing up, are caught in a quandary: they were the most apt to express
embarrassment about and conflict with their parents at both T1 and T2, despite exhibiting high cohesion
and familism scores at the same time. Familism scores are generally higher for the foreign-born than the
U.S.-born in this sample, and tend to decline over time in the U.S., suggesting a growing acculturation to
the individualistic values of American society.



Patterns of Achievement: GPAs, Dropouts, Suspensions, Homework, TV, and School Contexts

An important reason for following this sample of students over time was to find out about their
educational performance, their likelihood of dropping out of school before graduation, and the main
determinants of these outcomes. One key question was whether the level of attainment exhibited by
these children of immigrants matched, exceeded, or fell below the grade 9-12 average for the San Diego
school district overall (the nation’s 8" largest). A fairly precise comparison of official GPAs and dropout
rates is possible, since the school system is the same source of information for both measures and both
populations. Academic grade point averages (the percent of students with GPAs below 2.0 and above
3.0), broken down by grade level (9-12), for all schools district-wide in San Diego in 1993-94, were
compared against the GPAs earned in grades 9-12 in those schools by the entire original T1 sample of
2,420 children of immigrants during 1992-95. The results, presented below, showed that at every grade
level the children of immigrants outperform the district norms, although the gap narrows over time and
grade level. For example, only 29% of all 9" graders in the district had GPAs above 3.0 (top students
with As and Bs in their academic classes), compared to a much higher 44% of the 9" graders from
immigrant families; and while 36% of 9" graders district-wide had low GPAs under 2.0 (less than a C on
average), only half as many (18%) of the children of immigrants performed as poorly. Those
differentials decline over time by grade level, so that the advantage by the 12" grade is reduced to a few
percentage points in favor of the children-of-immigrants.

San Diego City Schools, 1994° Children of Immigrants. 1992-95
GPAs (%) GPAs (%)
Below 2.0 Above 3.0 Below 2.0 Above 3.0
Grade
9 36 29 18 44
10 36 31 23 40
11 29 34 25 41
12 14 46 12 50

Part of that narrowing of the GPA gap may be due to the fact that a greater proportion of students
district-wide drop out of school than do the youth from immigrant families. As the following breakdown
by ethnicity shows, the multi-year dropout rate for grades 9-12 in the San Diego schools was 16.2
percent, nearly triple the rate of 5.7% for the entire original sample of children of immigrants--that is, of
the 2,420 students who were originally interviewed in 1992 in the 8" and 9" grades, only 5.7% were
officially determined to have dropped out of school at any point by 1996. That dropout rate is
significantly lower than the dropout rates for preponderantly native non-Hispanic white (10.5%) and
black (17.8%) high school students. Among the students from immigrant families, the highest dropout
rate (8.5%) was that for “Hispanic” (mostly Mexican-origin) students, but even that rate was noticeably
lower than the district norm, and slightly lower than the rate for non-Hispanic whites.

3 Unweighted academic Grade Point Averages, where A=4, B=3, C=2, D=1, F=0. “Below 2.0” are students with less
than a C average in their courses, while “above 3,0” students average A’s and B’s. District-wide data on 1993-94
GPAs and dropout rates are drawn from published reports of the Planning, Assessment and Accountability Division
of San Diego City Schools (1995).

* Ethnicity as classified by the San Diego City Schools. Some of these ethnic categories combine students regardless
of nativity, national origin, or generation in the U.S. Thus, the groups in the children of immigrants sample have
been aggregated here equivalently for comparative purposes. The multi-year dropout rate for grades 9-12 measures
the percentage of students in the 9" grade who drop out of school before they finish high school.



Multi-year (Grades 9-12) Dropout Rates, San Diego City Schools, by Ethnicity and Gender

White Black Hispanic Asian Filipino Indochinese Male Female  Total

All Students
(Grades 9-12): 10.5 17.8 26.5 5.8 12.2 97 17.1 154 16.2
Children of
Immigrants: *x **k 8.5 4.5 4.0 4.8 59 5.6 5.7

Shifting the focus now to the T2 longitudinal sample, Table 4 describes the school performance of
these youths from immigrant families in more detail over time, broken down by nativity and nationality,
as well as data on the level of effort invested (comparing daily hours spent doing homework vs. watching
TV), and on a range of characteristics of their school contexts. In terms of national origin, there are
major differences seen in all indicators of school performance. The highest GPAs are earned by
Vietnamese and especially the “Other Asian” (Chinese, Korean, Japanese, Indian) students, although the
Vietnamese have average dropout rates relative to other nationalities in the sample as well as an above-
average number of school suspensions (mostly for fighting and disruption/defiance). The lowest dropout
rates were evidenced by the Lao and the Hmong—the two ethnic groups from Laos—while the
Cambodians had the lowest number of school suspensions. The Filipinos performed above average on all
of these outcome measures. The Mexicans, on the other hand, evidenced significantly lower GPAs and
higher rates of dropping out and of being suspended from school than any other group in the sample—
although it bears recalling the above-mentioned finding that they still showed a lower multi-year dropout
rate than that for the district as a whole and for mostly native non-Hispanic white and black students in
the school system

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

These results are remarkable enough in view of the relatively low socioeconomic status of a
substantial proportion of the immigrant families. They become all the more remarkable in the context of
other school data displayed in Table 4. At T1, over a quarter (28.7%) of the sample were classified as
LEP [Limited English Proficient] students by the schools, ranging from virtually none of the native-born
Filipinos to around two-thirds of the foreign-born Mexican, Cambodian and Hmong students. That
classification is supported by nationally standardized ASAT (Abbreviated Stanford Achievement Test)
scores measuring English reading skills: the sample as a whole scored just below the 40™ percentile
nationally, and the foreign-born groups with the highest proportion of LEP students scored in the bottom
quartile nationally. That language handicap reflects their relatively recent arrival as non-native-English
speakers; a language other than English is spoken in the homes of nearly all of these students (96% at
T?2), although, as will be shown below, their fluency in the parental language tends to atrophy over time,
while their ability in and preference for English increases. On the other hand, as would be expected, all
groups do better in math computation than English reading tests (for an earlier district-wide study, see
Rumbaut and Ima, 1988). At T1, their ASAT math achievement test scores placed the sample as a whole
at the 50" percentile nationally, with some students achieving extraordinarily high scores (notably the
U.S.-born Vietnamese and “Other Asian” [Chinese, Japanese, Indian, Korean] students, placing most of
them in the top quartile nationally). In fact, a disproportionate number of those U.S.-born students were
classified as gifted by the schools, as shown in Table 4.

One key reason for these students’ above-average academic GPAs, despite significant socioeconomic
and linguistic handicaps, is shown in the middle panel of Table 4. They work for it. At both T1 and T2,
these students reported spending an average of over 2 hours per day on homework, with the foreign-born
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students compensating for language and other handicaps by significantly outworking their U.S.-born
peers. From the end of junior high at T1, to the end of senior high at T2, the level of effort put into
school work increased across all nationalities. The sole exception in this regard were the Hmong, who at
T1 posted the highest average number of daily homework hours (2.9), but decreased to 2.6 hours at T2
(still above the sample average); not surprisingly, that drop in effort was matched by the drop in their
GPAs from 2.92 (at T1) to 2.63 (at T2), the main drop in GPA among all the groups in the sample. GPA,
more so than achievement test scores, is a measure of school performance that reflects the level effort
invested in it by the student and rewarded by the teacher. Overall, the children of immigrants generally
maintained their level of GPA attainment from T1 (2.80) to T2 (2.77).

In multivariate analyses at T1, the number of daily homework hours emerged as the strongest single
predictor of higher GPAs, while the number of hours spent watching television daily was significantly
associated with lower GPAs (see Rumbaut, 1995, 1997). By T2, the data show that students who had
dedicated more hours to school work in junior high did significantly better in terms of educational
achievement three years later. Conversely, students who spent a large number of hours in front of the
television by age 14 were more prone to perform poorly in subsequent years. The negative effect of
television on children’s academic performance is confirmed by these findings--although the effect, while
still significantly negative, becomes weaker. Table 4 shows that for all groups without exception, the
average amount of time in front of the TV declined from the early-to-mid-adolescent years at T1, to the
end of high school and adolescence at T2, as the students matured, got drivers’ licenses and part-time
jobs. Still, taken together these results suggest that, even among student from low socioeconomic
backgrounds, those with ambition and work discipline were more prone to get ahead educationally.

What other factors were found to be most predictive of children of immigrants’ educational
achievement and aspirations? A preliminary analysis (to be elaborated upon at the end of this paper)
suggests that falling behind in school or getting ahead is largely determined by the same set of factors.
Children who come from intact families with both natural parents present at home do much better—that
is, they have higher GPAs, lower dropout rates and suspensions, and higher aspirations. This is even
more so the case in more cohesive families with lower levels of parent-child conflict.

Similarly, youths who come from high status families also have a distinct advantage. Those whose
mothers and fathers have a college education perform much better in terms of achieving high grades and
remaining in school without disciplinary action taken against them, than do those whose parents have
lesser levels of education. These same patterns are evident for other indicators of socioeconomic status,
such as home-ownership and neighborhood poverty rates. Students who remain in school and achieve
higher grades with fewer suspensions tend to attend suburban schools in higher-status areas of the city. It
is scarcely surprising that a more cohesive and resourceful home environment leads to higher educational
achievement. Rather, in this respect, children of immigrants are no different from the native-born.

While gender makes only a small difference in terms of remaining in school, it strongly affects
grades and suspensions, with females exhibiting superior performance compared to male students, as
well as an edge in educational aspirations—although at the same time, females exhibited significantly
lower self-esteem and higher depression than males at both T1 and T2. Indeed, this gender paradox
parallels a larger achievement paradox among immigrant students: the more recently arrived foreign-born
students tend to earn higher GPAs and devote more effort to their schooling than their U.S.-born co-
ethnic peers, yet the newcomers too exhibit lower self-esteem and higher depressive symptoms. What
both females and recent immigrants share in common is a relatively more devalued and disparaged status
in the stratification system of their social worlds, with concomitant psychological effects.
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For all of them, however, hard work and a clear sense of future goals pay off handsomely. High
occupational goals in early adolescence (which are detailed in the next section) are closely associated
with remaining in school and with better educational performance. So, notably, is the influence of peers:
the worst educational outcomes by far were associated with having close friends who themselves had
dropped out of school or had no plans for college, while conversely, the best outcomes were attained by
students whose circle of friends consisted of largely college-bound peers.

The bottom panel in Table 4 now shifts the focus to specific events and circumstances in the school
attended by the respondent. The items listed were factor analyzed and found to make up three factors
{which were subsequently combined to produce three indices): (1) an index of perceived school safety—
including the presence of gangs at the school, the frequency of interracial or interethnic fights, appraisals
of the level of disruptions by others experienced at the school, and whether the respondent felt safe at
school; (2) an index of stressful school events occurring to the respondent in the current year—including
one or more instances of getting into a physical fight, being threatened, being offered drugs, and having
personal property stolen while at school; and (3) a measure of teaching quality and fairness—appraisals
of whether the teachers are interested and the teaching is good, and of the fairness of grading and
discipline. Despite very high reports of disruptions, gang presence and interethnic fights at school (about
50% reported these), not feeling safe at school (25% did not feel safe), and a high incidence of stressful
events (from thefts to threats), almost nine-tenths (87%) gave high marks to their teachers, in part another
way of underscoring the value they place on education. [As an aside here, it turns out that these indices
of contextual factors have significant effects in multivariate analyses of self-esteem and depressive
symptoms at T2.]

Patterns of Ambition: Educational and Occupational Aspirations, Expectations, and Values

San Diego’s children of immigrants are ambitious and their goals—both their aspirations and their
expectations--remain stable over time, as evidenced by the results shown in Table 5. When they were
early teenagers, 61% aspired to advanced degrees and another 26% would not be satisfied with less than
a college degree. Three years later, as the high school years came to a close, these proportions stayed the
same—62% now aspired to earn advanced degrees and 26% aspired to graduate from college—showing
the stability over time of these aspirations. The students were also asked for a “realistic” assessment of
their chances of achieving those aspirations. At T1, 35% “realistically” expected to earn advanced
degrees and another 39% would not be satisfied with less than a college degree. At T2, these proportions
actually edged up slightly—37% now “realistically” expected to earn advanced degrees and another 41%
expected to graduate from college—again showing the resilience over time of these more realistic
expectations. The proportion of those who, based on a realistic assessment, believed that they would not
reach as far as a college degree dropped from 26% at T1 to 22% at T2. Given the modest family origins
and material resources of many of these children, their ambitions and even realistic expectations may be
quite disproportionate with what many will be able to achieve in the end. In part, their optimism may be
triggered by their appraisal of the economic progress of their families (as seen above in Table 2) and by
their own efforts so far (as suggested by the results in Table 4).

TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

Ambition clearly matters. The research literature shows that high expectations are necessary for
subsequent achievement. However, there are significant variations both among immigrant communities
and in the social context that would make attainment of their expectations possible. While most of these
youths aim high, the loftiest goals are found among the Filipinos, Vietnamese, and “Other Asians,” with
about half of them (whether foreign-born or native-born) believing that they will achieve a post-graduate
degree—percentages that increased over time. The least ambitious expectations are seen among the
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Mexicans, Cambodians and Laotians—who are also the groups whose expectations decreased over time.
Thus, there are major differences in aspirations by family socioeconomic status, and this gap appears to
widen over time. Children from better off families have predictably higher and more secure plans for the
future. The correlations between parental socioeconomic status variables and children’s educational
goals and expectations are positive and highly significant.

Indeed, even more ambitious than these children are their own parents. As Table 5 shows, asked
what their parents’ expectations were for their educational futures, the students felt that their parents
expected them to achieve at a much higher level than the students themselves aspired to. Indeed, for
many immigrants that is precisely the purpose of bringing their children to the United States. For
example, at T2, while 37% of the students expected to attain an advanced degree, 60% of their parents
did so; and while 22% of the children expected to stop short of a college degree, only 9% of the parents
held such a low expectation. Parental expectations are significantly correlated with students’ school
performance.

In sharp contrast to the perceived parental pressure to achieve are the plans of the students’ close
Jfriends—and here again the types of peer groups in which the students are embedded vary in part by
family socioeconomic status. Children from higher status families, growing up in neighborhoods where
residents have low poverty rates and high levels of education, are also much less likely to have friends
who have dropped out of high school, who have no college plans, or who plan to skip college and get a
full-time job after high school. Conversely, most of the friends of these advantaged youths also intend to
attend 4-year colleges or universities. The sharpest contrast in these friendship networks is seen between
the U.S.-born Vietnamese (57% of whom report that most of their friends intend to attend 4-year colleges
or universities, while virtually none have friends who dropped out of school) and the Mexican students
(only a quarter of whom have friends who plan on attending 4-year colleges, a third have friends who
plan to get a job after high school, and about 8% have close friends who had already dropped out of
school). These social circles can exercise a powerful influence in either reinforcing or undercutting
children’s high aspirations and confidence in reaching them.

Table 5 also reports results at T1 and T2 of the children of immigrants’ occupational aspirations.
The proportion aspiring to upper white-collar professions increased from 70% of the total sample at T1 to
74% at T2. Such goals increased for every group, by nativity and nationality, except for U.S.-born youth
of Mexican parents, for whom a slight decline was registered (from 64% to 60%). For the overall
sample, the proportion of native-born children of immigrants who reported such aspirations remained
identical (73%) from junior high to the end of senior high, while such aspirations increased for foreign-
born youth from two-thirds of them at T1 to three-fourths at T2. In general, as in the case with
educational aspirations, the stability and resilience of these occupational aspirations over time is
underscored by these latest data. And as with educational goals, higher status families encourage loftier
occupational goals in their children. By and large, children of immigrants imitate their native peers in
preferring careers perceived as the most prestigious and remunerative.

The professions of choice at T1 (not shown in Table 5) were physician (22%), engineer (14%),
business executive/manager (10%), lawyer (8%), and computer programmer (7%). In the T2 survey
three years later, the top three choices are again physician (20%), engineer (15%), and business
executive/manager (14%), followed now by nurse/physical therapist (13%) and professor/teacher (9%).
By T2 the choice of law as a career fell to ninth place, below clerical/sales (5%), while computer
programmer remained the choice of 7% of the sample. In the most popular career choices there were
noticeable differences by nationality at both T1 and T2. By the latest survey, almost a third of the
Vietnamese (30%) aspired to become physicians—up from 24% in 1992—and another 18% aspired to
business management—up from 12% in the first survey. Among the Filipinos, the proportion planning to
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become doctors declined over this time from 28% to 23%, while the choice of a nursing career more than
doubled from 9% to 22% (the career modeled by many of their mothers). Among the Mexicans and the
other Indochinese groups, occupational plans became more realistic, with the proportions planning to
become doctors and lawyers declining significantly by T2, while more modest professions increased in
popularity. Still, notably, by T2 the Mexicans ranked above all other groups in their aspiration to
become lawyers.

Finally, as shown in the bottom panel of Table 5, the children of immigrants in this sample almost
universally value the importance of a good education. Out of a variety of choices given in the T2 survey,
90% ranked a good education as “very important” (more than any other value), and another 81% deemed
becoming an expert in one’s field “very important,” while only half as many (45%) equally valued
“having lots of money.

Language Shifts: English Proficiency and Preference

Language preference is a key index of cultural assimilation. Over 90% of these children of
immigrants report speaking a language other than English at home, mostly with their parents. But as seen
in Table 6, at T1 two-thirds of the total sample (66%) already preferred to speak English instead of their
parents’ native tongue, including 56% of the foreign-born youth and 78% of the U.S.-born. Three years
later, the proportion had grown significantly to over four fifths (82%), including 72% of the foreign-born
and over 90% of the U.S.-born. The most linguistically assimilated in this respect were the Filipinos,
among whom 92% of those born in the Philippines (where English is an official language) and 98% of
those born in the U.S. preferred English by T2. But even among the most mother-tongue-retentive
group—the Mexican-origin youth living in a Spanish-named city on the Mexican border with a large
Spanish-speaking immigrant population and a wide range of Spanish-language radio and TV stations—
the force of linguistic assimilation was incontrovertible: while at T1 only a third (32%) of the Mexico-
born children preferred English, by T2 that preference had doubled to 61%; and while just over half
(53%) of the U.S.-born preferred English at T1, that proportion had jumped to four-fifths (79%) three
years later.

TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE

A main reason for this rapid language shift in use and preference has to do with their increasing
fluency in English (both spoken and written) relative to their level of fluency in the mother tongue.
Respondents were asked to evaluate their ability to speak, understand, read and write in both English and
the non-English mother tongue; the response format (identical to the item used in the U.S. census) ranged
from “not at all” and “not well” to “well” and “very well.” Over two-thirds of the total sample reported
speaking English “very well”’(67% at T1, growing to 71% at T2), compared to only about a third who
reported an equivalent level of spoken fluency in the non-English language. Naturally, these differentials
are much more pronounced among U.S.-born youth, most of whom (87%) spoke English “very well,”
while only a fourth of them could speak the parental language “very well.” But even among the foreign
born, those who spoke English very well surpassed by 59% to 44% those who spoke the foreign language
just as well.

And the differences in reading fluency (not shown in the table for reasons of space) are much sharper
still: those who can read English “very well” triple the proportion of those who can read a non-English
language very well (68% to 23%). Only the Mexico-born youth maintained by T2 an edge in their
reported knowledge of Spanish over English, and even they nonetheless indicated a preference for
English. The ability to maintain a sound level of literacy in a language—particularly in languages with
entirely different alphabets and rules of syntax and grammar, such as many of the Asian languages
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brought by immigrants to California—is nearly impossible to maintain in the absence of schools that
teach it, and a community in which it can be regularly practiced.

As a consequence, the bilingualism of these children of immigrants becomes increasingly uneven and
unstable. The data in Table 6 vividly underscore the rapidity with which English triumphs and foreign
languages atrophy in the United States—even in a border city like San Diego with the busiest
international border crossing in the world--as the second generation not only comes to speak, read and
write it fluently, but prefers it overwhelmingly over their parents’ native tongue.

This linear pattern of rapid linguistic assimilation is constant across nationalities and socioeconomic
levels and suggests that, over time, the use of and fluency in foreign languages will inevitably decline--
results which directly rebut nativist alarms about the perpetuation of foreign-language enclaves in
immigrant communities. These findings suggest that the linguistic outcomes for the third generation—
the grandchildren of the present wave of immigrants—will be no different than what has been the age-old
pattern in American immigration history: the grandchildren may learn a few foreign words and phrases as
a quaint vestige of their ancestry, but they will most likely grow up speaking English only.

Ethnic Identity Shifts and Perceptions of Discrimination

In both surveys, an identical open-ended question was asked to ascertain the respondent’s ethnic self-
identity. The results (and the wording of the question) are presented in the middle panel of Table 6.
Four main types of ethnic identities became apparent: (1) a plain “American” identity; (2) a hyphenated-
American identity; (3) a national-origin identity (e.g., Mexican, Filipino, Vietnamese); and (4) a pan-
ethnic minority identity (e.g., Hispanic, Latino, Chicano, Asian, Black). The way that adolescents see
themselves is significant. Self-identities and ethnic loyalties can often influence patterns of behavior and
outlook independent of the status of the families or the types of schools that children attend. That
significance is confirmed by the students themselves: the overwhelming majority perceive their ethnic
identity as “important” to themselves, including two-thirds (66%) who deem it “very important,” as
shown in the bottom panel of Table 6. But unlike aspirations, which tend to remain stable over time, or
language, which changes in straight-line fashion, ethnic self-identities vary significantly over time—yet
not in linear fashion, like an arrow, but in a reactive, dialectical fashion, rather more like a boomerang.
The data in Table 6 illustrate that pattern compellingly.

In 1992, almost a third (32%) of the sample identified by national origin; the largest proportion
(43%) chose a hyphenated-American identification; a small fraction (3.3%) identified as plain
“American;” and 16% selected pan-ethnic minority identities. Whether the youth was born in the U.S. or
not made a great deal of difference in the type of identity selected at T1: the foreign-born were three
times more likely to identify by national origins (44%) than were the U.S.-bom (16%); conversely, the
U.S.-born were much more likely to identify as “American” or hyphenated-American than were the
foreign-born, and somewhat more likely to identify in pan-ethnic term. Those findings at T1 seemed
suggestive of an assimilative trend from one generation to another. But by the T2 survey (conducted in
the months after the passage, with 59% of the vote, of Proposition 187 in California in November 1994)
the results were quite the opposite from what would have been predicted by a straight-line
identificational assimilation perspective.

In 1995, the biggest gainer by far in terms of the self-image of these youths was the foreign
nationality identity, increasing from 32% of the sample at T1 to nearly half (48%) now. This shift took
place among both the foreign-born and the U.S.-born, as Table 5 shows. This occurred among most but
not all national-origin groups, and it was particularly sharp among the youth of Mexican and Filipino
descent. Overall, pan-ethnic identities remained at 16% at T2, but that figure conceals a notable decline
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among Mexican-origin youth in “Hispanic” and “Chicano” self-identities, and an extremely sharp
upswing in the proportion of youths now identifying pan-ethnically as “Asian” or “Asian American,”
especially among the smallest groups such as the “Other Asians” (Chinese, Korean, Japanese, Thai) and
the Hmong among the Indochinese. The simultaneous rapid decline of both the plain “American” (cut in
half to a miniscule 1.6%) and hyphenated-American (dropping from 43% to 30%) self-identities points to
the rapid growth of a reactive ethnic consciousness. Furthermore, the measure of the salience or
importance that the youths gave to their chosen identities showed that the strongest salience scores were
reported for national-origin identities, and the weakest for plain “American” ones, with hyphenates
scoring in-between in salience.

Change over time, thus, has been not toward assimilative mainstream identities (with or without a
hyphen), but rather a return to and a valorization of the immigrant identity for the largest groups, and
toward pan-ethnic identities among the smallest groups, as these youths become increasingly aware of the
ethnic and racial categories in which they are classified by mainstream society—and this among a sample
of children of immigrants less than 2% of whom self-report racially as “white.”

TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE

The process of growing ethnic awareness is also evident in the evolution of their perceptions,
experiences and expectations of race and ethnic discrimination. These are detailed in the top panel of
Table 7. Reported experiences of discrimination against themselves increased from 64% to 69% of the
sample in the last survey. Virtually every group reported more such experiences of rejection or unfair
treatment against themselves as they grew older, with the Hmong registering the sharpest increase (to
82%), but about two-thirds of every other nationality in San Diego uniformly reported such experiences.

Racial and ethnic prejudice are the main factors driving such negative experiences. Among those
suffering discrimination, their own race or nationality are the overwhelming forces perceived to account
for that unfair treatment. Furthermore, such experiences of discrimination tend to be associated over
time with the development of a distinctly more pessimistic stance about their chances to reduce
discriminatory treatment on meritocratic grounds through higher educational achievement. As Table 7
shows, in both surveys the students were asked to agree or disagree with the statement, “No matter how
much education I get, people will still discriminate against me.” In 1992, 37% of the total sample agreed
with that gloomy assessment; by 1995-96 , the proportion agreeing had grown to 41%. Such expectations
of external discrimination on ascribed rather than achieved grounds—and thus of perceived danger and
threatening circumstances beyond one’s control—were found in an multivariate analysis of the original
survey data to be significant predictors of depressive symptomatology (see Rumbaut, 1994a). That
finding is now confirmed again three years later.

Perhaps because of their awareness of racial discrimination and ethnic inequality (see Table 7 for
specific results), these youths are not ready to endorse all aspects of American society. Asked how often
they prefer “American ways,” an identical minority of 41% in both surveys reported that they did so most
of the time. Instead the majority of children of immigrants take a selective stance, preferring American
ways only some of the time. Nonetheless, it is important to emphasize as well that despite their growing
awareness of the realities of American racism and intolerance, most continue to affirm a sanguine belief
in the promise of equal opportunity through educational achievement—including nearly 60% in the latest
survey who disagreed with the statement that people will discriminate against them regardless of
educational merit. Even more tellingly, 63% of these youths agreed in the original survey that “there is
no better country to live in than the United States,” and that endorsement grew to 71% three years later.
Majorities of every nationality, regardless of whether they were foreign-born or U.S.-born, agreed with
that appraisal, ranging from nearly 60% among the Mexicans and Cambodians to a high of 85% among
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the U.S.-born children of the 1975 Vietnamese refugees, whose families generally experienced a
supportive and welcoming context of reception through a historic resettlement program organized by the
U.S. government.

Psychological Well-Being: Patterns and Predictors of Self-Esteem and Depression

In this section we shift our focus to examine two key cognitive and affective dimensions of
psychosocial adaptation and well-being: self-esteem and depression, respectively. The measure of global
self-esteem used is the 10-item Rosenberg scale. Depressive symptoms are measured with the 4-item
Center for Epidemiological Studies-Depression (CES-D) subscale. Both are scored on a scale of 1 to 4 as
the mean of the items composing the measure (the composition, scoring and reliability of these widely
used scales are specified in the technical appendix). To be sure, self-esteem and depression are inversely
related (the correlation between the two measures at T1 was -.362, and at T2 it was -.418), but they are
determined by distinct sets of factors and are not simply two sides of the same psychological coin, as is
clear from the results of multiple regressions. Furthermore, the T1 score on each scale is significantly
but only moderately correlated with the T2 score on the same scale three years later (.411 for self-esteem,
297 for depression), suggesting that considerable change occurs over time in the psychological
dimensions of well-being tapped by these measures, particularly with regard to depressive symptoms.

TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE

Table 8 sketches a detailed picture of self-esteem and depression scores at T1 and T2, broken down
by gender for a wide range of hypothesized predictors: national origin, nativity, age at arrival,
citizenship, socioeconomic status, family structure and parent-child conflict, English proficiency and
preference, aspirations, ethnic self-identity, and experiences and expectations of discrimination. These
results portray the differing social patterning of these measures of psychological well-being: some of the
predictor variables (e.g., parent-child conflict) show clear and significant linear relationships with both
well-being outcomes, while others are significantly associated with one but not the other (e.g., U.S.
citizenship, parent’s education, and English preference are significantly associated with self-esteem but
not with depression, while being discriminated against is much more strongly linked with depression than
with self-esteem). These data are presented separately by gender because of the very significant
differences that are found between males and females on both measures: females report significantly
lower self-esteem and higher levels of depressive symptoms, a finding consistent with other studies of
adolescents and adults among both immigrants and natives and among both majority and minority
populations. As spelled out in Table 8, for both males and females in this sample there is a statistically
significant if moderate increase over time in self-esteem (from T1 to T2), while for both males and
females their slightly higher scores in depressive symptoms by T2 are not significantly different. Still, a
multiple regression analysis of each of these two dependent variables--self-esteem and depression as of
T2, when these youths were nearing the end of adolescence and high school—shows that they are shaped
by a largely different set of determinants.

First, as had been found earlier with the T1 data, gender remains one of the most significant
predictors of both well-being measures even after controlling for a score of other variables. Significantly
lower self-esteem, and even higher levels of depressive symptoms, are observed for females in this
sample (even though, as noted earlier, females significantly outperform males in educational achievement
outcomes such as GPAs and suspensions, and they also exhibit higher educational aspirations). Age at
arrival washes out of the self-esteem equation, but remains significantly associated with depression: the
more recently arrived the immigrant (and the older age at time of arrival), the higher the depression
score, net of other factors. That finding is consistent with T1 results as well, and with the expectations of
theories of acculturative stress among immigrants. And among national origin groups, the Filipinos and
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Vietnamese are significantly linked to lower self-esteem. This again confirms the T1 finding that among
all the different nationalities, only the Filipinos and Vietnamese reflect statistically significantly lower
self-esteem scores, net of other factors, raising questions about possible psychosocial vulnerabilities and
dynamics among these two groups of children of immigrants, not captured by our data, that may be
linked to a diminished sense of self-worth. The findings are all the more intriguing in view of recent
reports by the Centers for Disease Control, based on surveys in San Diego and elsewhere, that found
Filipinos in San Diego schools as reporting the highest levels of suicidal ideation and attempts of any
major ethnic group, despite the comparative socioeconomic advantages of that population. Those
findings have also been supported by a separate study by Wolf (1997) of Filipino youth in two California
sites. No other nationalities showed significant associations with either dependent variable in other
models tested.

Second, intra-family factors have very significant effects on both dependent variables, particularly
the measure of parent-child conflict which, as in T1, emerges as one of the principal predictors of
emotional well-being in these populations. By contrast, family structure washes out of the self-esteem
equation, and retains a weak though still significant protective effect against depressive symptoms. A
stronger effect is seen for the measure of family cohesion. Perceptions of downward economic mobility
in the family’s situation is very significantly associated with depression (as had also been seen at T1), but
not self-esteem. Family contexts clearly if varyingly shape psychological outcomes among these youths.

Third, several of the hypothesized extra-family factors that wash out of the self-esteem equation
retain significant net effects on depressive symptoms—notably expectations of discrimination
(underscoring the point made earlier about the effects of perceived discrimination on psychological well-
being), as well as stressful school events experienced, and the decision of most close friends not to go to
college (but instead to drop out or get a job). These variables appear generally to have in common the
experience of perceived danger and lack of control over threatening life events—characteristics that
have been specifically associated with depressive symptomatology. Interestingly, the proportion of
English-only speakers in the neighborhood—an indicator of contextual dissonance—emerges as a
significant predictor of both lower self-esteem and higher depression. The finding lends support to
theoretical predictions, following Rosenberg (1979), that self-esteem should be lower in contexts where
social dissimilarity is greater, along with exposure to negative stereotypes and reflected appraisals about
one’s group of origin.

By contrast, a very different set of predictors having to do with personal competence in role
performance—educational achievement and aspirations and achieving a command of English--all had
strong and significant effects on self-esteem, especially English proficiency (underscoring again the
psychological importance of language competency for immigrant youth), but all of them washed out as
predictors of depressive symptoms.

In all of these respects, it becomes clear that self-esteem and depressive symptoms are measures of
different cognitive and affective dimensions of psychological well-being, subject to a different set of
determinants, which throw additional light on the adaptational challenges that children of immigrants
confront in their passages to adulthood in American contexts. In some respects, such as the effects of
gender, the patterns are quite similar to what one would expect to find with a sample of non-immigrant,
non-minority youth. But in others—particularly with respect to issues of non-native language
competency, contextual dissonance, foreign birth and recency of arrival, entry into minority status and
experiences and expectations of discrimination--the children of immigrants face acculturative stressors
along with the potential for accompanying intergenerational conflict over these within the family that
significantly add to the developmental challenges of adolescence.
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Predictors of Achievement and Ambition: A Summary

Despite these added challenges—or perhaps because of them—the overall picture that emerges from
our study is one of noteworthy achievement and resilient ambition. Whether that can be sustained as
these youths make their entry into the world of work and careers, as they form new families of their own,
and as they seek to carve out a meaningful place in the years ahead in the society of which they are the
newest members, remain as of yet unanswered questions.

However, the available longitudinal data affords an opportunity to examine the effect of independent
variables measured at T1 when they were in junior high, upon selected outcomes by the end of senior
high at T2 three years later. This final section returns to the crucial question raised earlier about the
determinants of children of immigrants’ educational achievement and aspirations. For our purposes here,
the temporal ordering of these variables is unambiguous. The presentation of results is organized in a
series of sequential tables (together comprising Table 9), based on three different indicators of
educational outcomes reported by the school system: the latest GPA achieved, having dropped out of
school at any point since T1, and the number of school suspensions meted out for serious disciplinary
infractions. In addition, a measure of educational aspirations is also examined as an outcome for the
purpose of this analysis. This set of tables show the values of each of these outcomes of interest as of
1995-96 for selected predictors measured for the most part three years earlier in 1992. These latter
include nationality, gender, intact families, parent-child conflict, mother’s and father’s education, home
ownership, the poverty rate of the neighborhood (census tract) of residence at T1, attending an inner-city
or suburban school at T1, school classification as a gifted and as a LEP or FEP student, language
preference, nativity, homework hours per day at T1 (and T2), TV-watching hours per day at T1 (and T2),
ethnic self-identity at T1, self-esteem score at T1, friends’ college plans, and the respondents’ own
specific college plans. The tables also examine the association of these predictors with parents’
aspirations for their children.

The pattern revealed by these results, as noted earlier, is that falling behind in school or getting ahead
is largely determined by the same set of factors. In addition to the national origin and gender differences
in achievement previously noted, the data in Table 9 clearly show that children who come from intact
families with both natural parents present at home do much better—that is, they have higher GPAs, lower
dropout rates and suspensions, and higher aspirations. This is even more pronounced in families (even
intact families) with lower levels of parent-child conflict. The greater the stability of the family, both
structurally and emotionally (in terms of the quality of parent-child interactions), the greater the
educational achievement and aspirations—and, in addition, the higher the self-esteem and the lower the
level of depressive symptoms. To illustrate, consider the following breakdown of relevant outcomes:

Family Type GPA % Dropped N of school Self-esteem  Depression
(at T1) at T2 out by T2 Suspensions score, T2 score, T2
Intact family:
Low conflict 2.86 2.70 0.21 3.43 1.51
Med. conflict 2.80 3.34 0.34 323 1.77
High conflict 2.30 3.45 0.46 2.86 2.06
Non-intact family:
Low conflict 2.73 4.79 0.32 3.40 1.62
Med. conflict 2.56 6.43 0.34 3.11 1.90
High conflict 2.30 10.00 0.78 2.96 2.08
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The table above depicts the combined effects of family structure (intact vs. not) and of varying levels
of parent-child conflict at T1 upon five selected outcomes at T2: GPAs, dropouts, school suspensions,
self-esteem, and depression. Overall, low-conflict intact families have the best outcomes across the
board, while high-conflict non-intact families fare worst (notably in high dropout and suspension rates),
although high-conflict families yield equally poor GPAs, self-esteem and depression scores regardless of
parental structure.

