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DEDICATION

To the Spanish-speaking people of Central Texas:
You teem with immeasurable potential.
You have suffered and endured.

You are a great gift.
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ABSTRACT

The present study explores the many correlations present in extant literature on
immigrant populations, in an attempt to identify those variables that might influence the
self-reported leadership behaviors of Spanish-speaking adults in Central Texas. The null
hypothesis of the present study states that there exists no significant relationship between
self-reported leadership behaviors and citizenship status, when controlling for age, sex,
personality, perceived social support (from family, friends and a significant other), and
acculturative stress. To test this hypothesis, 617 respondents completed a Spanish-
language instrument containing the GLOBE Leader Behaviors Scale and a number of
scales assessing various facets of immigrant life and assimilation into U.S. culture.
Significant findings are discussed, and a plan is proposed for continued analysis of the

data collected as part of this investigation.
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CHAPTER ONE - STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The Leadership Situation of Spanish-Speaking Adults in the United States

In an article in the Harvard Business Review, de Forest (1981) attempts to help
her readers understand the plight of Mexico-born immigrants who reside in the United
States without legal documents. She invites her readers to visualize the following
scenario:

Imagine a 40-year-old U.S. executive paying a year’s wages to be smuggled

across the border into Mexico. With only the suit on his back and the papers in his

briefcase, he will be set down in a small town (where no one speaks English) to

practice subsistence farming. He’s miserable, but it’s the only way he can pay his

suburban mortgage or send the kids through college. If you can visualize the

difficulties of such a life, you can begin to appreciate the difficulties that arise

when the zapato [shoe] is on the other foot. (p. 150)
Indeed, one might easily imagine similarities between the executive in this scenario and
many of the Spanish-speaking adults who reside in the United States. Based on perceived
need and/or desired outcomes—most often to support family members—many such
individuals have fled their natal culture and, often with very few resources, are
attempting to subsist within a foreign or “host” culture. Many have left behind family and
friends. Several have found ways to be smuggled across national borders. Many do not
speak or understand well the language of their host culture. Additionally, within the
context of this new culture, countless professionals find themselves working in fields

other than those for which they were schooled or trained. Moreover, like the “miserable”



executive in de Forest’s scenario, it might be imagined that many are not entirely
satisfied with their present existence.

In de Forest’s account, one might expect that the skills and abilities that enabled
the protagonist to become and function as a business leader in the United States would
assist him in his new life in Mexico. After all, he carries with him his knowledge, skills
and experiences. For this reason, one might expect that, with the passing of time and the
building of relationships, this U.S. executive might become a leader within his host
culture, in the same way that he was a leader in his natal culture.

The introduction of a new variable, however, that of bearing an “illegal” status in
the host culture, complicates the matter. If one imagines that the U.S. executive is now
illegally residing in Mexico, fearing deportation back to the United States, one might
easily speculate that his new existence in Mexico will be less public, that he will likely be
more cautious, fearful of the possibility of drawing attention to himself, and, ultimately,
fearful of being deported from the place in which he finds himself better able to support
his family, back to the place in which he can less easily do so. In short, by labeling him
with an “illegal” immigration status, as an offender of the immigration laws of his host
culture, his role as a potential leader within his host culture significantly changes. Not
only is he challenged by finding himself in the context of a foreign or “host” culture. Due
to his illegal immigration status, this man, a great leader in another context, will likely
display less leadership behaviors and more followership behaviors, based on the situation
in which he finds himself. Further, it might be imagined that his host society will not
benefit from the potential contribution of his leadership as greatly as it would were he

able to openly exercise leadership as a person who possesses a legal immigration status.



Like the imagined executive in de Forest’s account, an estimated 10.79 million
people reside in the United States with no legal documentation (U.S. Census, 2010).
Some 1.65 million of these individuals find themselves in the state of Texas, the state
with the second-largest undocumented population in the United States (Passel & Cohn,
2011). As is true in the case of the imagined executive, the question arises as to whether
their host culture might be at risk of not fully benefitting from their leadership potential
in the same way that it would were these individuals to enjoy a documented or “legal”
immigration status.

Overview

In an attempt to respond to this question, the present work seeks to study the
largest immigrant population presently residing in the United States without legal
documentation: Spanish-speaking immigrants from Latin America. Passel & Cohn (2011)
of the Pew Hispanic Center estimate that 80% of all undocumented people in the U.S.
were born in Latin America, with 59% (or 6.7 to 7.0 million people) coming from
Mexico, 11% from Central America, 6% from South America, and 4% from the
Caribbean.

Various authors note that Latino immigrants are a very heterogeneous group
(Carson, 1995; Silva, 2005; Weisman, Feldman, Rosenberg, Gruman, Chamorro &
Belozersky, 2005). Cano (2004) more specifically cautions that “the Mexican community
[residing in the United States] cannot be considered anymore a monolithic group” (p. 2).
Similarly, when speaking of Mexico-born immigrants residing in the United States, a
binational study by the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the U.S. Commission on

Immigration Reform (2007) warns in an extended discourse that



It is not possible to talk of a “homogenous” Mexico-born population in the

United States. It is highly diverse, varying in terms of permanence of

residence, legal status, and education and skills. It is made up of persons

who stay from only a few hours to a few days to a few years, to those who

reside permanently. It also includes persons with different legal statuses:

(1) legal temporary visitors; (2) legal permanent residents, otherwise

known as legal immigrants; (3) naturalized United States citizens; and (4)

unauthorized migrants, including individuals who enter without

permission, through the use of fraudulent documents, or with permission

but who violate the terms of their visas. Legal status shapes the

environment in which the migrant makes decisions when searching for a

job, deciding where to live, and investing in schooling and English

language skills. These legal status groups are often dissimilar. (p. 6)
This heterogeneity notwithstanding, an attempt might be made to delineate those
characteristics that typify the Spanish-speaking adult population of Central Texas.

Characteristics of Spanish-speaking Adults in Central Texas

The present work seeks to examine the characteristics of Spanish-speaking adults
residing in Central Texas, as a subset of the Spanish-speaking population residing in the
United States. The 2010 U.S. Census enumerates 10,963,000 Mexico-born individuals
residing in the U.S., an increase of 19.5% since 2000. Within the state of Texas, the
Mexico-born population has dramatically increased, from 450,000 individuals in 1990, to
1.1 million individuals in 2000, to 1.65 million in 2010. Passel & Cohn (2011) surmise

that 6.7% of the Texas population and 9.0% of the Texas workforce are undocumented.



Within Central Texas, the 2010 U.S. Census enumerated 153,868 Mexico-born
individuals living in the capital city of Austin. In 2010, then, the Mexico-born population
comprised an estimated 23.4% of the total population of the city of Austin. Individuals
from other Spanish-speaking nations can also be found in the city, which means that the
Spanish-speaking population in Central Texas is considerable. This subset of individuals
presently residing in Central Texas from Spanish-speaking nations shares various
distinguishing characteristics.

Likely First- or Second-Generation Immigrants in the United States

Many Spanish-speaking adults in Central Texas have lived the experience of
immigration, of journeying or migrating from one nation state to another. If they
themselves were not born outside the United States, it is likely that their parents and/or
grandparents were, given that the language of any given natal culture (e.g., Spanish) often
does not survive more than three generations of assimilation into any given host culture
(e.g., the United States; Padilla, 2009).

Van Ecke (2005) refers to four distinct stages in the immigration process: pre-
migration, transit, settlement, and adjustment/adaptation. The Spanish-speaking adults of
Central Texas who themselves migrated to the United States (and are thus first-generation
immigrants) likely find themselves in the last two stages of the immigration process (viz.,
settlement and adjustment/adaptation). In contrast, the second-generation immigrants of
Central Texas (i.e., the adults who were born in the United States but whose parents came
to the United States from other nations) likely find that, though they were heavily
influenced by their parents’ natal culture, in which they were largely raised, they have

also been influenced to a great degree by their parents’ host culture here in the United



States. Their children, third-generation immigrants, are thus largely assimilated into their
grandparents’ host culture and often speak and understand little of the language of their
grandparents’ natal culture.
A Variety of Legal Statuses in the United States

Each Spanish-speaking adult residing in the United States is categorized by one of
three possible legal statuses: (1) S/he is a U.S. citizen, (2) Though not a U.S. citizen, s/he
is a legal resident and/or visitor of the United States, or (3) S/he presently enjoys no legal
documentation for residing in the United States. The third category of individuals
consists of those who presently reside in the United States but whose entrance into the
United States was not documented by any authority. For this reason, they are often
referred to as “undocumented” or “unauthorized” immigrants. Legally, this group of
people is in violation of U.S. immigration laws. For this reason, they are often referred to
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as “illegal immigrants,” “illegal aliens,” or, more briefly, as “illegals.” Carbonell (2005)
clarifies, “illegal or unauthorized immigrants enter the United States by avoiding official
inspection, pass through inspection with fraudulent documents, enter legally but overstay
the terms of their temporary visas, or somehow violate other terms of their visas” (p.
435).

Falicov (2005) warns that “undocumented and illegal migrants...come into this
country daily and cannot be adequately counted” (p. 136). Miller (2006) advances that
this is partly due to the fact that, once inside the U.S., undocumented individuals

must then attempt to integrate in a very similar manner to a refugee into a society

where they are denied citizenship, where their culture and language have no

value, and where their history is erased through a very colonizing educational



system. Public officials, policies, and the media create a discourse of fear related

to their dwelling within “our” borders....All that they are as human beings is

erased and their histories are rewritten to “fit” the appropriate part of the social

hierarchy the dominant culture forces them into. (p. 44)
Such authors as Solis (2003, 2008) wonder whether the labeling of individuals as
“illegal” is not an act of violence perpetrated by the state. Germano (2011) points to “a
growing number of people [who] find [the term ‘illegal’] offensive and dehumanizing.”
Carbonell (2005) speculates that such “illegal” status affects the psychology of such
individuals and their families. Others, like Hancock (2007), point to the obstacle of legal
status for expanded views of self, more equitable gender roles, and mothering
responsibilities.
Close Ties to a Neighboring Culture of Great Economic Disparity

An additional characteristic of the Spanish-speaking adult population residing in
Central Texas is the proximity with these people they live to neighboring Spanish-
speaking nations. In this way, the Spanish-speaking adult population presently residing in
the United States is markedly distinct from other present and past immigrant populations.
Royce and Rodriguez (1999) note that nineteenth-century European immigrants to the
United States were

Leaving unhappy situations; many were so-called white ethnics. By and

large, these immigrants were only too happy to cut their ties with the old

country and become part of the larger U.S. society. They came when land

and jobs were plentiful, applied themselves, and were embraced by the

resident population. (p. 11)



In contrast, these author cite three ways in which immigrants from Latin America
are distinct from many other immigrant populations: (1) Due to the geographical
proximity of their home countries to the United States, their ties to those countries
are much tighter, (2) there is a constant influx of these immigrants, which
facilitates the maintaining of one’s culture, and (3) like Roman Catholic Irish
immigrants of the nineteenth century, they have suffered from a largely negative
reception.
Similarly, Smith et al. (1999) write that there exists “an ocean of difference”
between Mexico-born immigrants and immigrants from other nations. They conclude,
Mexico and the United States share an 1,800-mile border. Also, unlike Canada,
Mexico has long been a much poorer country than the United States. The desire
for a better life, and the proximity of the United States, have long been major
forces behind Mexican emigration to its northern neighbor. (p. 29)
Germano (2011) similarly states that the comparatively large number of undocumented
individuals from Mexico in the U.S. is in part due to Mexico’s relative proximity and
poverty. He writes that the U.S.-Mexico border “marks the largest income gap between
any two neighboring countries in the world....As a result of the U.S.-Mexico income
disparity and our country’s exceptional social, economic, and historical ties, a lot of
Mexicans want to migrate to the U.S.” (paragraph 7).
The imagined U.S. executive in de Forrest’s (1981) account apparently undertook
his transnational journey for economic reasons, viz., for the sake of supporting his family.
Padilla (2007) similarly speculates that “Mexicans...come to the United States hoping to

work and earn enough to improve their lives and those of their families” (p. 119).



Bustamante, Jasso, Taylor, and Trigueros Legarreta (1998a) more plainly state, “Work is
a primary motivation for migrating to the United States” (p. 57). A report co-published by
the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the U.S. Commission on Immigration
Reform (2007) similarly suggests, “Work is the single most important attraction in the
U.S.” (p. 22). Lucas (2007) concurs, saying, “Virtually all of the assembled evidence
indicates that the gap in earnings opportunities for migrants between their home country
and their overseas destination is a significant and important factor in driving migration
flows” (p. 13).
The Decision of How Long to Reside in the United States

Consciously or unconsciously, each Spanish-speaking immigrant in the United
States must decide how long s/he intends to remain in the United States. A binational
study published by Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the U.S. Commission on
Immigration Reform (2007) divides Mexico-born people residing in the United States
into two categories: (1) sojourners, who consider Mexico to be their place of primary
residence, and (2) settlers, who consider the United States to be their permanent
residence. According to this model, all Spanish-speaking individuals in Central Texas
likely identify themselves more with the culture from which they (and/or their parents)
came, or with the culture (viz., that of the United States) in which they presently find
themselves.

Though this decision to reside as a sojourner or settler within the host culture
varies from individual to individual and may change over time, it might be imagined that
this decision will significantly impact a person’s perception of him/herself and his/her

relationship to his/her host culture. In de Forrest’s (1981) imagined account, for instance,
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the decision by the U.S. executive to merely be a sojourner and reside only temporarily
within the foreign land would likely influence his relationship to, assimilation into, and
intended leadership within his host culture in a way that would be very different if he
intended to remain as a “settler” within his host culture for an extended time, perhaps
even for life.

Paxton and Mughan (2006) maintain that an immigrant’s decision to pursue
citizenship in his/her host nation signals commitment to the same. In his examination of
the migrant decisions of households (N = 5,689) in central and western Mexico, Zahniser
(1999) suggests a positive relationship between intended legal status and immigrants’
decisions to remain in the United States. He notes that Mexico-born immigrants with
more children in the United States tend to remain in the United States longer, that
Mexico-born women are less likely to return to Mexico, and that married, Mexico-born
men are more likely to return to their natal culture after one year in the United States.
Similarly, Grim-Feinberg (2007) advances,

Most Mexican migrants plan to live in the United States for only a few years,

sending money to support their families and communities in Mexico. While in the

United States, they work long hours in jobs largely invisible to the public, often

alongside other Spanish speakers and with little exposure to English. They have

few opportunities and little motivation to integrate into the English-speaking

community. (p. 177)

One might also surmise that, under such circumstances, such individuals would have little

motivation to actively display leadership characteristics in their host culture. Rather, as
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Padilla (2007) suggests, such people more likely live with “enduring thoughts of
returning to their homelands” (p. 119).
Theoretical Foundation

The theoretical foundation for the present study is largely comprised of trait and
situational leadership theories, the more recent study of “followership,” the field of
human psychology, the exploration of personality, and the studies of culture and
acculturation. These fields of study suggest that such concepts as leadership,
followership, personality and culture can be observed and measured. Because various
instruments exist to operationalize the concepts of these fields, the use of varying
instruments will be expected to yield the necessary data which might allow for the
conditions that make possible the present study.

Research Question

The present study proposes to answer the following research question: Is there a
difference between self-reported leadership behaviors as a result of citizenship status and
other variables that are found in cross-cultural studies?

Purpose of the Present Research

More than twenty years after the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) of
1986, there is a renewed debate concerning the possibility of reforming present U.S.
immigration law. Myriad voices argue for and against a reform of present U.S.
immigration laws. In the meantime, just as one might wonder whether de Forest’s (1981)
imagined protagonist might not exercise a greater leadership role in his host community
were he to enjoy a “legal” immigration status, one might also wonder whether the 10.79

million undocumented individuals presently residing in the United States would not more
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greatly contribute to the life and society of their host culture, were they to be freed from
labels of “illegal” status for having transgressed U.S. immigration laws. For this reason, it
is imagined that the results of the present research may play a role in the present public
policy debate regarding comprehensive immigration reform in the United States.
Assumptions

Any work of research is grounded upon various assumptions and will naturally
possess particular biases. The author of the present study acknowledges the following
assumptions.
Variability of Traits among Individuals

As stated above, the theoretical foundation of the present research study presumes
that individuals possess various leadership, followership, personality and cultural traits to
varying degrees. It is presumed that these traits vary from person to person, and that each
individual will possess his/her own unique set of leadership, followership, personality
and cultural traits. It is also presumed that individuals will honestly speak about these
traits through the expression of their subjective experiences, beliefs, attitudes, feelings
and opinions.
Possibility for the Measurement of Traits

It is presumed that the conceptual definitions found within the fields of
leadership, followership, personality and cross-cultural studies might be operationalized
in such a way that they can be observed and measured with existing measurements, and
that these instruments possess sufficient content and construct validity to speak

meaningfully of the concepts and theoretical assumptions they claim to measure.
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Bounding by and Grounding in the Literature

The present research study presumes that extant literature might be of assistance
in bringing light to the various themes, concepts and constructs contained in this study.
Feasibility of the Present Research Project

The present study presumes that it is possible to obtain research data from
sufficient Spanish-speaking adults residing in Central Texas, so as to attempt to answer
the research question stated above. It also presumes that such individuals, particularly if
they presently lack legal status in the United States, will be willing to participate in this
research study. It further presumes that any data gathered from the Spanish-speaking
adult population of Central Texas might be generalizable to the larger Spanish-speaking
adult populations of Texas and the United States.
Adequacy of Data Collection Methods

The present research study presumes that the data collection methods chosen for
this study, and the questions contained therein, will allow the researcher to obtain the
necessary data for attempting to answer the proposed research question.
Data Analysis Resulting in Insights and Recommendations

Finally, the present research study presumes that the analysis of collected data
will contribute to the present literature and will result in insights and recommendations
for further study in the fields of leadership, followership, psychology and/or cross-
cultural studies.

Limitations
The present researcher also wishes to acknowledge various limitations inherent in

the present study.
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Limited Sample Size

The present research study will obtain data from a limited number of Spanish-
speaking adults residing in Central Texas. Because an enumeration of the entire
population in this respect will not be possible, the generalizability of results to the larger
population may rightly be questioned.

Limited Time Frame of the Study

The present study provides only a snapshot of the Spanish-speaking adult
population of Central Texas taken within the very limited time of the present study.
Hence, no possibility exists to longitudinally study the development of leadership
potential and/or the practice of leadership behaviors over time.

Importance of the Present Study

Despite the limitations enumerated above, the present study is important for the
fact that it represents the first known quantitative study of the leadership and followership
characteristics of Spanish-speaking adults residing in the United States. Because of the
lack of quantitative studies in psychology among undocumented communities in the
United States and in Texas, it is imagined that the present research might also contribute
to the literature in this respect.

Finally, the present study may contain the potential for helping to shape the
present public policy debate on immigration and immigration reform in the United States.
There has been much discussion as to whether a comprehensive reform of present U.S.
immigration laws might allow undocumented people presently residing in the United
States to one day enjoy the benefits of citizenship. It is believed that the present study

may shed light on the possible positive impact of such a policy change, so as to release



the leadership potential of those Spanish-speaking sojourners and settlers presently

residing in the United States without legal documentation.
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CHAPTER TWO - REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Demographics of the Spanish-speaking Adult Population in the United States
Because data on Spanish-speaking adults in the United States is difficult to obtain,

one might do well to focus on the largest Spanish-speaking population presently residing
in the United States: Mexico-born individuals. A report published by the Mexican
Ministry of Foreign Affairs & the U.S. Commission on Immigration Reform (2007)
emphasizes that it is difficult to bring together the numerous data sources in the United
States and Mexico to accurately capture the characteristics of Mexico-born immigrants
residing in the United States. The report, however, includes three broad conclusions: (1)
that Mexico-born immigrants differ systematically along the fundamental dimensions of
legal status (from unauthorized entrants to naturalized citizens) and migration pattern
(from short-term visitors to sojourners to settlers); (2) that Mexico-born immigrants have
low skill levels relative to the U.S. population and other immigrant groups, thus resulting
in lower incomes and higher rates of poverty; and (3) that the Mexico-born immigrant
population is becoming increasingly diverse, as such forces as supply, demand and
immigration networks shape migration flow. Table 1 offers an overview of demographic
data from the report. In this table, Mexico-born individuals residing in the United States
are divided into three categories: sojourners (i.e., those who intend to remain in the U.S.
only temporarily), settlers (i.e., those who desire to remain in the U.S.), and naturalized
U.S. citizens. These populations are compared to the overall populations of Mexico and

the United States.



Table 1

Characteristics of the Mexico-born population in the U.S. (2007)
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Mexico pop. Sojourners Settlers Nat. Cits. U.S. pop.
Median age (in years) 25 28-32 30 42 33
Male proportion 49%  73-94% 55% 54% 49%
Married men 83%  56-85% 59% 76% 56%
Married women 72%  43-66% 61% 80% 57%
Median years of schooling 5 6 8 N/A N/A
Less than 5 years of schooling 46% 39% 28% 24% 3%
Less than 12 years of schooling 90%  91-99% 76% 67% 28%
12 or more years of schooling 10% 1-9% 24% 33% 72%
Do not speak English well N/A 93% 71% 57% 6%

These data lead to the following conclusions: (1) that the majority of Mexico-born

men and women residing in the United States are married, (2) that those who migrate

from Mexico to the United States are generally better educated than their peers who

remain in Mexico, (3) that great disparities in education exist between Mexico and the

United States, and (4) that nearly all Mexico-born sojourners residing in the United States

(viz., 91-99%) possess less than 12 years of formal schooling.

The 2010 U.S. Census shares that 10.9 million Mexico-born individuals and 8.5

million immigrants from other Latin American nations reside in the United States. Table

2 presents demographic data on the Mexico-born population residing in the United States,

compared with data from those who were born in other Latin American nations and who
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presently reside in the United States. These numbers are also compared to the total
foreign-born population residing in the United States.
Table 2

Spanish-speaking Immigrants in the U.S. (2010)

Mexico-born Other LA Total LA Total FB

Total 10,963,000 8,481,000 19,444,000 35,683,000
Male 55.7% 48.2% 52.4% 49.9%
Female 44.3% 51.8% 47.6% 50.1%
Married Men 56.8% 52.6% 55.1% 61.0%
Married Women 63.7% 50.7% 57.5% 61.1%
9 or less years of schooling 37.1% 17.6% 28.4% 18.5%
9-11 years of schooling 21.2% 12.0% 17.1% 11.3%
High school graduate 25.4% 30.5% 27.7% 25.5%
University degree 5.2% 14.0% 9.1% 18.1%
Graduate/postgraduate degree 1.4% 5.9% 3.5% 10.8%

Note. Other LA = Other people born in Latin America (outside of Mexico) and presently residing
in the U.S. Total LA = All people born in Latin America (including Mexico) who presently reside
in the U.S. Total FB = Total foreign-born population residing in the U.S.

These data leads to the following conclusions: (1) a larger percentage of the
Mexico-born U.S. population consists of men than other U.S. foreign-born populations,
(2) the lowest percentages of foreign-born married men and women come from Latin

American nations outside of Mexico, (3) that a higher percentage of Mexico-born women

are married than other groups, (4) that Mexico-born adults have enjoyed far less
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education, with 58.3% of the population not having finished the equivalent of high school
(i.e., compared to 29.6% for other Latin American nations and 29.8% for other foreign-
born individuals) and with the lowest percentages of adults graduating from high school,
college and graduate programs.

The 2010 U.S. Census also offers insight into the Mexico-born population of
Austin, Texas. The male share of the Mexico-born population in Austin is 54.5%. The
median age of this Mexico-born population is 25 years, compared to 30 years for the total
population of the city. 47.3% have not graduated from high school, and 14.0% have
completed university studies. 71.5% speak a language other than English at home.

The report published by the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs & the U.S.
Commission on Immigration Reform (2007) also presents employment data on Mexico-
born individuals residing in the United States. Table 3 presents data from this report on
labor force characteristics, income and poverty.

Table 3

U.S. Mexico-Born Population: Labor Force, Income & Poverty (2007)

Mexico pop. Sojourners  Settlers Nat. Cits. U.S. pop.

Total participation in labor force 51% 83% 70% 69% 65%
Male participation in labor force 75% 91% 85% 82% 75%
Female participation in labor force 29% 58% 50% 53% 59%
Unemployment rate 4% 6-11% 11% 9% 6%
Employed in agriculture 22% 47-53% 13% 10% 3%
Employed in construction 28% 25-26% 37% 36% 25%

Employed in service industry 50% 23-26% 51% 54% 72%
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Individual earnings (per year) N/A $9,620 $14,138 $16,553 $24,408
Household income (per year) $8.,880 N/A  $27,120 $28,210 $38,940
Poverty rate 36% N/A 27% 25% 13%

These data lead to the following conclusions: (1) that Mexico-born sojourners in the
United States tend to be young males who have little schooling and who work in
agriculture; (2) that nearly all male, Mexico-born sojourners (viz., 91%) find employment
in the United States, (3) that Mexico-born sojourners in the United States earn an average
of $9,620, which is not a great deal more than the national mean household income per
year in Mexico (viz., $8,880), (4) that settlers and permanent residents begin to more
closely resemble the U.S. population as a whole (even if differences between the Mexico-
born population and the U.S. population persist), and (5) that a lower percent of Mexico-
born individuals residing in the United States live in poverty (viz., 25%) than their peers
who remain in Mexico (viz., 36%).

The 2010 U.S. census shares similar employment data on various foreign-born
populations in the U.S. Table 4 sets forth this information for the Mexico-born population
residing in the U.S., others born in Latin America and residing in the U.S., and the total

U.S. foreign-born population.
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Table 4

U.S. Employment of the Foreign-Born (2010)

Mexico-born Other LA Total LA Total FB

Participation in labor force 87.4% 88.7% 88.0% 89.7%
Male participation in labor force 87.9% 87.7% 87.8% 89.4%
Female participation in labor force ~ 86.5% 90.0% 88.4% 90.1%
Unemployed 12.6% 11.3% 12.0% 10.3%
Employed in agriculture 5.5% 0.6% 3.3% 2.0%
Employed in construction 16.8% 10.8% 14.1% 9.4%
Employed in wholesale/retail 11.6% 13.0% 12.2% 12.6%
Employed in leisure/hospitality 16.7% 9.7% 13.6% 11.9%
Median individual income $21,518 $29,195 $25,616 $31,657
Median household income $24,136 $32,028 $28,068 $31,578
Below poverty level 28.9% 18.3% 24.3% 19.0%
Children below poverty level 43.0% 29.0% 37.6% 31.8%
Elderly below poverty level 24.7% 16.9% 19.9% 15.0%

Note. Other LA = Other people born in Latin America (outside of Mexico) and presently residing
in the U.S. Total LA = All people born in Latin America (including Mexico) who presently reside
in the U.S. Total FB = Total foreign-born population residing in the U.S.

These data indicate that: (1) Mexico-born women have a slightly lower participation in
the workforce than foreign-born women from other nations, (2) the Mexico-born U.S.
population suffers the highest unemployment rate, (3) the Mexico-born population has a

higher percentage of workers employed in agriculture, construction and
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hospitality/leisure, and a lower percentage in wholesale/retail than their foreign-born
peers, (4) Mexico-born people in the U.S. possess a much lower median individual and
household income, and (5) higher percentages of Mexico-born people in the U.S. live in
poverty, including nearly 1 in every 2 children of Mexico-born parents.

The 2010 U.S. Census offers insight into similar figures for the Mexico-born
population of Austin, Texas: 51.8% of all Mexico-born residents of Austin (ages 16 and
over) were in the labor force and earned a median individual income of $12,848 (in 1999)
and a median household income of $35,560 (in 1999). At the time of this census, 21.7%
of Mexico-born individuals in Austin lived in poverty.

The legal presence of Mexico-born immigrants in the United States can be rather
easily tracked. Bustamante et al. (1998a) share that 160,000 Mexicans became legal
immigrants during FY 1996, with all but 5,300 being classified as family-based
admissions. In recent years, the number of U.S. immigrant visas issued to Mexican
nationals has decreased, with the U.S. Department of State (2011) reporting that 91,637
U.S. immigrant visas were issued to Mexican nationals in 2008, 74,872 were issued in
2009, and 65,679 were issued in 2010.

The presence of undocumented, Mexico-born immigrants, however, is more
difficult to track. The number of undocumented persons residing in the United States has
at times been ascertained based on apprehensions. Sapp (2011) shares that during 2010,
for instance, the U.S. Department of Homeland Security apprehended 404,365
unauthorized Mexican migrants. The challenge with such data is that some individuals

are apprehended more than once during any given year, and others are never
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apprehended. Table 5 shows the decreasing number of Latin American immigrants
apprehended by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security during the past six years.
Table 5

U.S. Border Patrol Apprehensions by Country of Origin (2005-2010)

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Mexico 1,023,888 981,069 808,773 661,773 503,379 404,365
Guatemala 22,594 19,925 17,337 16,395 15,575 18,406
El Salvador 39,309 41,391 14,114 12,684 11,693 13,723
Honduras 52,741 28,709 22,914 19,351 14,630 13,580

The report published by the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs & the U.S.
Commission on Immigration Reform (2007) shares that 70% of immigrants from Mexico
come from nine (of thirty-one) states and the nation’s capital (which is considered a
federal district and not a state of the republic). Together these nine states and the capital
comprise 50% of the population of Mexico: Guanajuato, Michoacan, Jalisco, Durango,
Zacatecas, Mexico State, Mexico City, Chihuahua, Tamaulipas and Guerrero. More
specifically, the report shares research by Bustamante, Jasso, Taylor & Trigueros
Legarreta (1998a) which divides Mexico into six geographical regions and reports the
percentages of Mexico-born immigrants in the United States from each area: 38% of
immigrants come from the west-central core states of Guanajuato, Michoacan, Jalisco
and Colima; 21% of immigrants come from the northern border states of Baja California,
Baja California Sur, Sonora, Chihuahua, Coahuila, Nuevo Ledn and Tamaulipas; 22% of

immigrants come from the land between the two regions above, from the states of
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Sinaloa, Durango, Nayarit, Zacatecas, San Luis Potosi and Aguascalientes; 9% of
immigrants come from the nation’s capital (viz., Mexico City) and the interior states of
Mexico State, Querétaro, Hidalgo and Tlaxcala; 8% of immigrants come from the
southern states of Oaxaca, Guerrero, Puebla and Morelos; and 2% of immigrants come
from the southwestern states of Veracruz, Tabasco, Chiapas, Campeche, Yucatan and
Quintana Roo.