Similarly, children of immigrants who come from higher socioeconomic status families also have a
distinct advantage. Those whose mothers and fathers have a college education perform much better in
terms of achieving high grades without disciplinary action taken against them, and in aspiring to
advanced degrees, than do those whose parents have lesser levels of education. Remaining in school is
more sensitive to the mother’s level of education than the father’s (partly a function of the fact of father
absence in a sizable proportion of these families). These same patterns are clearly evident for other
indicators of socioeconomic status, such as home-ownership and neighborhood poverty rates. Students
who remain in school and who achieve higher grades with fewer suspensions tend to attend suburban
schools in higher-status areas of the city.

In short, it comes as no surprise that a more cohesive, stable, and socioeconomically resourceful
home environment leads to higher educational achievement—and in this respect, children of immigrants
are no different from the native-born. The question then becomes what factors other than intra-family
contexts influence who gets ahead. The rest of the results in these tables suggest an initial answer based
on two main types of causal factors: individual characteristics of the children themselves, and contextual
characteristics, especially those involving their networks of friends.

Earlier it was noted that while gender makes but a small difference in terms of remaining in school, it
strongly affects grades and suspensions, with females exhibiting superior performance compared to male
students in these areas, as well as an edge in educational aspirations. We suggested earlier in this
connection what might be called the challenge-and-response parallel between two “paradoxes:” a *“gender
paradox” and an “achievement paradox,” wherein comparatively lower-status roles in the pecking order
of the youths’ social worlds (females, recent immigrants) are associated both with higher educational
achieverent and aspirations on the one hand, and lower self-esteem and higher depressive symptoms on
the other. Similar patterns have recently been reported for immigrant youth in Norway (Laughlo, 1997).
Fruitful reformulations of adaptive processes among children of immigrants may well be stimulated and
advanced through the systematic analysis of such seeming “paradoxes” (cf. Rumbaut, 1997b).

Still, for both male and female children of immigrants, work discipline and a clear sense of future
goals pay off handsomely in achievement dividends. The data show that students who dedicated more
hours to school work in junior high (as well as subsequently) did significantly better in terms of
educational achievement three years later—a clear illustration of the positive long-term effects of the
early inculcation of disciplined work habits. Conversely, students who spent a large number of hours in
front of the television by age 14 were more prone to perform poorly in subsequent years. The generally
negative effect of television on children’s academic performance is illustrated by these findings.

Also, high educational and occupational goals and values in early adolescence are themselves closely
associated with remaining in school and with better educational performance. A multiple linear
regression analysis of academic GPAs at T2 found that high “realistic” educational aspirations at T1
were strongly and positively associated with high GPAs at T2 net of other factors. In addition, the higher
were the parents’ achievement expectations as perceived by their children, the higher were the students’
GPAs. Taken together, these results demonstrate that, even among student from low socioeconomic
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backgrounds, those with ambition and work discipline early on were more prone to get ahead
educationally.

Subjective factors also shaped performance outcomes. Pan-ethnic self-identities (e.g., Chicano,
Latino) selected by age 14 or 15 in junior high were linked three years later with lower GPAs, higher
dropout and suspension rates, and lower aspirations (but not with lower self-esteem or higher depression
scores). No such effects were observed for any of the other types of ethnic self-identities at T1. And the
self-esteem score measured at T1 remained significantly associated with all of these outcomes across the
board: the lower the self-esteem score at T1, the worse the school performance three years later. On the
other hand, students who had been classified as LEP (Limited English Proficient) by the schools at T1
remained significantly associated with lower academic achievement by T2 in a multiple regression
analysis. And school contexts and experiences also play a part. A multiple linear regression analysis of
academic GPAs at T2 found that one measure of the quality of school contexts--the school stress events
index (described earlier in Table 4)--had significant negative net effects on GPA: the higher the school
stress events index score, the lower the GPA.

Finally, and even more significant in its effects, is the influence of peers: the worst outcomes by far
were associated with having close friends who themselves had dropped out of school or had no plans for
college, while conversely, the best outcomes were attained by students whose circle of friends consisted
of largely college-bound peers. Indeed, in a multivariate analysis, the index of friends with no college
plans had the most significant and strongest negative effect on GPA.

We are currently analyzing these data to seek to disentangle the effects of ethno-national background
on performance from those of family socioeconomic status, peer groups, school and neighborhood
contexts, and the individual characteristics and drive of each student. In this regard, your comments and
suggestions in this conference will be most welcome.
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TECHNICAL APPENDIX.

Composition and Reliability of Selected Scales, and Scoring of Items, at T1 and T2

Scale and Scoring

Rosenberg Self-Esteem
(10 items: scored 1 to 4)

CES-D Depression
(4 items: scored 1 to 4)

Familism Scale
(3 items: scored 1 to 4)

Family Cohesion Scale
(3 items: scored 1 to 5) (T2)

Parent-Child Conflict
(3 items: scored 1 to 4)

(4th item added at T2:)

Educational Aspirations
(2 items: scored 1 to 5)

English Proficiency Index .94

(4 items: scored 1 to 4)

Foreign Language Index
(4 items: scored 1 to 4)

Cronbach's
Alpha

1 T2
81 .82
74 .77
60 .62
- .84
S8 .63
-- .72
80 .83
.93
96 .92

(San Diego Longitudinal Sample, N=2,063)

Items and Measures

I feel I am a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others.

I feel I have a number of good qualities.

I am able to do things as well as most other people.

I take a positive attitude toward myself.

On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.

Allin all, I am inclined to think I am a failure [reverse score].

I feel I do not have much to be proud of [reverse score].

[ wish I could have more respect for myself {reverse score].

[ certainly feel useless at times [reverse score].

At times [ think I am no good at all [reverse score].
1=Disagree a lot, 2=Disagree, 3=A gree, 4=Agree a lot

[How often during the past week:]

I did not feel like eating; my appetite was poor.

I could not "get going."

I felt depressed.

I felt sad.
1=Rarely, 2=Some of the time (1 or 2 days a week),
3=Occasionally (3 or 4 days), 4=Most of the time (5 to 7 days)

One should find a job near his/her parents even if it means losing
a better job somewhere else.

When someone has a serious problem, only relatives can help.

In helping a person get a job, it is always better to choose a
relative rather than a friend.
1=Disagree a lot, 2=Disagree, 3=A gree, 4=Agree a lot

Family members like to spend free time with each other.
Family members feel very close to each other.
Family togetherness is very important.

1=Never, 2=Once in a while, 3=Sometimes, 4=0ften, S=Always

In trouble with parents because of different way of doing things.

My parents are usually not very interested in what I have to say.

My parents do not like me very much.

My parents and I often argue because we don't share the same goals.
I=Not true at all, 2=Not very true, 3=Partly true, 4=Very true

What is highest level of education you would like to achieve?
And realistically speaking, what is the highest level of education
that you think you will get?
1=Less than high school, 2=High school, 3=Some college,
4=Finish college, 5=Finish a graduate degree

How well do you (speak, understand, read, write) English?
1=Not at all, 2=Not well, 3=Well, 4=Very well

How well do you (speak, understand, read, write) [Foreign lang.]?
1=Not at all, 2=Not well, 3=Well, 4=Very well



Table 1.

Re-Interview Rates and Sociodemographic Characteristics of Children of Immigrants in San Diego, California,
by National Origin of their Parents and Gender of the Children

Characteristics? Laos GENDER
Mexico  Philippines Vietnam Cambodia Lao Hmong Others® Female Male
N of Sample, T1 (1992) 727 808 361 94 154 53 223 1,211 1,209
N of Sample, T2 (1995-96) 578 716 302 88 143 50 186 1,040 1,023
% Re-interviewed at T2 80.0 88.6 83.7 93.6 929 943 834 859 84.6

Nativity of Children:

% Foreign-born 388 43.4 844 977 958 94.0 473 553 56.0
% U.S -born 61.2 56.6 15.6 23 4.2 6.0 527 44.7 44.0
Year of Birth:

% 1975-76 18.1 17.0 23.5 22.7 363 12.0 17.2 16.2 233
% 1977 453 51.5 424 443 413 52.0 457 477 46.1
% 1978 36.6 31.5 34.1 33.0 224 36.0 37.1 36.1 30.6
Year of U.S. Arrival:

% Born in U.S. 612 56.6 15.6 2.3 4.2 6.0 527 44.7 44.0
% 1976-79 10.2 103 209 114 203 22.0 9.1 13.2 12.3
% 1980-84 10.2 15.1 358 62.5 46.9 46.0 17.2 21.5 223
% 1985-90 183 18.0 27.8 239 28.7 26.0 21.0 20.6 214
U.S. Citizenship:

% Citizen at T1 (1992) 69.2 78.6 32.5 6.8 16.8 8.0 68.8 59.0 59.5
% Citizen at T2 (1995) 73.4 85.6 46.4 114 23.8 12.0 73.7 66.1 66.2
Nativity of Parents:P

Parents are co-nationals 73.7 79.5 89.7 80.7 95.1 90.0 58.6 78.6 79.2
One parent born in U.S. 17.8 16.9 2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 31.2 14.2 13.8

4 The data are from the longitudinal sample of 2,063 respondents surveyed in 1992 (T1) and again in 1995-96 (T2). When originally interviewed in Sprin;
all respondents were enrolled in the 8th or 9th grades in the San Diego City Schools; eligible respondents had to have at least one parent who was foreigr

b When the parents were not co-nationals (i.e., not born in the same country), the mother's nationality determined the child's national origin classification,
where the mother was U.S.-born. Over 50 different nationalities (countries of birth of fathers and mothers) were represented in the sample overall.

€ "Others" include smaller immigrant groups from Asia (Chinese, Indian, Japanese, Korean, Thai) and from Latin America and the Caribbean.



Table 2.
Family Socioeconomic Status and Neighborhood Characteristics of Children of Immigrants in San Diego, California,
by Nativity of the Children and National Origin of their Parents, in 1992 (T1) and 1995 (T2)

Characteristics Laos
by National Origin Mexico Philippines Vietnam _  Cambodia® Lao® HmongP _ All Others TOTAL
and N ativitya Time FB us FB us FB us FB FB FB FB us FB usS TOTAL

Socioeconomic Status:

Father:

% College graduate T1 7.1 6.5 37.0 23.5 11.0 36.2 4.5 11.2 2.0 35.2 398 18.1 193 18.7
% Less than high school | T1 76.3 59.9 16.4 15.1 66.3 319 77.3 65.7 86.0 31.8 12.2 53.7 33.6 44.8
% In the labor force Tl 79.9 814 86.2 79.8 51.4 894 22.7 32.9 20.0 76.1 83.7 62.3 81.1 70.6
% In the labor force T2 74.1 78.2 81.0 85.9 624 93.6 352 40.6 34.0 79.5 91.8 74.5 83.8 73.0
Mother:

% College graduate T1 2.7 4.5 379 43.0 59 25.5 4.5 42 0 25.0 24.5 14.7 24.9 192
% Less than high school | T1 82.6 66.9 225 17.5 71.4 48.9 85.2 76.2 98.0 35.2 184 60.5 38.8 50.9
% In the labor force Tl 58.0 55.4 84.2 90.6 36.9 72.3 12.5 25.2 12.0 64.8 76.3 51.5 74.0 61.5
% In the labor force T2 63.4 66.1 849 89.1 431 74.5 15.9 31.5 10.0 68.2 85.7 55.0 79.0 65.6
Home:

% Family owns home Tl 18.3 44.1 653 86.4 28.6 70.2 114 252 2.0 443 80.6 34.8 68.0 495
% Family owns home T2 27.5 52.8 742 88.8 28.6 74.5 8.0 36.6 4.0 54.0 81.6 41.1 72.7 55.1
% Moved to new home | T2 52.7 32.0 37.9 254 457 25.5 437 444 50.0 47.7 20.4 449 27.8 37.3

Family's Economic
Situation (since 3 yrs ago):

% Better T1 56.5 564 56.7 46.9 58.4 55.6 45.9 56.6 54.0 523 56.1 55.8 52.1 54.1
% Worse Tl 94 94 59 11.7 9.2 11.1 15.3 7.0 20 11.6 143 8.4 11.0 9.6
% Better T2 44.8 423 49.2 38.6 394 19.1 221 38.7 30.6 45.5 30.6 41.8 38.2 40.2
% Worse T2 14.8 14.8 13.5 224 14.2 25.5 12.8 14.1 12.2 19.3 15.3 14.3 18.8 16.3

Neighborhood Profile:€
(1990 census tract data)

% Below poverty line T1 555 474 16.9 16.4 352 2141 57.7 512 44.4 29.8 228 377 296 34.0
% Foreign-born Tl 340 313 294 29.6 284 234 33.1 34.0 34.7 21,1 218 305 29.1 299
% White T1 393 427 463 459 563 663 427 343 50.2 657 677 47.1  48.1 475
% Speak English only Tl 480 513 613  61.0 61.0 703 5t.1 48.8 51.5 703 714 56.7 588 57.6

4 Nativity: FB = foreign-born; US = U.S.-born.
b No separate columns for US-born youths from Cambodia and Laos are included in the tables because there were only a handful of such cases in the sample.
€ Social and economic characteristics of the neighborhood (census tract) where respondent lived at the time of the T1 (1992) survey; data are drawn from the 1990 census.