Bustamante et al. (1998a) share that a 1992 survey of Mexico residents revealed
that 9.7% of the population of the state of Zacatecas had resided at one time or another in
the United States. Similarly, 8.3% of the residents of Durango, 8.2% of the residents of
Michoacan, and 6.5% of the residents of Jalisco claimed to have resided in the United
States in the past. 59% of Mexico-born immigrants residing in the United States report
coming from rural areas (defined as places with populations of less than 20,000 people), a
number which has fallen as an increased number of immigrants come from urban areas.

Bustamante et al. (1998a) report data on immigrants apprehended by the INS,
concluding at that time that 92% of apprehended immigrants were male, 90% were
younger than 40 years old, and 62% were single. Bustamante et al. (1998a) cite studies in
which 83.9% of Mexico-born immigrants in the United States in 1978-1979 were found
to be male. By 1984, they advance that this number had risen to 89.1%. These authors
share that though “traditional sojourner flows were dominated by young, solo
males...there is a trend toward more female migrants, and women dominate among new
legal immigrants” (p. 32). They note that at the time of one survey, 21.8% of Mexican
adults who had resided at one point in the United States were women, and that 23.9% of

those who had resided in the United States during the past five years were women, thus
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suggesting that the female share of Mexico-born immigrants to the United States may be
increasing. The percentage of Mexico-born migrants who are women is inversely related
to age: 51.5% of Mexico-born immigrants younger than 12 are women, 30.7% of
Mexico-born immigrants ages 15-19 are women, but only 12.3% of immigrants ages 45-
49 are women. Of the six geographical regions enumerated by Bustamante et al. (1998a),
women comprise 26.9% of immigrants from the northern border states, 20.3% of
immigrants from the five states in and surrounding the Valley of Mexico, 20.2% of
immigrants from the six central states (of Sinaloa, Durango, Nayarit, Zacatecas, San Luis
Potosi and Aguascalientes), 19% of immigrants from the region with greatest out-
migration (viz., Guanajuato, Michoacén, Jalisco and Colima), and 16.5% of immigrants
from the southern states. The 2010 U.S. Census places the female share of Mexico-born
immigrants at 44.3%. Noting the same trend in the 1990 U.S. Census, Bustamante et al.
(1998a) relegate this to the fact that “the Census and CPS [Current Population Survey]
capture more relatively settled immigrant families, in which the gender balance is close to
50-50, while [other surveys] focus on circular migrants, who by all accounts appear to be
predominantly male” (p. 34).

Bustamante et al. (1998a) suggest that most data sources since 1990 have yielded
a median age for Mexico-born immigrants residing in the United States in the range of 29
to 33 years old. This median age is younger than non-migrants in Mexico, younger than
other immigrant populations in the United States, and younger than the U.S. population at
large. The median age of unauthorized migrants deported to Mexico is 25.4 years
(Bustamante et al., 1998a, p. 34). Migrants from urban areas of Mexico tend to be

younger, with a median age of 26.8 years for men and 23.3 years for women, compared
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with the median age of men (32.5 years) and women (30.2 years) from rural Mexico.
When looking at regional characteristics, a difference of only 1.8 years separates the
lowest mean age of immigrants (25.1 years for immigrants from the southern states) from
the highest mean age of Mexico-born migrants (26.9 years in the six central states).
Bustamante et al. note that, in the 1990 U.S. Census, 71.4% of Mexico-born immigrants
found themselves in the prime working-age groups between 20 and 54, compared with
only 50.4% of the U.S. population. The 2010 U.S. Census shares that 48.5% of the U.S.
Mexico-born population is between 20 and 54. Among deported migrants and Mexico-
born immigrants alike, the median age of females is slightly higher, 1.3 to 1.7 years
respectively.

Bustamante et al. (1998a) share that 65.5% of Mexico-born immigrants residing
in the United States are either married or live in a committed relationship outside of
marriage (i.e., union libre, in Spanish). Significant differences exist between sexes, with
68.6% of men being married and 54.3% of women being married. Whereas only 2.4% of
men have been separated, divorced or widowed, 14.8% of women have been so.

These same authors note that Mexico-born women in the United States have a
higher fertility rate, with fertility being negatively correlated with the recency of arrival.
Table 6 contains relative data on the fertility of Mexico-born women residing in the

United States.
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Table 6

Average Children per Mexico-Born & U.S.-Born Woman (1998)

Among Mexico-born women in U.S.  Among U.S.-born women

Children per woman (ages 15-24) .63 .30
Children per woman (ages 25-34) 2.13 1.33
Children per woman (ages 35-44) 3.29 1.96

Bustamante et al. (1998a) note that most immigrant populations in the United
States tend to have a much greater educational background than their peers in the
countries from which they originate. Guatemalan immigrants to the United States, for
instance, average nine years of schooling, whereas the average education in Guatemala is
around three years. The Mexico-born immigrant population in the United States is
singular in having an educational level which closely resembles the larger educational
level of Mexico. Borjas (1991) cites that whereas the average person in Mexico has 6.1
years of formal schooling, the average education of Mexico-born immigrants in the
United States is 6.5 years. Bustamante et al. (1998a) noted that Mexico-born immigrants
in the United States have significantly lower levels of education than non-immigrants in
Mexico. They speculate that this is related to the high economic returns for schooling
within Mexico. A report published by the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs & the
U.S. Commission on Immigration Reform (2007) advances that though the average
schooling among Mexico-born immigrants increased from 4.1 to 5.8 years from 1983 to
1993, the average schooling among non-migrants decreased from 4.5 to 4.3 years during

that same period.
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According to the 2010 U.S. Census, more than twice as many Mexico-born men
residing in the U.S. have failed to complete the ninth grade (36.7%) than their foreign-
born male peers. The 1990 U.S. Census revealed that 75% of the Mexico-born adults in
the U.S. lacked a high school diploma, compared with 18% of the U.S. population, and
that 2.1% of Mexico-born adults in the United States possessed a college degree,
compared with 13.1% of the U.S. population. Twenty years later, 58.3% of Mexico-born
adults have not completed the equivalent of high school, and 6.6% possess a college
degree. Bustamante et al. (1998a) cite the long, porous border between the United States
and Mexico and the extensive networks leading to low-skilled U.S. jobs as possible
explanations for such data points. In contrast, college completion rates among legal
Mexico-born adults in the United States (particularly those who possess employment-
based visas) approach those of the native-born U.S. population.

The 1990 U.S. Census indicated that 71% of Mexico-born adults in the United
States at that time reported that they did not speak English “very well.” As expected,
Bustamante et al. (1998a) advance that English proficiency is positively correlated with
length of residency in the United States and legal status. Table 7 sets forth data on the
English proficiency skills of Mexico-born immigrants in the United States, contrasting
the language skills of those with who entered the United States with authorization with

those who entered the United States at least once without authorization.
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Table 7

English Proficiency Skills among Mexico-Born Adults (1998)

All Mexico-born U.S. residents  Authorized entrants Unauthorized entrants

Speak English “very well” 9.1% 12.9% 5.6%
Speak English “fairly well” 9.7% 16.7% 5.6%
Speak English “average or so-so” 32.9% 26.2% 38.1%
Speak English “not very well” 17.9% 13.2% 21.4%
Speak English “not well at all” 30.3% 30.9% 29.3%

Because the economic rewards of working in the United States are highest for
those with fewer educational and work skills, Bustamante et al. (1998a) advance that “the
selectivity of international migration strongly favors low skilled persons” (p. 77). They
report a 95% employment rate for Mexico-born men residing in the United States, and a
63% rate for Mexico-born women. They also share data from 1977 to 1994 that reveals
that the largest sector of Mexico-born workers (viz., operators, fabricators and laborers)
remained constant, comprising 54 to 57% of Mexico-born workers employed in the
United States.

In a report by the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the U.S. Commission
on Immigration Reform (2007), one million Mexico-born migrants reported working in
the United States, though they also reported having no residence in the United States. The
report concludes that the future trend of employment vis-a-vis the Mexico-born
immigrant is unknown in light of U.S. Homeland Security measures, the desire to move

two to three million U.S. adults from welfare rolls, and the desire to create jobs for a
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rapidly growing domestic labor force. Regardless, the report concludes, “Mexican born
workers [are] significant components of the U.S. food processing, construction, service
and manufacturing labor forces” (p. 26).

Bustamante, Jasso, Taylor and Trigueros Legarreta (1998b) expose the
neoclassical economic theories that posit that individuals place themselves in jobs and
labor markets where the expected earnings are highest. If such theories hold true,
increased immigration from Mexico to the United States will occur in any of the
following three scenarios: (1) if there is perceived to be an increase in wages and/or
employment for Mexican migrants in the United States, (2) if there is perceived to be a
decrease in employment or wages in the places of origin of Mexican migrants, or (3) if
there is perceived to be lessened cost or risk associated with entering the United States
and finding employment. Decisions regarding immigration may also be influenced by
such factors as the individual’s satisfaction or “utility” in either country, proximity to
family members, and family income risk. These authors suggest that the selectivity (or
likelihood) of one immigrating to the United States is explained by: (1) the economic
returns which might accrue in one’s homeland based on the individual’s characteristics
(e.g., education, sex, age); (2) the economic returns which might accrue in the United
States based on the same characteristics; (3) the economic returns which might accrue in
competing markets; and (4) the effects of such characteristics on the costs (e.g., risks and
financial investments) of migration.

The benefit of “migration networks” is thus illuminated, given that the presence
of family members or others in the United States who might assist with housing and

employment, as well as with financing the crossing of the border, helps to justify the
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costs and risks of migrating. Such migration networks assist in explaining why several
immigrants from the same place of origin settle in the same place of destination in the
United States. Data collected from Cristo Rey Catholic Church in Austin, Texas, for
instance, illuminates how many Spanish-speaking immigrants in Central Texas likely
arrived through immigration networks stretching to the Mexican states of Guanajuato,
San Luis Potosi, Mexico State and Zacatecas (Mathias, 2009).

Bustamante et al. (1998b) share that neoclassical economic theories predict that
migration selects individuals on a wide array of characteristics, including gender, age,
household size, and wealth. They note, for instance, that, though 60 to 70% of Mexico-to-
U.S. migrants are male, the economic returns to migration for Mexican women increased
during the preceding two decades in such markets as light manufacturing and service
(e.g., child care and housecleaning). Immigrants from Mexico to the United States are
typically young (viz., first-time migrants often in their teens, with the average age of
immigrants in their 20’s). The households in Mexico which have family members in the
United States tend to be larger than average, in such a way that other family members in
Mexico can assume the duties of those who have departed for the United States. Because
these households also have a higher-than-average income, it may be possible that there is
a minimum wealth threshold, below which families are not willing to assume the costs
and risks entailed with immigration.

The economic selectivity of immigration declines relative to the establishment of
migration networks in the United States, in view of the fact that such networks “provide
information to prospective migrants and offer direct assistance that lowers the material

and psychic costs and risks associated with (especially unauthorized) migration across
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borders” (Bustamante et al., 1998b, p. 79). Bustamante et al. (1998a) note the leveling
effect of migration networks, stating, “the spread of ‘migration networks’ may make
migration a self-perpetuating process less selective of individual characteristics; as a
result, the characteristics of migrants and non-migrants may become more similar to each
other over time” (p. 14). Later in their work, these authors more strongly state, “U.S.
immigration law virtually enshrines migration networks, given that the majority of non-
refugee visas are allotted to relatives™ (p. 52).

Kandel and Massey (2002) advance that a “culture of migration” thus exists
within many Mexican communities. In such places, characterized by high out-migration
to the United States, many young people in Mexico “expect” to live and work in the
United States. These authors contend that such migration is a vehicle for economic
mobility and a certain rite of passage for many young men in Mexico. “The aspiration to
migrate is transmitted across generations,” they say (p. 981), pointing to significant
positive correlations between migration aspirations and both school dropout rates and the
odds of migrating by young people in Mexico.

Bustamante et al. (1998a) state that “migration networks, or access to family
contacts in the United States, are almost universally found to be the most important single
household variable influencing migration and one of the households’ most important
economic and social assets” (p. 53). They share that making a first trip to the United
States is positively correlated with such factors as landlessness and having a father with
U.S. migration experience. These factors are not related to the likelihood of making a
return trip to the United States, however, as this is influenced more by migration

networks and an individual’s migratory experience.



33

Bustamante et al. (1998a) cite the research of the 1983 Michoacan Project, which
suggests that Mexico-born immigrants to the United States tend to hail from larger
families, with 9.1 household members being 13 years or older, as compared to non-
migrant Mexicans who come from households with an average of 8.0 members who are
13 years or older. The Michoacan Project also correlates migration to the United States
with above-average landholding (7 hectares per household, compared with 5 hectares for
non-migrant households) and wealth (an average household income of 3,470 pesos,
compared with 2,190 for non-migrant households). When controlling for household
income and wealth, though, the study concludes that “migrants were significantly more
likely to come from households that were ‘relatively deprived’” within their village
reference group” (Bustamante et al., 1998a, p. 54). Table 8§ presents data from that study
on the characteristics of migrant-sending households (both of undocumented and
documented immigrants) in contrast to non-migrant-sending households in Mexico.
Table 8

Migrant-Sending Households in Mexico (1998)

Non-Migrant Migrant (undoc.)  Migrant (doc.)

Average family size 10.7 11.0 12.0
Secondary schooling in family 76% 86% 84%
Family members having migrated 3.4 5.6 7.3
Land owned (in hectares) 1.4 1.9 2.4

Value of animal herds (in pesos) 4,148 5,309 8,781
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These data lead one to conclude that both migrant-sending households (of the
documented and undocumented alike) possess considerable advantages to non-migrant-
sending households in Mexico. Bustamante et al. (1998a) point to additional sources that
posit a positive correlation between migration and the accumulation of livestock.

In a recent work, Pozo (2007) notes that “remittances, the earnings that immigrant
workers send back home in cash and in kind, are an important by-product of migration”
(p. 1). VanWey (2007) shares the conservative World Bank estimate that an estimated
$167 billion was remitted worldwide in 2005. During 2008, an estimated $42.3 billion
was directed toward Latin America by U.S. immigrants (Orozco, 2009). Sawyer (2010)
cites data from the National Bank of Mexico, noting that $23.9 billion were remitted to
Mexico by immigrants in the United States during 2007. In their (2008) study of
remittances, Grieco, de la Cruz, Cortes and Larsen found that 5% of all U.S. households
remit monies abroad each year, and that 68% of these households are comprised of the
foreign-born. Orozco (2009) estimates that some 12.6 million working-age Latino
immigrants in the United States (viz., 65% of the working-age Latino population in the
U.S.) made remittances to Latin America and the Caribbean in 2009, sharing an average
of $3,780 per immigrant with family and friends in their natal culture.

The report published by the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the U.S.
Commission on Immigration Reform (2007) reveals a negative correlation between time
in the United States and remittances to Mexico. The report estimates that for every U.S.
dollar sent to Mexico, the gross national product of that national increases $2.90, and that
as many as one-third of returning migrants to the U.S. neither send remittances nor take

money home with them upon their return. Particularly for those working in agriculture,
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says the report, remittances are “cyclical, unstable, and unequal” (p. 35). In contrast,
individuals with previous migration experience and/or established networks can often
anticipate and channel savings to their families in Mexico.

Okonkwo Osili and Du (2005) write that “the contribution of time, goods, and
money in less formal and more personal ways has been an important part of the U.S.
immigration experience” (p. 91). They share that an immigrant’s family ties and social
networks may influence his/her remittance behavior, and that such “informal giving
appears relatively persistent over time. Specifically, immigrants with ten to fifteen years
of U.S. experience continue to have higher incidences and levels of private transfers” (p.
93), though such levels, the authors note, tend to decrease .05% each year that a person
resides in the United States.

Amuedo-Dorantes (2007) suggests that remittance patterns might be strongly
influenced by the answers to the following questions:

What percentage of emigrants from these economies enter illegally into

the United States? What percentage rely on smugglers to help them cross

the border? How much do migrants pay, on average, for the smugglers’

services? Has the cost significantly increased during the past decade?

Finally, how many trips do legal and unauthorized migrants in each of

these countries make to the United States, on average? (p. 75)
Amuedo-Dorantes continues by advancing that countries with a higher proportion of
unauthorized immigrants in the United States will likely receive larger remittance flows,
given that “after all, unauthorized immigrants are exposed to higher income risks and, as

such, may be more likely to remit money back home as an insurance mechanism in case
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the migration experience turns out to be unsuccessful” (pp. 75-76). She also hypothesizes
that the debt incurred for smuggling services influences remittance behavior, as well as
the frequency of trips to one’s natal culture, by which monies can be personally carried
home.

In her study of Latin American immigrants in the United States (N = 6,392),
Amuedo-Dorantes (2007) found that 68% entered without authorization. 75% of those
who entered without authorization used smuggling services. Likely due to the proximity
of Mexico to the United States, the percentage of immigrants who cross from Mexico to
the United States without authorization (71%) is more than double that of any other Latin
American nation, though the percentage of Mexico-born migrants to the United States
who use smuggling services (75%) is lower than any other nation (ranging from 81%
among Nicaraguan migrants to 91% among Costa Rican migrants to the United States).
Mexico-born migrants without authorization of entry make only slightly fewer border
crossings than those who cross legally, with an average of 2.22 border crossings per solo
undocumented person, 2.77 border crossings per person accompanied by a smuggler, and
3.52 border crossings per legal Mexico-born entrant. Amuedo-Dorantes concludes,
“Therefore, we would expect unauthorized immigrants to remit more money to their
families than legal immigrants, who can more easily return home and bring money back
to their families in person” (p. 78).

In Amuedo-Dorantes’ (2007) study, 5,703 Latin American immigrants in the
United States (or 89%) shared of their remittance patterns. 70% claimed to send money
home on a monthly basis. Table 9 reveals that Mexico-born immigrants send 41% of their

income to their home country.
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Table 9

Remittance Patterns for Various Latin American Nations (2007)

% of migrants remitting Avg. amount % of income
Costa Rica 69% $492.91 55%
Mexico 71% $300.43 41%
Nicaragua 61% $223.18 22%
Dominican Republic 67% $179.18 16%
Peru 46% $376.55 16%
Haiti 74% $284.56 13%

Amuedo-Dorantes identifies four motives for remittances: (1) altruism with
respect to the needs of household members back home, (2) the repayment of family
members and friends for having financed one’s trip to the United States, (3) investment in
assets with the intent of earning an economic return, and (4) coinsurance of self and
family members against economic shocks. She presents statistics that confirm her
hypothesis that a higher percentage of unauthorized entrants (75%) make remittances
than authorized entrants (64%), though the percentage of total income remitted by both
groups is comparable. According to her study, the variable of the individual’s level of
education has no effect on the likelihood of remitting, or on the percent of income
remitted.

Bustamante et al. (1998a) conclude their essay on characteristics of Mexican

migrants in the United States with the following caution:
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Characteristics of Mexican migrants are not static, however: They change

over time. Some of these changes appear to be long term. For example,

there is evidence that schooling levels of Mexican migrants are increasing

over time, that migrants’ origins and destinations are increasingly urban,

and, overall, that characteristics of Mexican migrants may be increasingly

heterogeneous. These partly reflect changes in the population at large in

Mexico from which migrants are drawn but may also reflect long-term

changes in the selectivity of migration, including the influence of

migration networks....Because migration is dynamic and conditions in

both the United States and Mexico change, understanding Mexican

migration to the United States requires continual monitoring. (pp. 68-69)
Thus, though it appears that immigration is becoming less selective with time, one should
be wary of believing that the Spanish-speaking population residing in the U.S. is
homogeneous and easily characterized.

Personality

Before one attempts to study the possible relationship between self-reported
leadership behaviors and citizenship status, one would do well to consider a number of
variables that might influence an individual’s perception of him or herself as a leader.
Such factors might include the individual’s personality, various traits that characterize
immigrant populations, immigrant motivations, and other characteristics of the natal
culture from which a person comes. Personality, for instance, has been found to largely
correlate with leadership behaviors (Judge, Bono, Iles, & Gerhardt, 2002; Lord, De

Vader, & Alliger, 1986).



39

In her study of personality and acculturation, Kosic (2006) defines personality as
“an amalgam or configuration of personality dimensions, coping strategies and cognitive
processes, and as such it could be used interchangeably with the term self” (p. 113). She
indicates that this field of research has surfaced many contradictory findings. The issue of
personality assessment is especially challenging in a multicultural context, in view of the
fact that most personality assessment measures are created from a middle-class, Euro-
American perspective (Dana, 1993; Moreland, 2008). Further, as Moreland (2008) points
out, one’s manifestation of personality can be colored by the stress of acculturation.

Personality may influence a person’s desire to migrate from his/her natal culture
to a host culture. Dispelling the myth that all people migrate for economic reasons, for
instance, Boneva and Frieze (2001) note that “not all people in economically
disadvantaged countries want to leave for countries with better economic conditions” (p.
478). They advance, “unfavorable economies in country of origin, emigration and
immigration policies, network support in the receiving country, and other environmental
factors create the conditions for wanting to leave, but desires to do so are based in the
personality of those who make the choice” (p. 478, italics added).

The notion that some personalities are predisposed toward migratory behavior
first surfaced in the 1960’s, resulting in Jennings’ (1970) notion of the “mobicentric
man,” an individual whose personality leads him/her to be highly active and “on the
move.” Morrison and Wheeler (1976) referred to the “pioneering personality” of those
who are prone to geographically relocate. Neither concept enjoys empirical support.

More recent authors (Kupiszewski, 1996; Neuman & Tienda, 1994; Sakkeus,

1994) suggest there is something specific about the personality of immigrants. Rather



40

than merely respond to economic conditions, they say, people who have migrated once
are found to be more willing to move again. Once such individuals have migrated,
personality is also believed to play a role in the acculturation experience (Benet-Martinez
& Haritatos, 2005; Ryder, Alden & Paulhus, 2000)

The Big Five Personality Traits

The most prevalent, contemporary view of personality states that the human
personality is comprised of five higher-order traits, often referred to as the “Big Five”
(Digman, 1990; John, 1990; Mount & Barrick, 1995). These five traits are often
remembered by the acronym OCEAN: openness to experience, conscientiousness,
extraversion, agreeableness, and (the lack of) neuroticism (Costa & McCrae, 1992).
Openness to experience is the degree to which a person is aesthetically sensitive, actively
imaginative and aware of inner feelings. Conscientiousness is the extent to which a
person is strong-willed, determined and attentive. Extraversion is the degree to which one
is sociable and talkative. Agreeableness is the extent to which one is interpersonally
altruistic and cooperative. Neuroticism is negative emotional stability, manifest in
nervousness, moodiness and a temperamental nature.

Ward, Leong and Low (2004) advance a series of correlations between these
personality traits and the process of cross-cultural adjustment. They forward that both the
psychological and socio-cultural adaptation required during adjustment is positively
related to four of these traits: conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness and (the lack
of) neuroticism. Ones and Viswesvaran (1999) claim that conscientiousness is the
strongest of these Big Five traits in predicting several dimensions of immigrant

effectiveness. Other authors note the impact on cross-cultural adjustment by openness to



41

experience (Abe & Wiseman, 1983; Hammer, Gudykunst & Wiseman, 1978),
extraversion (Benson, 1978; Mendenhall & Oddou, 1988; Parker & McEvoy, 1993;
Searle & Ward, 1990), and agreeableness (Black, 1990).

In their study of Chinese immigrants in Hong Kong (N = 67, M age = 28.51
years), Chen, Benet-Martinez and Harris Bond (2008) found that neuroticism is
positively correlated with acculturative stress ( = .40, p <.01) and is negatively
correlated with psychological adjustment (» = -.72, p <.001), bicultural identity
integration (» = -.42, p < .001), and self-efficacy (r = -.26, p <.05). In a hierarchical
regression, neuroticism was found to be the greatest predictor of psychological
adjustment (f = -.69, p <.001), followed by self-efficacy (f = .20, p <.05). In a similar
sample of Filipino domestic workers in Hong Kong (n = 153, M age = 33.84 years), Chen
et al. (2008) found that neuroticism is positively correlated with acculturative stress (r =
.27, p <.01), and is negatively correlated with psychological adjustment (r = -.41, p <
.001) and self-efficacy (» = -.27, p < .01). Again, neuroticism was found to be the
greatest predictor of psychological adjustment (§ = -.36, p <.001), followed by self-
efficacy (f = .16, p < .05). Finally, in a sample of Chinese university students in Hong
Kong (n = 452, M age = 20.58 years), Chen et al. (2008) found that neuroticism is
positively correlated with acculturative stress ( = .19, p <.001), and is negatively
correlated with psychological adjustment ( = -.27, p <.001), identification with natal
culture ( = -.20, p <.001), and proficiency in the language of one’s host culture (» = -
.12, p <.01). As in the previous two studies, neuroticism was found to be the greatest
predictor of psychological adjustment (5 = -.58, p <.001), followed by self-efficacy (f =

.26, p <.001) and female gender (f = .15, p <.001).
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Though acknowledging that personality characteristics fail to account for a great
variance in people’s views on acculturation, Schmitz (1994) advances that differences in
personality lead individuals to respond with differing acculturation strategies. The
acculturation strategy of integration is negatively correlated with the personality trait of
neuroticism, and with behaviors of impulsivity, anxiety and field-dependence. It is also
positively correlated with the personality traits of emotional stability, extraversion and
agreeableness, and with behaviors of open-mindedness, sensation seeking and sociability.
Individuals preferring the integration strategy tend to be more open-minded and flexible,
virtues that are facilitated by emotional stability and low anxiety. The acculturation
strategy of assimilation is positively correlated with agreeableness and neuroticism, and
with behaviors of sociability, anxiety, closed-mindedness and field-dependence. The
acculturation strategy of separation is positively correlated with neuroticism, and such
behaviors as anxiety, impulsivity, sensation seeking and aggressiveness. It is also
negatively correlated with extraversion, and such factors as sociability, self-assurance and
self-esteem. The acculturation strategy of marginalization is positively correlated with
neuroticism, and with such behaviors as anxiety, closed-mindedness and high
unsociability.

In terms of cultural heritage, Ryder, Alden and Paulhus (2000) found that
immigrants who maintain their cultural heritage tend to be characterized by high
conscientiousness and low neuroticism. Likewise, those who adapt well to mainstream
culture score high in openness, conscientiousness and extraversion, and low in

neuroticism.
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In their referencing of attachment theory (Bowlby, 1973) to explain the
acculturation process of Dutch emigrants, Bakker, Van Oudenhoven and Van der Zee
(2004) link the Big Five personality traits to various attachment styles. They cite a
positive correlation of attachment with extraversion, agreeableness and neuroticism. They
advance that securely-attached individuals perceive others as trustworthy and reliable and
can thus be at ease during social contacts, are more extraverted and agreeable, and are
less neurotic than insecurely-attached individuals.

In studies of expatriate adjustment to foreign assignments, positive adjustment has
been found to correlate with open-mindedness (Teagarden and Gordon, 1995) and
curiosity (Kets de Vries & Mead, 1991), both of which belong to the construct of
openness to experience (Barrick & Mount, 1991). Arnes and Ward (1988) advance that
extraverted expatriates enjoy better adjustment, and Caligiuri (2000a) maintains that
extraverted expatriates receive higher ratings for work performance. In their study of
expatriate workers in Taiwan (N = 83, ages 21 to 50), Huang, Chi and Lawler (2005) find
extraversion among expatriates to be significantly correlated with openness to experience
(r = .66, p <.01), general living adjustment (» = .59, p <.01), interaction adjustment (»
= .58, p <.01), agreeableness (r = .55, p <.01), work adjustment (» = .41, p <.01), and
prior international experience (r = .35, p < .01). They also find that agreeableness among
expatriates is significantly correlated with openness to experience (» = .67, p < .01),
interaction adjustment (» = .54, p < .01), general living adjustment (» = .39, p <.01),
work adjustment (» = .35, p <.01), and (lack of) neuroticism (r = .25, p <.01). Openness
to experience also significantly correlates with general living adjustment (» = .59, p <

.01), interaction adjustment (» = .53, p <.01), and work adjustment (» = .52, p <.01).
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Conscientiousness did not significantly correlate with any other personality trait or
adjustment-related variable in the study. Caligiuri (2000b) states that extraversion,
agreeableness and openness are negatively correlated with expatriates’ desire to return to
their country of origin.