Family Structure and Quality of Family Relationships of Children of Immigrants in San Diego, California,
by Nativity of the Children and National Origin of their Parents, in 1992 (T1) and 1995 (T2)

Table 3.

Characteristics Laos
by National Origin Mexico Philippines Vietnam Cambodia 1ao Hmong All Others TOTAL
and Nativity Time FB Us FB us FB usS FB FB FB FB uUs FB uUs TOTAL

Family-Household:

Family-household size Tl 5.1 45 4.8 43 54 50 55 5.6 6.9 38 33 52 43 4.8
T2 4.5 4.1 44 39 51 4.6 4.9 52 56 34 3.1 4.7 3.9 4.4

% Intact family (both T1 62.1 65.5 75.9 85.4 74.9 87.2 70.5 75.5 76.0 61.4 71.4 713 76.4 73.5

natural parents at home) T2 58.0 60.7 733 84.4 74.5 85.1 62.5 78.3 60.0 64.8 73.5 69.3 73.9 713

% Step family T1 14.7 10.7 12.2 54 51 2.1 57 56 4.0 114 12.2 9.5 8.0 88
T2 12.5 9.6 11.6 4.0 51 2.1 34 6.3 4.0 8.0 92 8.4 6.8 7.7

% Single parent, other T1 232 237 11.9 9.1 20.0 10.6 239 18.9 20.0 273 16.3 193 15.6 17.6
T2 29.5 297 15.1 11.6 204 12.8 341 154 36.0 273 17.3 22.4 19.3 21.0

% Grandparents at home | T1 6.7 85 273 22.7 14.5 6.4 13.6 203 12.0 148 11.2 17.1 15.0 16.1
T2 36 6.8 22.8 15.1 14.1 64 10.2 18.2 4.0 10.2 8.2 13.9 10.6 12.5

% Uncles/aunts at home | T1 11.2 8.2 154 10.6 16.1 234 12.5 10.5 8.0 9.1 4.1 13.1 9.7 11.6
T2 49 54 11.9 7.7 14.5 12.8 13.6 9.1 2.0 1.1 3.1 9.8 6.4 8.3

Family Relationships:2

Family cohesion (1-5) T2 392 3.58 3.61 3.50 343 324 345 3.55 3.79 371 348 3.63 3.51 3.58

Familism scale (1-4) T1 2.21 1.97 1.88 1.84 2.17 1.80 2.11 2.17 2.16 2.04 1.65 2.08 1.87 1.99
T2 2.01 1.82 1.86 1.78 2.17 2.01 2.01 2.22 2.13 1.96 1.63 2.04 1.80 1.93

Parent-child conflict (14)] T1 1.67 1.69 1.78 1.72 1.84 1.78 1.94 1.78 1.97 1.70 1.59 1.78 1.70 175
T2 1.57 1.66 1.86 1.74 1.86 1.88 1.96 1.85 2.10 1.73 1.57 1.81 1.70 1.76

% Embarrassed by parent| T1 6.7 82 20.6 16.5 224 42.6 33.0 19.6 34.0 26.1 26.5 20.2 15.6 18.2
T2 103 6.2 16.7 17.0 19.2 12.8 22.7 16.8 34.0 20.5 153 17.2 12.8 153

2 See the technical appendix for the composition and reliability of these scales. Family cohesion was measured by a 3-item scale scored from 1 (never) to 5 (always).
The 3-item familism scale is scored 1 (disagree alot) to 4 (agree a lot). The parent-child conflict scale also consists of 3 items, scored 1 (not true at all) to 4 (very true).

The data reported in the table are mean scores for these three scales.



Table 4.

School Performance, School Work, and School Contexts of Children of Immigrant:
by Nativity of the Children and National Origin of their Parents, in 1992 {

Characteristics Laos
by National Origin Mexico Philippines Vietnam Cambodia Lao Hmong
and Nativity Time FB Us FB Us FB Us FB FB FB
School Performance:
Academic GPA2 T1 237 225 302 298 3.05 321 275 2.89 292
T2 232 231 286 295 305 3.14 2.58 2.89 2.63
Reading: national %ile® | T1 223 290 502 540 333 634 14.0 226 15.8
Math: national %ile€ Tl 285 335 579 623 574 706 358 426 30.6
% Classified as LEPd T1 62.5 26.8 13.8 0.5 45.1 43 70.1 49.0 66.0
% Classified as Gifted® | T1 49 6.5 193 244 11.8 383 1.1 5.6 0.0
% Dropped out since Tif} T2 54 6.5 23 27 31 2.1 34 2.8 4.0
% Suspended since T18 | T2 228 243 11.9 12.1 21.2 10.6 17.0 133 18.0
Homework and TV:
Homework hours daily T1 1.73 1.66 257 233 255 258 2.27 236 2.86
T2 2.05 1.88 279 261 289 2.89 244 247 2.58
TV-watching hours daily | T1 280 3.02 3.21 3.09 264 241 272 2.63 2.40
T2 2.20 239 2.51 237 2.18 2.20 2.26 2.25 1.96
School Contexts:
School Safety (% agree): | T2
% Many gangs in school 369 387 56.6  53.1 510 468 60.2 62.7 77.6
% Frequent ethnic fights 441 443 466 440 549 660 67.0 72.1 77.5
% Disruptions by others 459 457 553 543 588 468 54.0 64.1 67.3
% Don't feel safe here 249 263 238 225 217 255 25.0 30.8 46.9
School Events (this year):| T2
% Had property stolen 368 374 482 417 45.1 553 42.0 49.0 38.0
% W as offered drugs 203 334 244 313 133 362 10.2 16.8 10.0
% Was threatened 18.1 134 21.6 17.6 16.1 234 21.6 19.6 22.0
% Got in physical fight 203 16.1 158 9.7 17.6 10.9 17.0 21.8 12.0
School Teaching (agree): | T2
% Teaching is good 90.1 855 859 886 854 851 86.4 923 87.8
% Teachers are interested 864 807 830 825 774 787 85.2 81.7 64.6
% Grading is fair 744 728 749 725 706 660 71.6 76.9 65.3
% Discipline is fair 768 732 781 733 723 745 70.1 75.9 729




[Table 4, continued]

Cumulative academic grade point average (A=4, B=3, C=2, D=1, F=0), weighted for advanced placement and honors courses (for which A=5, B=4, C=3).
National percentile rank based on the English reading vocabulary and comprehension subtest of the Abbreviated Stanford Achievement Test.

€ National percentile rank based on the mathematics subtest of the Abbreviated Stanford Achievement Test.

LEP: "Limited English Proficient" student, as officially classified by the school system, based partly on standardized English proficiency tests.

Gifted: official school dassification, based on standardized tests and other evaluations.

A dropout, as officially defined by the California State Department of Education, is any student in grades 7 through 12 who left school before graduation or attainment
of its legal equivalent (e.g., GED) and did not return to school or another educational program by mid-October of the following year, as evidenced by a transcript request
or other reliable documentation. The rates indicated are the percent of students who dropped out at any time between Spring 1992 and Spring 1996.

£ Percent suspended from school for any reason at least once between 1991 and 1995. Suspending a student from school for one or more days is, except for expulsion,
the most severe official reaction to student disciplinary infractions. Most (nearly 80%) of the suspensions in the San Diego school district are meted out for physical
injury (fights, threats, attempts) and disruption/defiance; others include property damage, tobacco/alcohol/drugs, and weapons infractions. Suspensions rise sharply in
the 7th grade, peaking in the 8th grade and dropping steadily until the 12th grade, and male students are suspended far more often than females (district-wide, the male to
female suspension ratio was 3:1 in 1993-94, a ten-year low). The average suspension in grades 9-12 is approximately 2.5 days.



Table 5.

Educational and Occupational Aspirations, Expectations, and Values of Children of Immigr:
by Nativity of the Children and National Origin of their Parents, in 1992 (T1)

Characteristics Laogs
by National Origin Mexico Philippines Vietham Cambodia Lao  Hmong
and Nativity Time FB us FB US FB uUs FB FB FB

Educational Aspirations:

% Advanced degree Tl 53.8 48 4 75.8 71.1 552 89.4 54.0 429 40.0
T2 48.7 47.5 72.7 70.7 64.3 87.2 51.1 50.3 54.0

% College degree T1 22.0 28.9 19.4 32.1 6.4 44.7 33.3 32.1 26.0
T2 26.3 31.6 21.9 26.3 10.6 42.6 34.1 28.7 30.0

% Less than college Tl 242 227 12.7 43 23.1 8.5 12.6 25.0 34.0
T2 250 209 94 2.1 153 6.4 14.8 21.0 16.0

Educational Expectations:?

% Advanced degree Tl 33.0 28.0 40.8 40.2 37.3 46.8 23.9 20.3 12.0
T2 25.9 232 46.9 432 46.3 51.1 21.6 21.7 6.0

% College degree Tl 304 35.6 424 432 39.6 44.7 40.9 33.6 30.0
T2 31.3 44 4 38.6 435 384 42.6 47.7 47.6 62.0

% Less than college T1 36.6 36.4 16.7 16.5 231 8.5 35.2 46.2 58.0
T2 429 32.5 14.5 13.3 153 6.4 30.7 30.8 32.0

Parents’ Aspirations:b

% Advanced degree T2 57.1 47.2 65.3 63.5 62.7 78.7 58.0 56.6 48.0

% College degree T2 27.2 36.7 31.2 32.1 26.7 21.3 33.0 28.7 36.0

% Less than college T2 15.6 16.1 35 44 10.6 0.0 9.1 14.7 16.0

Occupational Aspirations

% Upper white collar job| T1 61.2 63.6 74.9 80.7 67.8 76.6 69.3 62.9 50.0
T2 66.1 59.6 82.0 83.7 76.1 80.9 76.1 73.4 58.0

Plans of Most Friends:©

% Dropped out of school| T2 6.7 8.3 1.9 1.7 3.6 0.0 34 35 4.0

% No college plans T2 114 11.6 4.8 4.5 55 6.4 11.5 6.4 4.0

% Get a job after H.S. T2 33.5 322 32.2 26.3 15.5 19.1 25.3 254 16.0

% go to 2-year college T2 25.9 249 314 27.4 18.3 234 38.6 24.6 30.0

% go to 4-year university] T2 26.2 26.7 50.5 54.0 47.4 57.4 45.5 423 36.0

[Table 5 continues]



Table 5 (continued)

Educational and Occupational Aspirations, Expectations, and Values of Children of Immigr
by Nativity of the Children and National Origin of their Parents, in 1992 (T1)

Characteristics Laos
by National Origin Mexico Philippines Vietnam Cambodia Lao. Hmon
and Nativity Time FB us FB us FB us FB FB FB
Values:
% "Very Important” to:
Get a good education T2 90.2 876 949 923 87.8 89.4 92.0 86.6 80.0
Able to find steady work | T2 860 895 91.6 903 814 87.0 85.2 90.9 86.0
Become expert in field | T2 78.3 81.2 86.2 82.0 78.0 87.0 78.4 78.9 74.0
Have strong friendships | T2 66.5 67.8 86.8 81.1 69.0 809 69.3 75.4 69.4
Have lots of money T2 359 414 466 475 47.1 38.3 48.9 58.0 52.0
Have children T2 439 427 550 486 34.5 55.3 28.4 35.7 48.0

4 Responses to the question, "And realistically speaking, what is the highest level of education that you think you wi

b Responses to the question, "What is the highest level of education that your parents want you to get?"

€ The question asked "How many of your friends have...?" Data above show the applicable responses pertaining to '



Table 6.
Language Preference and Proficiency and Ethnic Self-Identity Among Children of Immigrants in San Diego, California,
by Nativity of the Children and National Origin of their Parents, in 1992 (T1) and 1995 (T2)

Characteristics Laos
by National Origin Mexico Philippines Vietnam Cambodia Lao Hmong All Others TOTAL
and Nativity Time FB us FB uUs FB us FB FB FB FB uUs FB us TOTAL
English Language:
% Prefers English T1 321 528 814 958 439 915 67.0 517 66.0 557 99 56.1 784 66.0

T2 625 782 926 98.0 69.0 915 85.2 74.1 58.0 727 990 758 898 82.0

% Speaks it "very well" | T1 385 741 752 943 459 957 48.9 44 1 220 508 939 522 862 67.3
T2 482 777 833 93.6 478 894 50.0 49.0 30.0 705 939 585 870 71.2

Non-English Language:

% Speaks it "very well" | T1 740 448 23.2 2.0 413 10.6 333 42.0 50.0 494 11.2 434 203 33.1
T2 781 499 23.0 3.6 38.7 4.3 333 40.6 44.0 50.6 18.2 437 257 363

Ethnic Self-Identity:2

% " American" T1 0.0 2.8 03 52 2.4 8.5 23 0.7 4.0 34 184 1.3 58 33
T2 0.0 20 1.0 2.0 0.0 21 0.0 07 0.0 34 9.2 0.6 2.7 1.6
% Hyphenated-American | T1 147 404 508 66.2 439 702 46.6 28.7 26.0 182 388 358 530 434
T2 121 393 219 484 282 511 30.7 19.6 12.0 9.1 255 202 424 30.1
% National origin T1 33.5 8.2 418 215 45.9 19.1 40.9 61.5 62.0 43 11.2 443 15.7 316
T2 679 263 727 425 56.1 36.2 489 67.1 48.0 18.2 11.2 607 323 48.1
% Racial/panethnic T1 513 449 35 1.2 0.4 0.0 1.1 21 2.0 227 17.3 13.2 19.8 16.1
T2 188 277 0.6 2.0 14.5 85 20.5 11.2 38.0 580 408 15.8 16.8 16.2
% Mixed ethnicity, other | T1 04 3.7 35 59 7.5 2.1 9.1 7.0 6.0 114 143 54 57 55
T2 13 438 39 52 1.2 21 0.0 14 2.0 114 133 27 57 40
b

Ethnic Identity Salience:

"How important is this

identity to you?" T2
% "Very important" 732 655 755 652 589 617 57.5 58.2 78.0 602 53.1 67.1 636 65.5
% “Somewhat important" 188 251 21.0 262 261 298 29.9 30.5 113 227 292 234 262 246
% "Not important" 8.0 94 35 8.6 15.0 85 12.6 14.0 8.0 170 177 9.5 102 9.8

2 Responses to the open-ended survey question: "How do you identify, that is, what do you call yourself?" "Hispanic,"” "Chicano," "Latino," "Black," and "Asian" are
classified as racial or panethnic identities; a "Hmong" ethnic identity is included under "national origin;" "Cuban-Mexican" or "Chinese-Thai" under "mixed" identities.
A follow-up question asked "How important is this identity to you, that is what you call yourself?" The highest salience scores were found among those identifying by
national origin; the lowest among those identifying as "American;" in-between were the salience scores for hyphenated-American and racial/panethnic identities.



Self-Esteem and Depression Among Male and Female Children of Immigrants:2

Table 8.

Patterns of Psychological Well-Being and Change Over Time, 1992 (T1) and 1995 (T2)

Correlates? of SELF-ESTEEM DEPRESSIVE SYMPTOMS
Psychological Male Female TOTAL Male Female TOTAL

Well-Being T1 T2 Ti T2 T1€ T2¢ T1 T2 Tl T2 T1¢ T2¢
TOTAL: 323 333 3.17 3.26 3.20 3.29 1.54 1.57 175 1.79 1.65 1.68
National Origin: *okok *Ek NS *
Mexican 3.19 338 317 333 3.18 336 1.56 1.52 1.76 1.76 1.66 1.64
Filipino 333 337 3.20 327 3.26 332 1.52 1.59 1.81 1.86 1.66 1.72
Vietnamese 3.10 317 3.10 3.12 3.10 3.15 1.62 1.62 1.70 1.76 1.66 1.69
Cambodian 321 335 2.96 3.07 3.06 3.18 1.57 1.53 1.73 1.69 1.66 1.63
Lao 3.03 3.17 3.08 3.18 3.06 3.17 1.52 1.57 1.64 1.57 1.58 1.57
Hmong 3.01 3.24 2.97 3.09 299 3.17 1.56 161 1.80 194 1.66 1.76
Others 345 341 338 341 341 341 1.39 1.62 1.72 1.86 1.57 1.75
Nativity: *okok *kx NS NS
Foreign-born 3.16 3.29 3.11 321 3.13 3.25 1.56 1.59 1.76 1.79 1.66 1.69
U.S.-born 333 338 324 333 3.28 335 1.51 1.55 1.75 1.79 1.63 1.67
Age at Arrival: *EE *okok * NS
All life in U.S. 333 3.38 3.24 333 3.28 335 1.51 1.55 1.75 1.79 1.63 1.67
0-5 years old 321 332 320 3.29 321 331 1.53 1.58 1.72 1.77 1.63 1.68
6-11 years old 3.19 327 3.08 3.14 3.13 3.20 1.54 1.59 1.76 1.78 1.66 1.69
12-15 years old 293 3.20 2.87 3.09 291 3.15 1.69 1.61 1.88 1.93 1.77 175
U.S. Citizenship: Fokx *Ex NS NS
Citizen 333 3.37 324 331 3.28 334 1.52 1.56 1.74 1.78 1.63 1.67
Not a citizen 3.10 324 3.06 3.16 3.08 3.20 1.57 1.60 1.78 1.82 1.68 1.71
Mother's Education: *okok *xk NS NS
College graduate 335 335 324 3.25 3.29 330 1.47 1.63 1.76 1.85 1.61 1.74
High school graduate 333 341 3.23 334 3.28 338 153 1.57 1.73 1.76 1.63 1.66
Less than high school 3.13 327 3.11 322 3.12 324 1.57 1.55 1.77 1.79 1.67 1.67
Father's Occupation: *okk *Ex ** NS
White collar 335 336 324 331 329 333 1.51 1.59 1.62 1.77 1.59 1.68
Blue collar 325 336 3.18 331 3.09 333 1.50 1.54 1.78 1.76 1.64 1.65
Not in labor force 3.10 324 3.09 3.15 3.09 3.19 1.63 1.61 1.78 1.82 1.71 1.72
Family Economic Status: NS ** rR¥ Hk
Better than 3 yearsago  3.24 338 3.18 330 321 335 1.51 1.49 1.73 1.76 1.62 1.62
Same as 3 years ago 324 3.30 3.17 3.23 3.20 327 1.52 1.58 1.74 1.75 1.64 1.67
Worse than 3 yrs ago 317 325 3.11 325 3.14 325 1.83 1.81 1.85 1.94 1.84 1.88

[Table 3 continues]



Table 7.

Discrimination and Perceptions of American Society Among Children of Immigrants in San Diego, California,

by Nativity of the Children and National Origin of their Parents, in 1992 (T1) and 1995 (T2)

Characteristics Laos
by National Origin Mexico Philippines Vietnam Cambodia lao Hmong All Others TOTAL
and Nativity Time FB uUS FB us FB uUsS FB FB FB FB us FB us TOTAL
Discrimination:2
% Has experienced being | T1 625 638 60.8 66.2 655 702 614 71.3 56.0 648 582 63.7 645 64.0
discriminated against | T2 688 644 69.1 689 718 702 65.9 74.8 82.0 602 633 699 668 68.5
% Expects discrimination]| T1 335 356 350 410 333 404 38.6 46.2 40.0 295 327 358 379 36.7
regardless of merit T2 393 384 437 442 369 404 398 434 50.0 420 316 409 407 40.8
Perceives discrimination:
% ...by white Americans | T1 22 27 22 28 19 32 20 16 14 30 29 21 28 24
T2 33 35 29 34 35 43 22 32 32 31 22 31 34 32
% ...by black Americans | T1 16 21 16 24 21 19 26 21 8 17 12 18 21 20
T2 23 21 23 26 26 26 25 31 20 16 22 24 24 24
Perceptions of U.S.:P
% "Agree" that there is:
Racial discriminationin | T1 729 818 815 839 816 894 73.6 86.0 75.5 820 918 796 84.2 81.7
economic opportunities | T2 830 898 887 865 870 894 82.8 89.4 92.0 90.8 898 87.1 884 87.7
Much conflict between | T1 742 819 825 86.6 787  83.0 82.6 84.1 70.8 833 897 797 850 82.1
racial and ethnic groups | T2 816 878 855 883 859 915 83.7 88.6 90.0 909 878 857 88.1 86.8
Equal opportunity for T1 498 510 559 556 478 426 48.9 54.2 62.5 42  51.0 513 53.0 52.0
nonwhites to get ahead | T2 567 521 51.1 56.1 56.1 553 57.5 62.0 62.0 483 50.0 554 538 54.7
Americans feel superior | T1 745  79.6 67.8 726 71.5  76.6 57.5 73.8 72.0 744 704 704 754 72.6
to foreigners T2 78.1 83.5 762 816 814 915 83.7 82.1 82.0 747 784 79.0 826 80.6
American way of life T1 444 430 392 363 541 447 425 50.7 429 464 41.1 457 401 43.2
weakens the family T2 547 547 545 511 650 532 535 61.7 61.2 540 464 579 523 554
No better country tolive | T1 493  60.7 58.0 682 695 617 67.8 70.4 66.0 651 598 620 640 62.9
in than the U.S. T2 583 673 723 785 780 851 598 71.4 72.0 621 714 69.0 737 71.1
% Prefers American ways| T1 189 31.0 46.1 586 345 652 318 26.8 50.0 430 684 347 49.1 41.1
most of the time T2 195 254 482 580 343 574 432 336 46.0 356 639 361 46.1 40.5

4 Responses to the open-ended question, "Have you ever felt discriminated against?* If yes, "by whom and what do you think was the reason?" A separate item asked to

agree or disagree with the statement: "No matter how much education I get, people will still discriminate against me." Data above show percent who agreed.

b Identical statements were asked at T1 and T2, scaled from "Agree alot," "Agree a little," to "Disagree a little," "Disagree alot." The "agree" choices are summed here.



Self-Esteem and Depression Among Male and Female Children of Immigrants:?