In addition to the Big Five personality traits, Downes, Varner and Musinski
(2007) present a synthesis of other traits of expatriate workers in the literature from 1996
to 2005. They conclude that desirable traits for expatriates include tolerance for
ambiguity, openness, flexibility, a sense of humor and self-confidence. They also share
that “red flags” in expatriate personalities include the need to control, an overly-trusting
nature, impulsivity, impatience and results-orientation.

Other Personality Traits

Various authors (Mol, Van Oudenhoven & Van der Zee, 2001; Van der Zee, Van
Oudenhoven & De Grijs, 2004) indicate that the perceived stress caused by intercultural
situations is felt less by individuals with traits of cultural empathy, open-mindedness,
social initiative, flexibility and emotional stability. These five traits comprise the five
scales of Van der Zee and Van Oudenhoven’s (2000) Multicultural Personality
Questionnaire.

Cultural empathy. Cultural empathy refers to the ability to empathize with the
feelings, thoughts and behaviors of people from differing cultures. Numerous authors cite
the importance of cultural empathy as a dimension of cultural effectiveness (Arthur &
Bennett, 1995; Cleveland, Mangone & Adams, 1960; Cui & Awa, 1992; Ruben &
Kealey, 1979). Hawes and Kealey’s (1981) notion of sensitivity to host country issues

may likely be related to this construct. Van der Zee, Van Oudenhoven and Bakker (2002)
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advance a positive correlation between cultural empathy and open-mindedness and the
acculturation strategy of integration. In their study of foreign students at The
International Business School in the Netherlands (N = 117, M age = 20.36), Van
Oudenhoven and Van der Zee (2002) found cultural empathy to positively correlate with
the mental health (» = .38, p <.001) and physical health (» = .33, p <.05) of foreign-
born students, as well as to their perception of peer support (» = .41, p <.001) and their
feelings of subjective well-being (» = .36, p <.001).

Open-mindedness. Open-mindedness, an unprejudiced attitude toward out-group
members and their cultural norms and values, might also be likened to Ronen’s (1989)
and to Hammer, Gudykunst and Wiseman’s (1978) notion of “freedom from prejudice.”
Mendenhall & Oddou (1985) found that open-minded individuals tend to make a greater
effort to learn about others and/or to modify their own behavior to fit the cultural norms
of the context in which they find themselves. Similarly, Van der Zee, Atsma and
Brodbeck (2004) discovered that cultural empathy and open-mindedness were positively
correlated with individuals’ responding positively to situations they deemed to be
difficult. Van Oudenhoven and Van der Zee (2002) found open-mindedness to positively
correlate with the subjective well-being ( = .32, p < .05) and mental health (» = .29, p <
.05) of foreign-born students.

Social initiative. Social initiative, the ability to actively approach social situations,
is cited as an important factor in making friends with others from the host culture (Hawes
& Kealy, 1981). This construct is supported by empirical evidence (Abe & Weisman,
1983; Hammer et al., 1978). Van Oudenhoven and Van der Zee (2002) found social

initiative to positively correlate with the mental health (» = .45, p < .01), perceived peer
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support (» = .43, p <.01) and subjective well-being (r = .35, p < .01) of foreign-born
students.

Flexibility. The importance of flexibility in helping immigrants reconcile the
disparity between their initial expectations and the reality of their new environment is
cited by various authors (Gullahorn & Gullahorn, 1963; Hannigan, 1990; Hanvey, 1976;
Ruben & Kealy, 1979; Spreitzer, McCall & Mahoney, 1997; Torbiorn, 1982; Van der
Zee & Van Oudenhoven, 2000; Van Oudenhoven & Van der Zee, 2002). Others (Ehrman
& Oxford, 1995) cite the positive correlation between flexibility and the ability to
successfully learn a foreign language. Van Oudenhoven and Van der Zee (2002) find
flexibility to positively correlate with self-efficacy and emotional stability. Van
Oudenhoven, Mol and Van der Zee (2003) correlate flexibility with job satisfaction
among immigrants and with positive relationships between immigrants and people of
their host country. Van Oudenhoven and Van der Zee (2002) also find flexibility to
positively correlate with the mental health (» = .39, p < .01) of foreign-born students.

Emotional stability. The importance of emotional stability (or the ability to remain
calm in the face of stressful events) as a predictor of one’s ability to deal with
intercultural situations is cited by numerous authors (Abe & Wiseman, 1983; Caligiuri,
2000b; Hammer et al., 1978; Ones and Viswesvaran, 1999). Additionally, Van der Zee et
al. (2004) state that emotional stability and flexibility are correlated with the ability to
appraise intercultural situations as less threatening. Van Oudenhoven and Van der Zee
(2002) found emotional stability to positively correlate with perceived peer support (» =
41, p <.01), mental health (» = .41, p <.01), subjective well-being (r = .31, p <.05)

and the absence of negative social experiences (r = .29, p <.05) of foreign-born students.
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Tolerance for ambiguity. Tolerance for ambiguity, an acceptance of confusing
situations (Ely, 1989), is also often cited as a key characteristic of successful adaptation
to a host culture (Brislin, Cushner, Cherrie & Yong, 1986). Frenkel-Brunswik (1948) first
advanced that tolerance for ambiguity is an important personality variable. Brislin (1981)
relates that tolerance for ambiguity is important in determining adaptation, thus assisting
immigrants in appreciating a different perspective. Andersen and Schwartz (1992)
suggest that tolerance for ambiguity serves as a buffer against the depression caused by
stressful life events.

In their study of Russian immigrants in Israel (N = 301, M age = 33.57 years),
Yakhnich & Ben-Zur (2008) found that tolerance for ambiguity correlates with well-
being (» = .42, p < .001), emotion-oriented coping (» = .38, p < .001), behavioral
openness (r = .35, p <.001), intellectual openness (» = .35, p < .001), willingness to
remain in one’s host country (» = .33, p < .001), control appraisal (» =.17, p < .001), and
task-oriented coping (» = .14, p < .05). Tolerance for ambiguity was also found by them
to be negatively correlation to depression (r = -.35, p <.001), threat appraisal (» =-.33, p
<.001), anxiety (»r = -.27, p < .001), and loss appraisal (» = -.26, p <.001). Tolerance for
ambiguity is also correlated with persistence in learning a foreign language (Chapelle,
1983; Naiman, Frohlich, Stern & Todesco, 1978).

In their study of Chinese students (N = 106, M age = 23.67 years) at a university
in Singapore, Leong and Ward (2000) find a positive correlation of tolerance for
ambiguity with attributional complexity (» = .35, p <.005) and, as hypothesized, a

negative correlation with students’ identity conflict (» = -.32, p <.005). Tolerance for
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ambiguity was found to be the greatest predictor of a student’s lack of identity conflict (f
=-.28, p =.002).

In a study of undergraduate university students (N = 347), Dugas, Gosselin and
Ladouceur (2001) found that the antithesis of tolerance ambiguity, an intolerance of
uncertainty, is positively correlated with worry (» = .70, p <.001), measures of
obsessions and compulsions (r = .48, p < .001), beliefs about responsibility (» = .40, p <
.001), anxiety sensitivity (» = .33, p <.001), and is weakly correlated with panic
sensations ( = .12, p <.05). In a hierarchical regression, intolerance for uncertainty was
found to largely predict worry (f = .728, p <.001).

Motivations

Various authors have attempted to delineate the motivations of immigrants
(Boneva & Frieze, 2001; Kandel & Massey, 2002). Tourraine and Ragazzi (1961) first
pointed to the personality disposition of “an impelling desire for upward mobility” that
might predispose a person to migrate. In his classification of three immigrant types, based
on a small sample of internal migrants from rural areas of England, Taylor (1969)
similarly refers to one group as “aspirers,” those who are dissatisfied with their present
situation and aspire to create a better life for themselves and their children. In a larger
study of international immigrants, Richardson (1974) points to a certain “dissatisfaction
in attaining goals” that triggers certain individuals to immigrate.

Referring to McClelland’s (1961) taxonomy of motivations, Matter (1977)
suggests that individuals with high achievement motivation will remain in their
community of origin only as long as the community is perceived as “achieving” (p. 171).

In times of economic stability and/or decline, he says, the achievers will seek
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opportunities elsewhere. This research may also be linked to Caudill and DeVos’ (1956)
findings that Japanese immigrants were found to be high in achievement motivation. In a
study of male university students in Jamaica, Tidrick (1971) similarly found that students
who planned to emigrate from Jamaica possessed a higher achievement motivation than
their peers with no plans to emigrate. In her study of the traits of Mexico-born
entrepreneurs in Chicago, Raijman (2001) notes that the achievement motivation
possessed by many of them may be linked to the personality disposition that led them to
journey north across the U.S.-Mexico border. “Becoming an entrepreneur is like setting
out for a journey,” she writes. “One must make the decision to go, where to go, and how
to get there” (p. 394).

More recently, in their qualitative study of Mexican youths who choose to
migrate, Suarez-Orozco and Suarez-Orozco (1995) found no significant difference
between the achievement motivation of Mexican youths who migrated to the United
States and those who remained in Mexico. The authors do, however, suggest that the
youths who chose to migrate strongly linked personal success to competence and hard
work, and actively sought ways out of undesirable situations.

A possible relationship to migratory tendencies might also be traced to
McClelland’s (1961) notion of power motivation, aspects of which are manifest in a
person’s desire to impress others and/or be recognized. McClelland (1975) suggests that
individuals of high power motivation are often dissatisfied with themselves and their
present state. For this reason, one might easily imagine a possible correlation between

power motivation and migratory behavior. One might expect that immigrants possessing
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high power motivation will seek to be leaders in their host culture. Boneva and Frieze
(2001), for instance, write,

One way to help immigrants with a high power orientation, for example, could be

to get them involved in small groups, where they can play a special role. Power-

oriented individuals like to play organizational roles, to influence others, and to be
recognized....Getting them involved in mentoring programs, running community
organizations, or participating in church management within their religion all

could be suitable ways for frustrated emigrants to express power motivation. (p.

488)

These authors similarly warn, “for immigrants high in power motivation...finding
immediate outlets for the expression of their striving in the country of choice may be
especially difficult immediately after resettlement. The frustrated power motive can lead
to socially undesirable behavior” (p. 487). This is in line with Sorenson and Telles’
(1991) research of poorly-educated immigrant men whose high levels of power
motivation lead them to cross the border, then to involve themselves in aggressive
behavior. In contrast to such individuals of high power motivation, according to Boneva
and Frieze (2001), such concerns are unwarranted for immigrants of high achievement
motivation, given that this latter group tends to delay gratification.

The desire to migrate, however, might likely enjoy a negative relationship to
McClelland’s (1961) notion of affiliation motivation. In their examination of affiliation
motivation, Scott and Scott (1989) advance that high affiliation motivation is predictive
of a person’s desire to remain in his/her country of origin. In their attempt to expose the

motives, values and traits of immigrants, Boneva and Frieze (2001) also suggest that,
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when compared with those who do not wish to leave their country of origin, immigrants
are more work-oriented, have a higher achievement and power motivation, and possess a
lower affiliation motivation and family centrality.
Acculturation

Leadership involves relationship (Northouse, 2004), and the process of
acculturation and assimilation into a host culture and community presumes a change in
relationships to persons in one’s natal and host cultures. For this reason, acculturation
may influence the display of leadership and followership behaviors.
The steady movement of migrants throughout the world has prompted the rise of a new,
recognized field of exploration: acculturation (Chun, Organista & Marin, 2003). Alba and
Nee (1997) trace the origin of immigrant assimilation theory to Park and Thomas of the
1920’s Chicago School of sociology. Originally, the concept of assimilation was
understood as a linear process through which immigrants discarded “Old World” traits
and adopted “American” traits (Warner & Srole, 1945; Gordon, 1964; Lieberson, 1980;
Sowell, 1981). Harker (2001) notes that, according to this model, one should not expect a
foreign-born, first-generation immigrant to achieve social and economic parity with
members of the native-born population due to such challenges as discrimination and the
learning of a new culture and language. Second-generation immigrants, a group
consisting of children born in the host culture, serve as a bridge between the natal culture
of their first-generation immigrant parents and the host culture in which these second-
generation immigrants are raised. Various authors suggest that second-generation
immigrants often wish to adopt host culture values and practices, but that they feel

stymied in this respect by their first-generation parents, who fear “losing” their children
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to the host culture (Farver, Narang & Bhada, 2002; Killian & Hegtvedt, 2003; Lay &
Safdar, 2003). Second-generation youths also suffer a number of challenges related with
their task as language brokers to their first-generation parents (Weisskirch, 2005). Padilla
(2009) pointedly writes,

second-generation youth often learn the parents’ culture in isolation and American

culture at school, from peers, and through mass media....They are expected to

maintain the culture of the parents while they are also given mixed messages

about how Americanized they should become. (p. 196)

As aresult of this assimilation over two generations, few differences can be noted
between third-generation immigrants (i.e., those whose grandparents immigrated to the
host culture) and other members of the host culture.

The fact that many definitions have been advanced for acculturation has been
noted by various authors (Hunt, Schneider & Comer, 2004; Schwartz, Pantin & Sullivan,
Prado & Szapocznik, 2006). Redfield, Linton & Herskovits (1936) offered one of the
earliest definitions of acculturation as the change in the cultural characteristics of one or
both entities, when two individuals or groups of people from different cultures meet. This
coming together of two cultures involves the adoption of cultural beliefs, customs and
behaviors from the host culture, as well as an increased identity with it (Mendoza &
Martinez, 1981; Williams & Berry, 1991). Schwartz et al. (2006) note that three patterns
can typically be observed in a community experiencing acculturation: (1) Immigrants will
relinquish the values and practices of their natal culture and adopt the values and practice
of their host culture (Ryder, Alden & Paulhus, 2000; Schwartz, Montgomery & Briones,

2006), (2) the loss of natal culture values and practices will be correlated with contact
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with individuals from the host culture and with each successive generation born in the
host culture (Phinney & Flores, 2002), and (3) the adoption of host culture values and
practices will be correlated with time spent in the host culture (Kwak & Berry, 2001).

Perhaps the most common definition of acculturation comes from Berry (1980),
who refers to it as the process of psychological and behavioral change that occurs within
individuals and groups as a consequence of long-term exposure to another culture. Noting
the difference between acculturation at the individual and group level (Segall, Dasen,
Berry & Poortinga, 1999), Gibson (2001) more recently defines acculturation as “the
process of cultural change and adaptation that occurs when individuals with different
cultures come into contact” (p. 19). Ward (2001) clarifies that acculturation takes places
on two levels: the psychological and the socio-cultural. The former concerns coping,
stress, and all aspects of personal well-being, including self-esteem, life satisfaction and
lack of psychological problems. The latter concerns one’s relationship to others, and is
manifested in positive relationships and in academic and work-related skills, social skills,
and lack of behavioral problems.