Table 8 (continued)

Patterns of Psychological Well-Being and Change Over Time, 1992 (T1) and 1995 (T2)

Correlates? of

SELF-ESTEEM DEPRESSIVE SYMPTOMS
Psychological Male Female TOTAL Male Female TOTAL

Well-Being T1 T2 T1 T2 T1¢ T2¢ Tl T2 T1 T2 T1¢ T2¢
Family Structure: X%k *% kK *kk
Both natural parents 3.27 334 3.18 3.29 3.23 331 1.50 1.54 1.71 1.76 1.60 1.65
Two-parent stepfamily 3.19 338 321 3.23 320 331 1.67 1.54 1.90 1.83 1.78 1.68
Single-parent family 3.10 3.26 3.08 3.19 3.09 322 1.66 1.72 1.85 1.88 1.76 1.81
Parent-Child Conflict: *Ak *ok Hkk *k K
Low conflict 3.36 345 3.28 339 332 342 143 1.43 1.61 1.64 1.52 1.53
Medium conflict 3.10 3.18 3.03 3.13 3.06 3.15 1.67 1.78 1.94 1.95 1.81 1.87
High conflict 2.70 291 2.80 2.84 2.75 2.87 2.03 2.03 2.30 2.21 2.16 2.13
Embarrassed of Parents: X% *¥% ot *
No 3.27 334 3.20 3.28 324 331 1.51 1.56 1.72 1.78 1.62 1.67
Yes 3.09 324 2.98 3.13 3.04 3.19 1.66 1.65 1.93 1.86 1.78 1.75
English Proficiency: Kk ¥k *x NS
Speaks it "very well” 3.36 341 3.26 3.35 3.31 3.38 1.51 1.57 1.73 1.80 1.62 1.69
Speaks it "well" 3.02 3.15 2.99 3.05 3.00 3.11 1.59 1.59 1.78 1.77 1.68 1.67
Speaks it "not well" 2.81 2.95 2.79 2.78 2.80 2.86 1.67 1.59 1.92 1.82 1.79 1.70
English Preference: *%k *x% NS NS
Prefers English 330 337 3.20 3.28 3.25 332 1.52 1.55 1.74 1.80 1.63 1.68
Prefers other language 3.10 3.15 3.10 3.17 3.10 3.16 1.58 1.66 1.78 1.73 1.68 1.69
Educational Aspirations: *kk *kok *% NS
Advanced degree 334 3.51 3.30 3.37 332 343 148 1.50 1.68 1.77 1.60 1.66
College degree 327 330 3.11 324 3.20 3.27 1.51 1.57 1.79 1.80 1.64 1.68
Less than college degree  3.08 3.14 3.00 3.05 3.05 3.11 1.63 1.66 1.84 1.83 1.72 1.73
Occupational Aspirations: * * NS NS
High-status profession 3.29 335 3.19 3.28 3.23 331 1.53 1.58 1.75 1.77 1.65 1.68
Middle-status job 3.23 330 3.10 3.18 3.17 325 1.52 1.52 1.70 1.89 1.60 1.68
Low-status job 3.15 327 3.16 3.14 3.15 323 1.57 1.57 2.00 1.90 1.66 1.68

[Table 8 continues]




Table 8 (continued)

Self-Esteem and Depression Among Male and Female Children of Immigrants:3
Patterns of Psychological Well-Being and Change Over Time, 1992 (T1) and 1995 (T2)

CorrelatesP of SELF-ESTEEM DEPRESSIVE SYMPTOMS
Psychological Male Female TOTAL Male Female TOTAL
Well-Being Tl T2 T1 T2 T1¢ T2¢ T1 T2 Ti T2 T1¢ T2C
Ethnic Self-Identity: NS NS *oAk *
"American" 336 348 3.54 3.08 342 333 1.48 1.50 1.57 2.08 1.51 1.72
Hyphenated-American 329 338 3.19 332 3.24 335 1.52 1.56 1.76 1.75 1.64 1.66
National origin 3.13 3.28 3.10 3.23 3.12 3.26 1.59 1.58 1.76 1.80 1.68 1.69
Racial/panethnic 325 339 3.16 3.23 3.20 330 1.51 1.52 1.74 1.76 1.63 1.66
Mixed identity, other 3.26 3.23 3.23 340 324 332 1.54 1.85 1.73 1.97 1.63 1.91
Experienced Discrimination: *Aok NS *AK *AK
Has been discriminated
against by others 322 331 3.12 325 3.17 3.28 1.59 1.63 1.84 1.83 1.72 1.73
Has not been... 327 336 3.25 327 3.26 331 145 1.44 1.60 1.72 1.52 1.59
Expected Discrimination: ** *kok *Ak *xE
Will be discriminated
against despite merit 3.19 3.27 3.13 3.20 3.16 324 1.64 1.68 1.83 1.89 1.73 1.77
Will not be... 3.26 338 3.19 3.29 3.22 333 1.47 1.48 1.71 1.74 1.60 1.62

4 Measured by the 10-item Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1-4), and the 4-item CES-D Depression Subscale (1-4). See appendix for the items
composing the two scales, and their scoring. The longitudinal sample of 2,063 is split evenly between males (1,023) and females (1,040).

All variables as measured at T1 and T2, reflecting changes over time, except constants such as gender, national origin, generation, age at
arrival, parents' education, and parents' ethnicity; i.e., psychological well-being outcomes at T1 reported in this table are associated with
predictor variables (such as family structure and English proficiency) measured at T1, and T2 outcomes with variables measured at T2.

Statistical significance of differences in group mean scores: *** p <.001, ** p< .01, * p< .05, NS = not significantly different.



TABLE 9. Children of Immigrants in San Diego, N=2,420

T1 (1992) Predictors of T2 (1995) Educational Achievement and Aspirations

Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
Ethnic GPA, T2 | outsince | suspensions T2 degree,
Groups (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
Mexican 2.2403 8.80 .50 .24 .51
Filipino 2.8625 3.96 .23 .45 .64
Vietnamese 3.0224 5.54 40 47 .65
Cambodian 2.5488 4.26 A7 22 .58
Lao 2.8493 3.90 .23 22 .57
Hmong 2.6464 3.77 .19 | 6.00E-02 .48
Asian, Other 3.3646 4.48 .23 .63 .66
Latin, Other 2.7422 5.62 .40 .52 .64
Total 2.7051 574 .34 37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
Gender (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
Female 2.9082 5.62 16 .43 67
Male 2.5021 5.87 .83 .31 .52
Total 2.7051 574 .34 .37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Both Percent advanced | aspire to
natural Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
parents at | GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
home, T1 (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
no 2.5434 9.17 44 .32 .56
yes 2.7749 4.26 .30 .39 .61
Total 2.7051 5.74 .34 .37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
Parent-child | GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
conflict, T1 (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
LO conflict 2.7690 4.95 28 41 61
MED
conflict 2.6618 6.78 .40 .32 .56
HI conflict 2.4091 6.98 .58 .28 .63
Total 2.7100 5.67 .34 .37 .60
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Mean

Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
Mother's GPA, T2 out since suspensions T2 degree,
education (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
Less
than
high 2.5624 6.68 A1 .28 .54
school
HS grad
or some 2.7749 5.17 .32 43 .60
college
College
grad 3.0087 3.93 .18 .53 73
Total 2.7051 5.74 .34 37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
Father's GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
education (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
Less
than
high 2.5397 6.42 .41 .25 .55
school
HS grad
or some 27862 4.55 .31 43 .61
college
College
grad 2.9618 6.44 .23 .54 .69
Total 2.7051 5.74 .34 .37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
Own GPA T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
home, T1 (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
Not own 2.5491 7.44 40 .30 .54
Own 2.8868 3.76 .28 .45 .65
Total 2.7051 574 .34 .37 60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Poverty rate of Percent advanced | aspire to
T1 Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
neighborhood | GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
1990 census) (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
Under 15% 2.8956 2.64 .35 46 .63
15% to 50% 2.7242 7.13 .32 .41 .63
Over 50% 2.4752 7.46 .37 22 51
Total 2.7046 5.76 34 .37 .60
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Mean

Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspireto
Inner city Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
school, T1 GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
(O=suburb) (latest) T1 since T1 {realistic) T2
no 2.8218 437 .32 .44 .63
yes 2.5330 7.77 .38 27 .54
Total 2.7051 5.74 .34 .37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Student Percent advanced | aspire to
classified | Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
as gifted, GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
1992 (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
no 2.5886 6.32 .38 .33 .57
yes 3.4027 2.31 12 .60 .73
Total 2.7055 5.75 .34 .37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
School-assigned | Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
language GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
ﬁus, 1992 (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
LEP 2.4643 8.31 42 .23 .52
FEP 2.8295 435 .30 .41 64
English Only 2.7643 5.32 .32 .48 .59
Total 2.7055 575 .34 .37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Prefers Percent advanced | aspire to
to speak | Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
English, GPA, T2 out since { suspensions T2 degree,
T1 (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
no 2.5529 7.21 42 .29 .52
yes 2.7890 4.94 .30 .41 .63
Total 2.7051 574 .34 37 .60
Mean
Aspired to Aspire to Parents
advanced Percent advanced | aspireto
degree, Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
T GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
(realistic) | (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
0 2.5402 5.97 41 24 51
1 3.0207 5.30 .21 .61 .75
Total 2.7051 5.74 .34 .37 .60
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Mean

Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
Academic { dropped N of school degree, advanced
GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
Nativity (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
US-born 2.6627 5.4 .36 37 .58
Foreign-born 2.7378 6.00 .33 .37 .61
Total 2.7051 5.74 .34 37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
Homework | Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
hours per GPA, T2 | outsince | suspensions T2 degree,
day, 1992 (latest) T1 since T1 {realistic) T2
< 1 hour 22741 8.27 .58 .20 .43
1-2 hours 2.6167 6.09 .32 .33 .59
2-3 hours 2.8888 428 27 .42 .64
> 4 hours 3.0269 4.39 .25 .50 .68
Total 2.7108 5.68 .34 .37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
Homework | Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
hours per GPA T2 outsince | suspensions T2 degree,
day, 1995 (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
< 1 hour 2.2656 517 .51 .16 42
1-2 hours 2.6102 4.27 .36 .28 .65
2-3 hours 2.7845 3.42 22 .37 61
> 4 hours 3.1397 2.71 .20 .85 71
Total 2.7710 3.69 .30 .37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
TV-watching | Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
hours per GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
day, 1992 (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
< 2 hours 2.7983 6.21 .38 .43 63
2-4 hours 2.7297 5.17 27 .37 .59
> 4 hours 2.5635 5.61 .39 .30 .56
Total 2.7116 5.65 .34 37 60
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Mean

Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
TV-watching | Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
hours per GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
day, 1995 (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
<2 hours 2.8224 372 .28 .40 .60
2-4 hours 2.7314 3.91 .27 .36 .59
> 4 hours 2.6671 312 .45 .28 .58
Total 2.7688. 3.69 .30 .37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
Type of ethnic GPA, T2 | outsince | suspensions T2 degree,
self-identity, 1992 (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
American 2.8249 3.61 .23 .54 63
Hyphenated-American 2.8125 4.70 .26 .40 .61
National origin 2.7844 6.01 .33 .38 .62
Racial/panethnic 2.2652 7.99 .57 .26 .52
Mixed/other 2.7426 6.52 .43 .32 .54
Total 2.7051 574 .34 37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
Self-esteem | GPA, T2 | outsince | suspensions T2 degree,
score, 1992 (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
Low (< 3.0) 2.4816 8.27 42 .27 .55
Med (3-3.5) 27741 450 .30 .39 .60
High (> 3.5) 2.8897 4.1 .28 47 .65
Total 2.7078 567 .34 37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Friends Percent advanced | aspire to
dropped Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
out of GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
school (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
None 29128 272 .20 44 .62
Some 2.6206 4.17 .41 .29 .58
Most 2.1758 10.59 .65 .15 44
Total 2.7696 3.61 .30 .37 .60
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Mean

Aspire to Parents
Friends Percent advanced | aspire to
have no Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
college GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
plans (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
None 3.0119 2.80 18 47 .64
Some 2.6194 4.05 .37 .31 .57
Most 2.4603 6.00 .53 .23 .59
Total 2.7724 3.67 .30 .37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Friends Percent advanced | aspire to
willgoto | Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
work GPA, T2 | outsince | suspensions T2 degree,
full-time (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
None 3.2269 279 12 .83 .67
Some 2.7118 3.81 .31 .36 .58
Most 2.5194 3.91 .43 27 .58
Total 2.7696 3.62 .30 .37 60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Friends Percent advanced | aspire to
willgoto [ Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
2-year GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
college (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
None 2.9562 3.46 .32 42 .62
Some 2.8092 3.65 .30 .38 .58
Most 2.6128 3.45 .30 .32 .63
Total 2.7757 3.58 .30 .37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Friends Percent advanced | aspire to
willgoto | Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
4-year GPA, T2 | outsince | suspensions T2 degree,
college (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
None 2.2170 7.60 .58 A3 37
Some 2.6606 3.64 .36 .29 .65
Most 3.0065 2.70 19 51 .69
Total 2.7737 3.56 .30 .37 .60
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Mean

Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
College Academic { dropped N of school degree, advanced
wants to GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
attend {latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
Local
community 2.3878 6.11 43 A7 .39
college
SDsU 2.7131 1.97 .31 .35 .61
ucsb 3.1895 1.87 15 .56 75
Other,
California 3.1363 2.59 A7 57 .73
Other, not
California 3.0213 4.48 .33 .54 .66
Vocational,
military 2.6188 2.33 .70 .30 .49
No plans. 2.4418 5.57 36 20 50
Total 2.7683 3.68 .30 37 .60
Mean
Aspire to Parents
Percent advanced | aspire to
College will Academic | dropped N of school degree, advanced
attend GPA, T2 out since | suspensions T2 degree,
{realistically) (latest) T1 since T1 (realistic) T2
Local
community 2.5057 3.92 .37 19 .50
college
SDsuU 2.9023 2.06 A7 44 .68
UcsD 3.4630 2.35 14 71 .76
Other,
California 3.3707 3.01 10 72 72
Other, not
California 3.0618 1.82 .45 .58 .73
Vocational,
military 2.6060 .00 .63 .30 .57
No plans, DK 2.5165 5.38 40 .27 54
Total 2.7683 3.68 .30 .37 .60
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TABLE 10, T2 Student Re-interview and Parent Interview Rates, by Selected T1 Variables

San Diego, Children of Inmigrants Sample (N=2,420)

Mean
Parent Parent
Re-interviewed | interview | interview
_Qender atT2 done, T2 rate, T2
Female .86 .54 62
Male .85 .55 .64
Total .85 .54 .63
Mean
Parent Parent
Ethnic Re-interviewed | interview interview
| groups at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
Mexican .80 .45 .56
Filipino .89 .46 .52
Vietnamese .84 69 .81
Cambodian .94 .90 .94
Lao 93 .93 .95
Hmong .94 .87 .90
Others .83 42 .50
Total .85 .54 63
Mean
Parent Parent
Re-interviewed | interview interview
| Nativity at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
US-born .87 .49 .56
Foreign-born .84 .59 .69
Total .85 .54 .63
Mean
Parent Parent
Family Re-interviewed | interview | interview
_§tructure, T1 at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
Both natural
parents .90 59 .65
Stepfamily .75 .44 .57
Single
parent, other 74 44 58
Total .85 .54 63
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Mean

School-assigned Parent Parent
language Re-interviewed | interview | interview
status, 1992 at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
[LEP 81 59 72
FEP .90 .56 62
English Only .80 .43 .53
Total .85 .54 63
Mean
Active or Parent Parent
inactive, Re-interviewed | interview interview
1993 at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
Inactive 42 .23 51
Active .90 .58 .64
Total .85 54 .63
Mean
Active or Parent Parent
inactive, Re-interviewed | interview interview
1995 at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
Inactive 41 .25 .55
Active 97 .62 .64
Total .85 .54 .63
Mean
Dropped Parent Parent
out since | Re-interviewed | interview | interview
T1 at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
no .87 .56 .63
yes 55 .34 .56
Total 85 54 .63
Mean
Parent Parent
GPA, T1 Re-interviewed | interview interview
Jlg92) at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
<20 74 .46 .60
2.0-25 .81 .51 .62
2.5-3.0 .86 52 .60
3.0-3.5 90 57 .64
3.5-3.75 .90 .62 .68
>3.75 .95 .66 .69
Total .85 54 63
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Mean

Parent Parent
Homeowner, ] Re-interviewed | interview interview
T1 at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
Not own .80 .54 67
Own .91 .55 .59
Total .85 .54 .63
Mean
Parent Parent
Father's Re-interviewed | interview interview
education at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
<12yrs .84 .59 .69
H.S.
grad or
some .86 .49 .57
college
College
graduate .89 .55 .61
Total .85 .54 .63
Mean
Parent Parent
Mother's Re-interviewed | interview | interview
education at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
<12 yrs .83 .58 .69
H.S.
grad or
some .86 .48 .56
college
College
graduate .92 .54 .59
Total .85 .54 .63
Mean
[Poverty rate of Parent Parent
T1‘ Re-interviewed | interview interview
neighborhood at 12 done, T2 rate, T2
Under 15% .88 .52 .59
15% to 50% .86 .53 .60
Over 50% .82 .59 .71
Total .85 .54 .63
Mean
Inner city Parent Parent
school, T1 Re-interviewed | interview interview
(O=suburb) at T2 done, T2 rate, T2
no .88 .51 .58
yes .82 .60 .71
Total .85 .54 63
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TABLE 41,

ODDS OF STUDENT BEING RE-INTERVIEWED AT T2 IN SAN DIEGO

Total number of cases: 2420 (Unweighted)

Number rejected because of missing data: 10
Number of cases included in the analysis: 2410

Dependent Variable:

Beginning Block Number 0. Initial Log Likelihood Function

-2 Log Likelihood

IW95 = Student re-interviewed at T2 (l=yes,

2011.2547

* Constant is included in the model.

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number

1.. DROPOUT@
SUSPEND@
ACTIVESS
AGE
GPA
vis
NATURPAR
INERCITY
KPOVERTY
LEP
GENERAT2
FATHEDUC
MOTHEDUC
OWNHOME
VIETNAM
INDOCHIN
FILIPINO
MEXICO

Dropped out since T1

N of school suspensions since T1
Active or inactive, 1995

Age at T1

Academic GPA, T1 (1992)

Gender (l=male, O=female)

Both natural parents at home, T1
Inner city school, Tl (O=suburb)
Poverty rate of neighborhood at T1
LEP status at T1

Nativity

Father's education

Mother's education

Homeowner, T1

Vietnamese

Cambodian or Laotian

Filipino

Mexican

Estimation terminated at iteration number 5 because
Log Likelihood decreased by less than .01 percent.

-2 Log Likelihood
Goodness of Fit
Cox & Snell - R*2
Nagelkerke - R"2

Model
Block
Step

1105.896
2307.528
.313
.313

Chi-Square df Significance

905.358 18 .0000
905.358 18 .0000
905.358 18 .0000

Classification Table for IWS5
The Cut Value is .50

Predicted
no yes Percent Correct
n I Y
Observed +m—————— o ————— +
no n I 225 I 129 1 63.56%
T o +
yes y I 96 I 1960 I 95.33%
fmm—————— +——— - +

Overall 90.66%
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Variable

DROPOUTR
SUSPENDQ@
ACTIVESS
AGE

GPA

vis
NATURPAR
INERCITY
KPOVERTY
LEP
GENERAT2
FATHEDUC
MOTHEDUC
OWNHOME
VIETNAM
INDOCHIN
FILIPINO
MEXICO
Constant

800

600

400

KNOZMQO MDA

200

HHH+YHHH+YHHH+HHA+

Predicted

Prob:
Group:

-.2418
-.2148
3.7282
.0001
.3874
.1900
.3660
-.2740
-.5313
.0060
-.1116
.0291
.0632
.7056
-.0507
1.9619
-.0458
.5223

-2.0616 1.

Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities

Predicted Probability is of Membership for yes

The Cut Value is

Symbols:

Each Symbol Represents 50 Cases.

n - no
Y - yes

S.E.

.2410
.0772
.1757
.0939
.1043
.1679
.1653
.2131
. 4247
.1949
.1895
.0656
.0637
.1972
. 3427
. 4127
.3068
.3173

4656

.50

R el

Wald

.0061
.7299
450.
.0000
.7858
.2801
. 9045
.6528
.5648
.0010
.3469
.1972
.9838
12,

.0219
22.
.0223
.7081
.9787

3924

8063

6026

df

HEHKMHERBRBRBRHBRRHBERHBRHERRERERBRRPB B B

Sig

.3158
.0054
.0000
.9990
.0002
.2579
.0268
.1986
.2110
.9753
.5559
.6570
.3213
.0003
.8824
.0000
.8814
.0998
.1595

R

. 0000
.0534
. 4722
.0000
.0766
.0000
.0380
.0000
.0000
.0000
.0000
. 0000
.0000
.0733
.0000
.1012
.0000
.0188

Exp (B)

.7852
.8067
.6038
.0001
.4731
.2092
.4420
.7603
.5878
1.0061

.8944
1.0296
1.0652
2.0251

.9506
7.1128

.9553
1.6860

N SR R Sy

nNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNBNNANYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYY
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ODDS OF PARENT BEING INTERVIEWED AT T2 IN SAN DIEGO

Total number of cases:
Number rejected because of missing data: 10

Number of cases included in the analysis:

Dependent Variable:

Beginning Block Number O.

-2 Log Likelihood
* Constant is included in the model.

PQ95 =

3321.9419

Parent interview done,

2420 (Unweighted)
2410

T2 (l=yes,

Initial Log Likelihood Function

Variable(s) Entered on Step Number
Dropped out since T1
N of schococl suspensions since T1

1..

DROPOUT@
SUSPENDQ@
ACTIVESS
AGE

GPA

vis
NATURPAR
INERCITY
KPOVERTY
LEP
GENERATZ2
FATHEDUC
MOTHEDUC
OWNHOME
VIETNAM
INDOCHIN
FILIPINO
MEXICO

Active or inactive,

Age at T1

1995 (l=active)

Academic GPA, Tl (1992)

Gender (l=male,

O=female)

Both natural parents at home, T1
Inner city school, Tl (O=suburb)
Poverty rate of neighborhoed at T1
LEP status at Tl

Nativity

Father's education
Mother's education

Homeowner, T1
Vietnamese

Cambodian or Laotian
Filipino

Mexican

Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 because
Log Likelihood decreased by less than .01 percent.

-2 Log Likelihood
Goodness of Fit
Cox & Snell - R”*2
Nagelkerke - R*2

Model
Block
Step

2753.927
2454.480
.210
.210

Chi-Square

568.015
568.015
568.015

Classification Table for PQ95
The Cut Value is .50

Observed
no

yes

Predicted
no yes
n I Y
tm—————e o +
n I 611 I 487 I
to————— B it +
Y I 260 I 1052 I
o e et +
Overall

df Significance

18 .0000
18 .0000
18 .0000

Percent Correct

55.65%

80.18%

69.00%

O=no)
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Variable

DROPOUT@
SUSPENDR@
ACTIVESS
AGE

GPA

v1is
NATURPAR
INERCITY
KPOVERTY
LEP
GENERAT2
FATHEDUC
MOTHEDUC
OWNHOME
VIETNAM
INDOCHIN
FILIPINO
MEXICO
Constant

160

120

80

KOZ Mo mEDm

40

Predicted
Prob:
Group:

HHHMH+HHH+ M HH+ MHH 4+

B S.E. Wald df Sig R Exp (B)
-.0841 .2170 .1503 1 .6983 .0000 .9193
-.1202 .0545 4.8581 1 .0275 -.0293 .8868
1.6334 .1329 150.9558% 1 .0000 .2118 5.1213
-.1364 .0576 5.6091 1 .0179 -.0330 .8725

.1408 .0641 4.8194 1 .0281 .0291 1.1512
.2118 .0973 4.7411 1 .0294 . 0287 1.2359
.3163 .1067 8.7909 1 .0030 . 0452 1.3720
.1125 .1345 . 6992 1 .4031 .0000 1.1190
-.0580 .2668 .0473 1 .8279 .0000 .9436
.0730 .1247 .3425 1 .5584 .0000 1.0757
.0075 .1073 .0049 1 .9439 .0000 1.0076
.0088 .0372 .0557 1 .8134 .0000 1.0088
.0341 .0369 .8567 1 .3547 .0000 1.0347
.2985 .1151 6.7274 1 .0095 .0377 1.3478
1.3211 .2028 42.4197 1 .0000 .1103 3.7475
3.0797 .2802 120.8429 1 .0000 .1891 21.7525
.0559 .1680 .1108 1 .7392 .0000 1.0575
.5052 .1917 6.9441 1 .0084 .0386 1.6573
-.8476 .8972 .8925 1 .3448
Observed Groups and Predicted Probabilities

+

I

I

I

YY +

YYYYY I

YYYYYY Yy I

YYYYYYY yy I

YYYYYYYY yy +

YYYYYYYYYYY yy I

YYyynynyyyy yy I

YY Y yyynnnnnnyyyy b4 yy I
nnnyy yyyynynnnnnnnnyyy Y YYY yy +
nnnnnnny Ynynnnnnnnnnnnyyyyyyyyvyyyyy vyy I
nnnnnnnnnn y n ynynnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnyyyyyyvyvyvy yyy I
nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnonnnnnonnnnnnnnnnnnyy yynny I

—————————————— i e et e

0 .25 .5 .75 1

NNNNNNNNNNNNRNNNNNNNANNNNNANNNYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYYY

Predicted Probability is of Membership for yes
The Cut Value is

Symbols:

n - no
Y - Yes

.50

Each Symbol Represents 10 Cases.
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