Acculturation is a process that challenges individuals to simultaneously retain
and/or relinquish various views and practices from their natal culture, while selectively
adopting the views and practices of their host culture (Berry, 1997). On the basis of these
two decisions, one of four possible acculturation strategies can be embraced. Integration
involves high identification with both the natal and host cultures. Separation is a high
identification with natal culture but a low identification with the host culture.
Assimilation is a low identification with natal culture and a high identification with the

host culture. Marginalization is a low identification with both the natal and host cultures.
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Bakker, Van der Zer and Van Oudenhoven (2006) clarify, “migrants are not free to
choose the strategy that appeals to them. The choice for a particular strategy is influenced
by contextual factors” (p. 2865). The choice of an integrating or assimilating strategy, for
instance, presumes permeable group boundaries that allow the immigrant to easily cross
into the values and practices of the host culture. The context also determines to a great
extent the pride with which one regards one’s natal culture and the pressure one feels to
assimilate or integrate into the culture. Further, social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel &
Turner, 1986) suggests that the change from majority to minority status inherent in the
migration process is a threat to the individual’s identity. Thus, such an individual will be
tempted to seek legitimacy and stability in his/her natal culture (through a separation
strategy) or in his/her host culture (through an assimilation strategy). In the latter case,
leaving one’s ethnic group is not without its risks, as immigrants who fail to assimilate
may risk becoming marginalized by both cultures: unaccepted by the host culture, and
feeling they are unable to return to their natal culture (Chryssochoou, 2004).

Numerous authors have attempted to delineate the factors that might predict
successful acculturation by immigrants (Berry, 1984; Berry, Kim, Minde & Mok, 1987;
Berry, Kim, Power, Young & Bujaki, 1989; Berry, Poortinga, Segall & Dasen, 1992;
Grossman, Wirt & Davids, 1985; Koh & Bell, 1987; Liebkind, 1996, 1993; Nesdale,
Rooney & Smith, 1997; Nicassio, Solomon, Guest & McCullough, 1986; Sam & Berry,
1993; Sands & Berry, 1993; Shisana & Celentano, 1985).

In a review of 27 measures for acculturation among Latino populations, Kim and
Abreu (2001) note two broad conceptualizations of acculturation. A unidimensional (or

“zero-sum”) conceptualization of acculturation was first made popular in the 1970’s
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(Berry & Annis, 1974; Cuellar, Harris & Jasso, 1980; Szapocznik, Santisteban, Kurtines,
Perez-Vidal & Hervis, 1984; Szapocznik, Socpetta, Kurtines & Arandalde, 1978).
According to this model, an individual abandons the values and practices of his/her natal
culture as s/he adopts the values and practices of his/her host culture. Such a view
underlies Huntington’s (1996) stern warning that the immigration of Latin Americans to
the United States results in a “clash of civilizations” if immigrants do not find themselves
“adapting to America’s ‘Anglo-Protestant core’” (p. 32). As Stephenson (2000) notes,
this model presents a simplified bipolar view of acculturation, in which an individual
merely passes from being “unacculturated” to “acculturated” or “assimilated.” Dillon et
al. (2009) note that such a conceptualization of acculturation fails to separately assess
dimensions of both the natal and host culture, and fails to capture an individual’s
acculturation across such varying domains as language, knowledge, values and behaviors.
A second model of acculturation, arising from the works of Berry (1974, 1980), views the
process as bidimensional, with each dimension representing the orientation toward a
specific culture. According to such a model, an individual’s acculturation to both the
natal and host cultures is assessed simultaneously and independently (Birman, 1998;
Birman & Trickett, 2001; Cortés, Rogler & Malgady, 1994; Cuellar, Arnold &
Maldonado, 1995; Marin & Gamba, 1996; Mendoza, 1989; Oetting & Beauvais, 1990;
Phinney, 1990; Szapocznik, Kurtines & Fernandez, 1980) . Based on such a
bidimensional view, Tadmor & Tetlock (2006) advance a definition of acculturation as
the orientation by immigrants and their children toward both their heritage and receiving

cultural contexts.
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This reimagining of acculturation has given rise to the theorizing of biculturalism,
which focuses on the bicultural identities of immigrants and their socio-cultural
adaptation and psychological adjustment (Schwartz, Montgomery & Briones, 2006; Van
de Vijver & Phalet, 2004; Ward, 1996). The concept of biculturalism arose in the 1980°s
to describe those individuals who are competent in two cultures (LaFromboise, Coleman
& Gerton, 1993). Those who adopt Berry’s (1990) integration strategy are likely more
inclined toward biculturalism (Berry & Sam, 1997; Van de Vijver & Phalet, 2004). In
their study of immigrant youths (n = 5,366) and national youths (z = 2,631) in 13 nations,
including the United States, Berry, Phinney, Sam & Vedder (2006) lend credence to this
connection between biculturalism and the integration strategy. They write that in their
study,

The largest number of youth (36.4%) were classified in the integration profile:

[these youths] sought to acculturate by being involved with both their heritage

culture and the national culture. This bicultural way of living includes various

ways of engaging in both cultures: preferences (acculturation attitudes), cultural
identities (both ethnic and national), language behavior (ethnic and national
language knowledge and use), social engagements (with both ethnic and national
peers), and relationships with parents within their families (including acceptance
of both obligations and rights).
Confirming earlier findings concerning the value of biculturalism in adult populations
(Berry & Sam, 1997), Berry, Phinney, Sam and Vedder (2006) note that 22.5% of the
youth in their study fit the “ethnic profile,” preferring a separation strategy of

acculturation, 18.7% fit the “national profile,” choosing to assimilate, and 22.4%
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comprised a “diffuse profile” of youth that “lack a clear orientation and appear to be
marginal and confused” (Berry et al., 2006, p. 324). For this reason, the authors warn that
these youths, “[represent] a group in which, according to previous research, personal and
social problems are likely to appear. Thus, there is potential for serious problems in
intercultural relations between these [first-generation] immigrant youth and others in their
society of settlement” (p. 324). Other authors similarly warn that marginalization may
lead to feelings of isolation (Vigil, 2002), participation in violent behavior (Fouron &
Glick Schiller, 2001), and even participation in street gangs (Solis, 2003).

Though early works advanced that biculturalism might prove to be stressful and
psychologically handicapping (Adler, 1977; Park, 1928; Stonequist, 1935), others claim
that biculturalism may have a positive impact on the individual and his/her well-being
(Bialystok, 1999; Carringer, 1974; Peal & Lambert, 1962; Tran, 1994). Still others warn
that biculturalism can be beneficial only if a person does not internalize the potential
conflict that results from the two cultures between which s/he finds him/herself (Benet-
Martinez & Haritatos, 2005; Padilla, 1994; Phinney & Devich-Navarro, 1997). Another
group of researchers suggests that biculturalism may be the most adaptive form of
acculturation for immigrants (Ramirez, 1984; Rogler, Cortes & Magady, 1991;
Szapocznik & Kurtines, 1980)

In their samples of U.S.-born (n = 2,223) and foreign-born (n = 2,073) sixth- and
seventh-grade boys in Florida, Gil, Vega and Dimas (1994) found that bicultural students
experienced less language conflicts (p < .001), acculturation conflicts (p < .05) and
perceived discrimination (p < .05) than their highly-acculturated or lowly-acculturated

peers. The self-esteem of bicultural students (foreign-born and U.S.-born, respectively)
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was negatively correlated with their perception of a closed society (» = -.18, p <.001,
and r = -.15, p <.001), their experience of acculturative conflict (» = -.19, p <.001, and
r=-.26,p <.001), and their experience of language conflicts (» = -.15, p <.001, and » =
-.08, p <.05).

In their study of the bidimensional acculturation of mid-Atlantic Latino university
students and Central American immigrants in Washington, D.C. (N = 246, M age = 23.49
years), Zea, Asner-Self, Birman and Buki (2003) found acculturation to positively
correlate with U.S. cultural identity (» = .88, p <.0001 and » = .57, p <.0001), U.S.
cultural competence (r = .80, p <.0001, and » = .85, p <.0001), English language
proficiency (» = .74, p <.0001, and = .79, p <.0001), and years in the United States (»
=.62, p <.0001 and r = .28, p < .01). Though no negative correlations were found to be
significant for the Central American immigrant sample, U.S. acculturation among Latino
students was found to negatively correlate with Latino/a acculturation (r = -.53, p <
.0001), Spanish language proficiency (r = -.49, p <.0001), Latino/a cultural competence
(r =-.46, p <.0001), and Latino/a cultural identity (» = -.26, p <.001). In the same
study, for Latino college students and Central American immigrants respectively,
Latino/a acculturation was found to positively correlate with Latino/a cultural
competence (» = .87, p <.0001, and r = .85, p <.0001), Spanish language proficiency (»
= .81, p <.0001, and = .51, p <.0001) and Latino/a cultural identity (» = .63, p <
.0001, and r = .76, p < .001). Among both samples, Latino/a acculturation was found to
negatively correlate with U.S. culture identity (» = -.46, p <.0001, and » = -.21, p < .05)
and years in the United States ( = -.41, p <.0001, and » = -.28, p <.01). For Latino

college students, Latino/a acculturation was also negatively correlated with English
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language proficiency (» = -.44, p <.0001) and U.S. cultural competence (» = -.40, p <
.0001).

In their study of Latino junior and senior high school students in Washington,
D.C. (N = 123, M age = 17 years), Birman (1998) found biculturalism to positively
correlate with Americanism (» = .72, p < .001), Hispanicism (» = .51, p <.001),
perceived acceptance by Latino peers (» = .24, p < .01), and perceived family cultural
competence (» = .19, p <.05), and negatively correlated with age (» = -.21, p <.05).

In his study of second-generation Portuguese immigrant students residing in Paris
(N =109, M age = 16.7 years), Neto (2002) found the social adaptation of immigrant
youth to their new cultural context to positively correlate with the maintenance of a
bicultural (or “co-national”) identity ( = .36, p <.01), and negatively related to their
language competency in the host culture (» = -.451, p <.001) and their satisfaction with
the host society (r = -.37, p < .0l).

In a sample of Chinese immigrants in Hong Kong (n = 67, M age = 28.51 years),
Chen et al. (2008) found bicultural identity integration to positively correlate with
psychological adjustment (» = .48, p <.001) and proficiency in the language of the host
culture ( = .30, p < .05), and negatively correlated with neuroticism (» = -.42, p <.001)
and acculturative stress (r = -.26, p < .05). In a sample of Filipino domestic workers in
Hong Kong (n = 153, M age = 33.84 years), these authors found bicultural identity
integration to positively correlate with identity with natal culture (» = .23, p <.001) and
psychological adjustment (» = .19, p <.05), and negatively correlated with acculturative
stress (r = -.24, p <.001). Finally, in a sample of Chinese university students in Hong

Kong (n =452, M age = 20.58 years), they found bicultural identity integration to
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positively correlate with psychological adjustment (» = .22, p <.001), identification with
the host culture (» = .11, p <.001), and language proficiency in the host culture (» = .09,
p <.05), and negatively correlated with acculturative stress (» =-.31, p <.001) and
identification with one’s natal culture ( = -.14, p <.001).

Various instruments for measuring acculturation include such domains as
language knowledge, language use and preference, interaction with one’s natal and host
societies, and preferences for food and media (Benet-Martinez & John, 1998; Benet-
Martinez, Leu, Lee & Morris, 2002; Berry & Kim, 1988; Berry & Sam, 1997; Chen,
Benet-Martinez & Harris Bond, 2008; Choney, Berryhill-Paapke & Robbins, 1995;
Cuellar, Arnold & Maldonado, 1995; Landrine & Klonoff, 1996; Marin, 1992; Marin &
Gamba, 1996; Marin, Sabogal, VanOssen Marin, Otero-Sabogal & Pérez-Stable, 1987;
Mendoza, 1989; Mendoza & Martinez, 1981; Oetting & Beauvais, 1990; Olmedo, 1979;
Padilla, 1980; Rogler, Cortes & Malgady, 1991; Stephenson, 2000; Suinn, Rickard-
Figueroa, Lew & Vigil, 1987; Szapocznik, Scopetta, Kurtines & Aranalda, 1978; Tatft,
1986; Triandis, Kashima, Shimada & Villareal, 1986). Zea, Asner-Self, Birman and Buki
(2003) note that most measures assess one or more of the following five factors that may
be functions of acculturation: behavior, cultural identity, knowledge, language and
values. Some authors suggest that the first four may be superficial measures of
acculturation, but that the fifth factor, values, may be indicative of deeper immersion in a
culture (Kim & Abreau, 2001; Marin, 1993; Stephenson, 2000).

In their creation of the Multidimensional Measure of Cultural Identity Scales
(MMCISL), Félix-Ortiz, Newcomb & Myers (1994) note that they substitute “cultural

identity” for “acculturation.” Though they proposed that cultural identity is a construct
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composed of ten higher-order factors, concern for internal consistency reliability led to
the immediate exclusion of four factors: feminism, respeto, perceived discrimination and
Latino activism. In the end, only three subscales could be recommended: the Familiarity
with Latino Culture scale, the Familiarity with U.S. Culture scale, and the Preferred
Latino Affiliation scale.

Though acculturation is presently one of the most widely-investigated topics in
research concerning diverse cultural samples (Dillon, Félix-Ortiz, Rice, De La Rosa,
Rojas & Duan, 2009), various authors note the many contradictory findings with respect
to acculturation (Castillo, Conoley, Brossart & Quiros, 2007; Félix-Ortiz & Newcomb,
1995; Guilamo-Ramos, Jaccard, Pena & Goldberg, 2005). One interesting field of study
in this respect concerns the “immigrant paradox,” the fact that many first-generation
immigrants, despite numerous challenges, seem to fare better than their second- and
third-generation peers (Harker, 2001; Harris, 1999; Hernandez, 1999; Kao, 1999;
Mendoza & Dixon, 1999; Sam, Vedder, Ward & Horenczyk, 2006; Sam, Vedder,
Liebkind, Neto & Virta, 2008).

Among youths, Fuligni (2001) notes that Mexico-born students possess greater
academic aspirations, a stronger belief in the importance and usefulness of education, and
a higher investment in their educational goals than their U.S.-born peers. Various authors
advance that length of residence in the United States is positively correlated with
academic motivation (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001; Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 2001).
Others note the negative relationship between acculturation and academic performance
(Boyle, Georgiades, Racine & Mustard, 2007; Glick & White, 2004, 2003; Kao &

Tienda, 1995). In contrast, Gonzales, Knight, Morgan-Lopez, Saenz and Sirolli (2002)
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present a literature review asserting that U.S.-born, second-generation immigrant youth
are involved in more conduct problems, juvenile arrests and substance use issues than
their first-generation immigrant peers. Some believe this may be due to the fact that
mainstream U.S. society is more permissive of problem behavior than are first-generation
immigration parents (Vega, Gil and Wagner, 1998). Others suggest that assimilation can
be harmful insofar as it means the loss of a traditional lifestyle that acts as a buffer
against the adoption of less healthy behaviors (Portes & Rumbaut, 1990; Rumbaut, 1994;
Rumbaut, 1997; Rumbaut & Weeks, 1998) or insofar as one is no longer among an
environment of co-ethnics who help to reinforce positive health behaviors (Antecol &
Bedard, 2006; Cho, Frisbie, Hummer & Rogers, 2004; Lopez-Gonzales, Aravena &
Hummer, 2005). Various studies, for instance, point to healthier diets by foreign-born,
first-generation immigrants, than by their second-generation peers (Aldrich & Variyam,
2000; Gordon-Larsen, Harris, Ward & Popkin, 2003; Guendelman & Abrams, 1995;
Schaeffer, Velie, Shaw & Todoroff, 1998; Winkleby, Albright, Howard-Pitney, Lin &
Fortmann, 1994). Other studies link acculturation to being overweight and engaging in
overweight-related behaviors (Gordon-Larsen, Mullen Harris, Ward & Popkin, 2003),
low birth weight (Balcazar & Krull, 1999; Scribner & Dwyer, 1989; Teller & Clyburn,
1974), psychological distress (Burnam, Hough, Kano, Escobar & Telles, 1987; Kaplan &
Marks, 1990; Ortega, Rosenheck, Alegria & Desai, 2000; Robins & Regier, 1991), and
activity limitations (Cho, Frisbie, Hummer & Rogers, 2004).

In their study of immigrant and native-born eighth- and tenth-grade students in
Massachusetts (N = 2,635), Blake, Ledsky, Goodenow and O’Donnell (2001) found that

adolescents living in the United States for less than six years, when compared to their
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foreign-born peers residing in the United States for more than six years and to their U.S.-
born peers respectively, engaged in less alcohol use during the past 30 days (21%, 25%
and 33% respectively, p < .001), during the past twelve months (29%, 39%, 51%, p <
.001), and during their entire lives (36%, 47%, 58%, p <.001). When compared with
their peers, they also smoked marijuana less during the past 30 days (11%, 17%, 21%, p
<.003), during the past twelve months (15%, 23%, 30%, p < .001), and during their
entire lives (19%, 27%, 34%, p < .001). Differences in the use of other drugs and in
sexual activity, however, were found to be insignificant.

In her study of first- and second-generation Mexican American junior and senior
high school students in the United States (N = 1,034, M age = 15.29 years), Cavanagh
(2007) discovered that generational differences predict adolescent friendship choices.
Similar to Titzmann, Silbereisen and Schmidt-Rodermund’s (2007) study of friendship
homophily among immigrant adolescents in Germany and Israel, she found that the first-
generation immigrant students in her study tended to choose immigrant friends (» = .30, p
<.001) or co-ethnic friends (r = .20, p < .01), rather than Caucasian friends (» = -.21, p
<.001) or friends with problem behavior (» = -.27, p < .05). Second-generation Mexican
American students, on the other hand, tended to choose less immigrant (» = .23, p <.001)
and co-ethnic friends (» = .15, p <.01), and more Caucasian friends (» = -.11, p <.01).
The researcher also found that first-generation students were less likely to binge drink (»
= -.87, p <.001) than their second-generation peers (» = -.65, p <.001). In their study of
the risk behaviors of Latino adolescents in Los Angeles County, California (N = 890,

ages 12 to 17), Frank, Cerdd and Rendon (2007) also found that first-generation Latino
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students were less likely to have a propensity toward substance abuse (» = -.95, p <.01)
than their second-generation peers (» = -.60, p <.05).

Other researchers confirm that immigrant youths are less likely to engage in
substance abuse and in delinquent or violent acts (Acevedo-Garcia, Pan, Jun, Osypuk, &
Emmons, 2005; Georgiades, Boyle, Duku & Racine, 2006). Still others advance that
immigrant youths are prone to have fewer emotional and behavioral problems (Beiser,
Hou, Hymen & Tousignant, 2002; Crosnoe, 2005; Harker, 2001; Mullan Harris, 1999).

Self-Esteem & Self-Efficacy

Self-confidence has long been considered a leadership trait (Stogdill, 1948, 1974;
Kirkpatrick & Locke, 1991; Northouse, 2004). Self-esteem is a construct resembling self-
confidence. Self-esteem, or a sense of personal self-worth, is widely recognized as a
measure of well-being and psychological adjustment (Farver, Narang & Bhada, 2002;
Nesdale & Mak, 2003). White (1959) advances that self-esteem is a judgment of self-
worth or value based on feelings of efficacy or internal locus of control (Rotter, 1966).
Harter (1993) defines self-esteem as “the level of regard one has for the self as a person”
(p. 88). In studies of acculturation, self-esteem emerges as a strong predictor of
adaptation by immigrants (Valentine, 2001). For this reason, self-esteem is included as a
variable in many psychological studies including immigrant samples. Of interest, Kosic
(2006) writes of the ways in which immigrants were found to protect their self-esteem in
her study:

As a strategy to preserve their self-esteem, they used re-interpretation of the

situation. The unpleasant, menial and irregular jobs were seen as part of the

“price” that had to be paid for future benefits. Thus, despite the difficulties, many
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immigrants saw the migration experience as positive because it allowed them to

improve their own financial situation and that of their family. Moreover, they link

migration experiences with positive personal development associated with change
and maturity. It therefore seems that immigrants prefer to present themselves not
as “victims” but as individuals who have responsibilities, and who can draw upon
rich cultural and personal experiences in defining themselves. This probably helps
them to make sense of their world and, at the same time, to protect their self-

esteem. (p. 116)

In their study of sixth- and seventh-grade, immigrant and native-born Hispanic
boys (N = 4,296) in Miami, Florida, Gil, Vega and Dimas (1994) found self-esteem to
vary according to one’s place of birth and level of acculturation into U.S. mainstream
society. For foreign-born boys with low levels of acculturation, self-esteem was found to
positively correlate with family pride (» = .08, p < .05) and negatively correlated with
acculturation conflict (r = -.22, p <.001), perceived discrimination (» = -.14, p < .01)
and language conflict (» = -.11, p <.01). For foreign-born boys considered to be
bicultural, self-esteem was found to negatively correlate with acculturation conflict (» = -
.19, p <.001), the perception of a closed society ( = -.18, p <.001) and language
conflict (» = -.15, p <.001). For foreign boys with high levels of acculturation, self-
esteem was found to positively correlate with family pride (» = .23, p <.001) and
negatively correlated with acculturation conflict (» = -.22, p <.001) and language
conflict (» = -.10, p < .01). For these three groups, self-esteem was not found to be
significantly correlated with the perceived acculturation gap between the adolescents and

their parents.
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In their study of sixth-, seventh- and eighth-grade students of Mexican descent (N
= 881) in a rural U.S. city, Romero & Roberts (2003) found self-esteem to positively
correlate with perceived socioeconomic status (» = .129, p <.01), and negatively
correlated with depressive symptoms (» = -.530, p <.001), bicultural stress (» = -.228, p
<.001), preference for speaking in Spanish (» =-.197, p <.001), and age (r =-.092, p <
.05). Through a hierarchical regression analysis, self-esteem was found to be the greatest
predictor of depressive symptoms (f = -.471, p <.001), followed by bicultural stressors
(B =.252,p <.001).

In their study of sixth- and seventh-grade Cuban American (n = 674) and
Nicaraguan American (n = 211) boys in Dade County, Florida, Gil and Vega (1996)
found various differences between the two samples of their study. For Nicaraguan
American boys, self-esteem was found to positively correlate with family pride (» = .31,
p <.001), student acculturation level (» = .27, p <.001) and parent language conflicts (»
= .17, p <.05), and negatively correlated with perceived discrimination (r = -.27, p <
.001), student acculturation conflicts (» = -.21, p <.01), parent acculturation level (» = -
21, p <.01), student language conflicts (r = -.18, p <.05) and parent acculturation
conflicts (» = -.11, p < .05). For Cuban American boys, self-esteem was found to
positively correlate with family pride (» = .35, p <.001) and family communication (» =
.15, p <.01), and negatively correlated with student acculturation conflicts (» = -.15, p <
.01), parents’ perceived discrimination ( = .11, p <.05) and students’ perceived
discrimination (» = -.10, p < .05). In both samples, self-esteem was not found to be
significantly correlated with family income, parent education, familistic attitudes or

family cohesion.
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In their study of Hispanic sixth-, seventh- and eighth-grade students (N = 347) in
a “new” immigrant-receiving community in the Midwestern United States, Schwartz,
Zamboanga and Jarvis (2007) found self-esteem to positively correlate with academic
grades (r = .29, p <.001), and negatively correlated with acculturative stress (» = -.37, p
<.001) and externalizing symptoms (» = -.36, p < .001). Self-esteem was also found to
predict academic grades (f = .34, p <.001) and externalizing symptoms (f = -.45, p <
.001). Self-esteem was not found to be significantly correlated with U.S. orientation,
Hispanic orientation, ethnic identity, or pro-social behavior.

In their study of foreign-born adults in Australia (N = 510, ages 18 to 74),
Nesdale and Mak (2003) found self-esteem to positively correlate with self-efficacy (r =
48, p <.05) and education (r = .14, p < .05), and negatively correlated with ethnic
identity with one’s natal culture (» = -.15, p < .05). No significant relationship was found
between self-esteem and age, gender, language proficiency in the host culture, job status,
acceptance of the host culture, friendships in the host culture, friendship in one’s natal
culture, or involvement in one’s natal culture.

In a study of immigrant adolescents (N = 313, M age = 15.0 years) residing in
Lisbon, Portugal, Neto (2002a) found self-esteem to be the greatest negative predictor of
loneliness scores (f = -.35, p < .001). In another study of second-generation Portuguese
adolescents (N = 109, M age = 16.7 years) living in Paris, Neto (2002b) found self-
esteem to negatively correlate with social adaptation difficulties ( = -.22, p <.05).

In his study of Russian and Ukrainian ninth-grade students in Israel (N = 211,

ages 14.5 to 15.5 years), Tartakovsky (2007) found self-esteem to negatively correlate
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with acculturative stress ( = -.29, p <.05) and homesickness (» = -.23, p < .05) during
the first year after immigration.

In their study of U.S.-born Asian Indian adolescents (N = 180, M age = 16.0
years) and their parents, Farver, Narang and Bhada (2002) examined correlations
between self-esteem and Barry’s model of acculturation (Berry, Kim & Koski, 1988;
Berry, Kim, Power, Young & Bujaki, 1989). The authors of the study found that
adolescents had mean scores for self-esteem that significantly correlated with their choice
of an integration strategy (M = 4.09, p <.003), an assimilation strategy (M = 4.06, p <
.003), a separation strategy (M = 3.83, p <.003), or a marginalization strategy (M = 3.75,
p <.003). They also found that the self-esteem of students was higher when the students
shared the same acculturation strategy as their parents (M = 4.10, p <.02), than when
they possessed a different acculturation strategy than their parents (M = 3.92, p <.02).

In their study of U.S.-born Asian Indian adolescents (N = 85; M age = 16.54
years) and their parents, Farver, Narang & Bhada (2002) found self-worth to positively
correlate with morals (» = .50, p <.01), scholastic competence (» = .40, p < .01), social
acceptance (r = .38, p <.01), number of close friendships (» = .37, p <.01), physical
appearance (r = .29, p < .01) and family socioeconomic status (» = .29, p <.01). Self-
worth was found not to significantly correlate with age, sex, grade-point average,
adolescents’ or parents’ religion, years in the United States, athletic competence, or
romantic appeal. The self-worth of adolescents who employed an integration strategy of
acculturation was found to be significantly greater than the self-worth of adolescents who

employed a separation or marginalization strategy (p = .05).
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In their study of foreign-born students (N = 171, M age = 20.36 years) at an
international business school in the Netherlands, Van Oudenhoven and Van der Zee
(2002) found that self-efficacy is positively correlated with mental health (» = .34, p <
.05) and subjective well-being (r = .28, p <.05). In this study, self-esteem did not
significantly correlate with physical health, peer support, absence of negative social
experiences, or academic functioning.

In their study of first- and second-generation Armenian, Mexican and Vietnamese
immigrant students in Los Angeles (N = 164, M age = 16.1 years), Phinney, Madden and
Santos (1998) found self-esteem to positively correlate with mastery or control of one’s
life (r = .49, p <.001), intergroup competence (r = .35, p <.001), and ethnic identity (r
= .22, p <.02), and negatively correlated with perceived discrimination (r = -.18, p <
.05) and depression/anxiety (r = -.16, p < .05). No significant correlations were found
between self-esteem and gender, socioeconomic status or birthplace. Self-esteem was
also found to be the greatest determinant of depression/anxiety (f = -.46, p < .001).

In a sample of Chinese immigrants in Hong Kong (n = 67, M age = 28.51 years),
Chen, Benet-Martinez and Harris Bond (2008) found that self-efficacy is positively
correlated with psychological adjustment (» = .32, p < .01) and proficiency and use of the
language of one’s host culture (» = .27, p < .05), and is negatively correlated with
neuroticism (r = -.26, p <.05) and acculturative stress (» = -.24, p < .05). In a
hierarchical regression, self-efficacy was found to be the second-greatest predictor of
psychological adjustment (5 = .20, p < .05), after neuroticism (f = -.69, p <.001). In a
sample of Filipino domestic workers in Hong Kong (n = 153, M age = 33.84 years), these

authors found that self-efficacy is positively correlated with natal language proficiency (r
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= .35, p <.001), proficiency in the language of one’s host culture (» = .32, p <.001),
psychological adjustment (» = .28, p <.01) and identification with one’s natal culture (»
= .20, p <.05), and is negatively correlated with neuroticism (» = -.27, p <.01). Again,
self-efficacy was found to be the second-greatest predictor of psychological adjustment
(B = .16, p <.05), after neuroticism (f = -.36, p < .001). Finally, in a sample of Chinese
university students in Hong Kong (n = 452, M age = 20.58 years), Chen et al. (2008)
found that self-efficacy is positively correlated with psychological adjustment (» = .53, p
<.001), identification with Western culture (» = .23, p <.001), identification with one’s
natal culture (» = .17, p <.001), proficiency in the language of the host culture (» = .12, p
<.01), and proficiency in one’s natal culture (» = .11, p <.05), and is negatively
correlated with neuroticism (» = -.52, p <.001). As in the previous two studies, self-
efficacy was found to be the second-greatest predictor of psychological adjustment (8 =
.26, p <.001), after neuroticism (f = -.58, p <.001).
Resilience and Well-Being

In addition to self-esteem, the psychological well-being of immigrants has also
been the focus of many studies. Presumably the antithesis of the Big Five personality trait
of Neuroticism, well-being is often operationalized with measures of mental health,
resilience, subjective happiness and satisfaction with life. One might imagine that a
person who enjoys greater psychological well-being will be in a better position to
healthfully lead others.

During the establishment phase of migration, Biirgelt, Morgan and Pernice (2008)
argue that psychological well-being can be enhanced if one’s decision to migrate is not

irreversible and if one convinces him/herself and his/her family that the migration is
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merely a “trial.” Based on their qualitative study of German migrants (N = 16, ages 34 to
68) in New Zealand, they write, “This interpretation allowed [these immigrants] to stay
flexible in their pursuit of happiness/well-being, reduced pressure on needing to succeed,
and protected their relationship since it counteracted family and friends seeing them as
having failed if they decided to return” (p. 293). Others (Harker, 2001; Sam & Berry,
1995) suggest that rejection of one’s natal or host culture during the process of
acculturation may lead to diminished well-being. In contrast, well-being may be
enhanced by possessing a bicultural identity (Farver, Narang & Bhada, 2002; Harker,
2001; Lay & Safdar, 2003; Sam & Berry, 1995).

In their study of Russian immigrants in Israel (N = 301, M age = 33.57 years),
Yakhnich & Ben-Zur (2008) found well-being to positively correlate with willingness to
remain in one’s host country ( = .46, p <.001), ambiguity tolerance (r = .42, p <.001),
task-oriented coping (» = .29, p <.001) and control appraisal (» = .20, p <.001), and
negatively correlated with loss appraisal (» = -.35, p <.001), depression (» = -.31, p <
.001), threat appraisal (r = -.28, p <.001), anxiety (» = -.26, p < .001) and emotion-
oriented coping (r = -.25, p <.001). No significant correlations were found between
well-being and openness, challenge appraisal or avoidance coping. In this study, the
results of structural equation modeling showed well-being to be the greatest predictor of
willingness to remain in one’s host country (f = .33, p <.001).

Blanco-Vega, Castro-Olivo and Merrell (2008) maintain that the main sources of
resiliency among members of the Latino immigrant population are parental/familial
involvement, positive community support, and positive self-concept (Fuligni, 1997,

Gordon, 1996; Martinez, DeGarmo & Eddy, 2004). Drawing on the research of Gordon
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(1996), of Fraser, Piacentini, Van Rossem, Hien & Rotheram-Borus (1998), and of Elias,
Zins, Gracyk & Weissberg (2003), they also suggest that Latino adolescents with higher
self-concepts possess higher self-esteem, and, in turn, will tend to be more socially and
emotionally resilient.

In their study of the resilience and well-being of adolescents from Poland and the
former Soviet Union living in Germany (N = 1,081; M age = 15.81 years), Schmitt-
Rodermund and Silbereisen (2008) found the use of active coping strategies to positively
correlate with family cohesion (» = .403, p < .05), social support (» = .366, p <.05), the
female gender (» = .189, p <.05) and age (» = .076, p < .05), and to be negatively related
to delinquency (r = -.119, p <.05). No significant correlation was found between the use
of active coping strategies and length of residence in the host country, natal language
proficiency, depression, father’s education, or socioeconomic status.

Religiosity

Dorfman and House (2004) write, “religious beliefs...are often predecessors to
leadership positions” (p. 59). They cite research that certain leader behaviors have been
shown to be associated with such religious traditions as Confucianism, Catholicism and
Protestantism. For this reason, in addition to self-esteem and psychological well-being, it
might be hypothesized that religiosity may also positively correlate with the display of
various leadership behaviors.

Because an estimated 82-89% of the adult population in Mexico self-identifies as
Roman Catholic, the influence of this religious tradition on the perception of leadership
may be of great interest. Several indigenous religious practices also influence the

Mexican psyche, including sorcery, witchcraft and ancient herbal lore, and in many
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places these practices are combined with Catholic practices and beliefs (Falicov, 2005).
Writing on the perceptions of health by immigrant adolescents, Garcia and Saewyc
(2007) write, “Health is often viewed in Latino cultures as a person’s state resulting from
luck, good behavior, or as a gift from God....Protecting one’s health focuses
on...religiously focused activities such as prayer recitations and maintaining protective
relics in the home” (p. 41). They conclude, “Like all categories of illness, treatment in
Latino culture is primarily sought from a curandero, a folk healer” (p. 41).

The GLOBE Study (House et al., 2004) found religious ideology to positively
correlate with In-Group Collectivism practices. This is an important factor, considering
that In-Group Collectivism was the cultural trait that was found to most mark Mexican
culture. Gelfand, Bhawuk, Hisae Nishi and Bechtold (2004) note that in the GLOBE
Study, In-Group Collectivism practices are positively correlated with religious devotion
(r = .49, p <.01) and to religious dogma (r = .49, p < .01) before controlling for Gross
National Product, after which the correlations are non-significant.

Various authors suggest that various aspects of religiosity, including religious
belief, religious affiliation and religious practice, also enhance the psychological well-
being of a person (Ellison, 1991; Harker, 2001; St. George & McNamara, 1984). Strong
religious faith seems to be a buffer against stress and the negative effects of trauma
(Ellison, 1991). Religiosity has also been found to be positively associated with levels of
happiness, excitement, and satisfaction with life (St. George & McNamara, 1984).
Bankston and Zhou (1995) advance that religiosity may be a particularly significant

protective factor for first-generation immigrant youth.
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Reese (2001) writes that morality and religious values are “key shapers of daily
routines for [Mexican] immigrant families” (p. 457). In part, she credits César Chavez’s
success in organizing Mexican farm workers to “his recognition of the powerful role of
religious belief and motivation in his community” (p. 457). In her review of data from the
National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health, Harker (2001) found that mean
religiosity scores decreased with each successive immigrant generation, and that first-
generation immigrants had higher mean scores of church attendance (M = 2.70) than their
second-generation (M = 2.65) or third-generation (M = 2.53) peers. Religion was also
considered to be more important to first-generation immigrants (M = 3.00) than to their
second-generation (M = 2.92) or third-generation (M = 2.83) peers. Only in frequency of
prayer did second-generation immigrants (M = 2.70) score higher than first-generation
(M = 2.64) or third-generation (M = 2.48) immigrants. According to this study, church
attendance was found to be slightly negatively correlated with adolescent depression (r =
-.01, p < .01). No significant correlation was found between adolescent depression and
religious importance or frequency of prayer. Frequency of prayer did, however, correlate
positively with adolescent well-being (» = .03, p < .01). No significant correlation was
found between adolescent well-being and church attendance or religious importance. In
first-generation immigrant adolescents, there was no significant correlation of church
attendance, religious importance or frequency of prayer with depression or well-being.

In their study of seventh-grade students of Mexican origin (N = 598, M age = 12.3
years) in a southwestern U.S. metropolitan area, Gonzales, German, Kim, George,
Fabrett, Millsap and Dumka (2008) found religious values to correlate positively with

family obligations (» = .45, p < .01), family support and emotional closeness (» = .44, p
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<.01), school attachment (» = .19, p <.01), youths’ orientation to their natal culture (» =
.16, p <.01), academic self-efficacy (» = .14, p < .01), academic competence (r = .10, p
<.01) and mother’s country of birth (» = .09, p <.01). Religious values were also found
to negatively correlate with math teachers’ reports on externalizing behaviors (r = -.12, p
<.01), parents’ education level (» = -.10, p <.01), and the youths’ externalizing reports
(r =-.08, p <.05). No significant correlation was found between religious values and the
youths’ country of birth, orientation to the host culture, educational aspirations, language
arts teachers’ reports on externalizing behaviors, language arts teachers’ reports on
students’ academic effort and initiative, or math teachers’ reports on students’ academic
effort and initiative. Students’ traditional values were found to predict their religious
values (f = .53, p <.05).

Various researchers note that religious activities reinforce the ethnicity of
participants, binding participants more closely to the ethnic group (Bankston and Zhou,
1995; Haddad & Lummis, 1987; Herberg, 1960; Hurh & Kim, 1990; Kivisto, 1993;
Warner, 1993; Williams, 1988). First-generation immigrants perceive their ethnic
religious institutions as elements of continuity between their natal and host cultures, and
as effective vehicles for linking their U.S.-born children with their ethnic group while
being accepted by mainstream U.S. society (Williams, 1988).

A Catholic priest and sociologist, Greeley (1972) argues that immigrant minority
religious institutions are “mobility traps” inhibiting assimilation into mainstream society.
Others advance that ethnic churches help to sustain ethnicity while assisting ethnic

groups in their adaptation to the host culture (Barton, 1975; Smith, 1978).



76

In their study of Vietnamese high school students (N = 402, M age = 16 years,
87.3% Roman Catholic) in New Orleans, Bankston and Zhou (1995) found church
attendance by immigrant adolescents to be correlated with such indicators of ethnic
identification as language use (r = .285, p <.01), commitment to endogamy (r = .232, p
<.01), ethnic friendship choices (» = .202, p <.01) and self-identification (r = .157, p <
.01). Church attendance was also found to be correlated with such indicators of
adaptation to U.S. society as grade-point average ( = .309, p <.01), perceived
importance of college (» = .384, p <.01) and substance abuse (r = -.288, p <.01).

In their study of U.S.-born Asian Indian adolescents (N = 180, M age = 16.0
years) and their parents, Farver, Narang and Bhada (2002) found the adolescent religion
of second-generation immigrants to positively correlate with the religion of their first-
generation immigrant parents (» = .47, p <.01). No significant correlation was found
between adolescent religion and age, sex, grade-point average, family socioeconomic
status, years in the United States, scholastic, social or athletic ability, appearance,
romance, morals, friendships or self-worth. In all instances, the highest religiosity among
parents and their children was found among those who shared a separation (rather than
integration, assimilation or marginalization) strategy of acculturation.

In their study of Turkish migrants in Germany (N = 333, M age = 35 years, 98.5%
Muslim), Simon and Ruhs (2008) found religious identification to positively correlate
with identification with one’s natal culture (» = .62, p < .001), support for radical in-
group organizations (r = .55, p <.001), support for moderate in-group organizations (» =
.50, p <.001), a separatist identification (» = .42, p < .001), collective efficacy (» = .22, p

<.001) and group-based anger (» = .16, p <01). Religious identification was also found
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to negatively correlate with past political activity (» = -.29, p <.001) and past
participation in violent protests (» = -.16, p <.01). No significant correlation was found
between religious affiliation and identification with the host culture, biculturalism,
politicization or acceptance of political violence. Religious identification was not found
to be a significant predictor of politicization or civic involvement.
Stress, Acculturative Stress, Anxiety and Depression

It might be hypothesized that self-esteem, self-efficacy, psychological well-being
and religiosity positively correlate with the display of various leadership and followership
behaviors. In contrast, it might be hypothesized that a number of variables will also be
found to negatively correlate with the display of leadership and followership behaviors.
Because many psychological studies focus on the maladaptive role of stress, anxiety and
depression in the acculturative process, it is presumed that these variables may also
negatively correlate with the perceptions of leadership among the population that is the
focus of the present study.
Stress & Acculturative Stress

In 348 B.C.E., Plato (1892) argued against immigration, saying that it was good
neither for the host culture nor for the individual immigrant. In their “stress hypothesis,”
Berry, Kim, Minde and Mok (1987) suggest that the stress of migration and subsequent
acculturation may lead to lowered mental health, feelings of marginality and alienation,
identity confusion, and psychosomatic symptoms.

Stress is comprised of the “demands (external or internal) that are appraised as
taxing or exceeding the resources of the person” (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Stress can

result from daily hassles (Kanner, Coyne, Schaefer & Lazarus, 1981) and/or from
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ongoing, persistent stressors and strains (Pearlin & Liberman, 1979). Stress can also
result from discrete, episodic events (Dohrenwend & Dohrenwend, 1974), such as the
migration experience. Various researchers have documented the inherent stress of
migration (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001; Suarez-Orozco and Sudrez-Orozco, 2001). Others
have noted that the episodic stress and trauma suffered by immigrants during their
migration experience may result in the later manifestation of symptoms of post-traumatic
stress disorder (Hancock, 2005; Smart & Smart, 1995). Various researchers have
suggested that immigrants’ low socio-economic status, coupled with the experience of
migration, leads immigrants to have a higher rate of stress than non-immigrants (Cohen,
1987; Vega, Hough & Miranda, 1985). Others suggest that immigration alone is a
stressful process (Berry & Sam, 1997; Garza-Guerrero, 1974; Stein, 1985; Ward,
Bochner & Furnham, 2001). Aroian (1990) similarly states that “migration and
resettlement [comprise] a complex process that unfolds over time with cumulative
interactions among multiple stressors” (p. 5). Among these stressors, Tartakovsky
enumerates two primary hazards:

massive loss of the familiar environment, including mother tongue, food, social

networks, geographic environment, architectural environment, and the arts. The

second is the adjustment to the host country, including difficulties in acquiring a

new language, mastering new patterns of behavior, and forming a new social

network. (p. 485)

Oberg (1960) coined the term “culture shock™ to describe the psychological
reaction to the difficulties that accompany adjustment to a new culture. Initially, such

researchers as Lysgaard (1955) thought culture shock to be a psychiatric disorder.
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Contemporary researchers are more likely to attribute such distress to cross-cultural
transition, which is typically milder than many psychiatric illnesses (Berry & Sam, 1997;
Berry, Phinney, Sam & Vedder, 2006; Ward, Bochner & Furnham, 2001). Tartakovsky
(2007) advances that the term “acculturative stress” has replaced “culture shock™ in most
contemporary literature.

In a longitudinal study of Russian and Ukrainian ninth-grade immigrants in Israel
(N =211, age = 14.5 to 15.5 years) at six, eighteen and thirty months after immigration,
Tartakovsky (2007) found a U-shaped relationship between acculturative stress and such
variables as emotional and behavioral problems (» = .31, .18 and .31, p <.05 at 6, 18 and
36 months respectively), loneliness (» = .31, .17 and .20, p < .05) and perceived
discrimination (» = .65, .49, and .58, p < .05). Similar patterns were found in the
correlation of homesickness to emotional and behavioral problems (» = .31, .21 and .36, p
<.05) and perceived discrimination (» = .39, .30 and .50, p < .05). No significant
correlations over time were established between acculturative stress and country of
origin, gender, family composition, number of rooms in the home, general self-esteem,
body image, social competence, school competence, or perceived social support from
parents. At 18 and 30 months after immigration, the correlation between acculturative
stress was also measured and found to be significant for perceived social support from
peers (r = -.25 and -.28, p < .05) and perceived social support from teachers (» = -.21 and
-.24, p <.05).

Golding, Potts and Aneshensel (1991) found that immigrants reported relatively
few stressful events when compared to U.S.-born Mexican Americans, and that their

most stressful event, a difference in immigration status, was rendered insignificant when
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controlling for demographics. This may, in part, be explained by the degree of
voluntariness with which immigrants choose to experience such stressors (Rumbaut,
1991). As a result, many immigrants have a dual-reference from which they evaluate
their present circumstances, no matter how dire, as more positive than the difficult
situations that prompted their emigration from their countries of origin (Suarez-Orozco
and Suarez-Orozco, 1995).

“Acculturative stress” and “acculturative strain” are labels for the idiosyncratic
pressures felt by individuals who are caught between two cultures and which have a
detrimental effect on the mental health of immigrants (Blanco-Vega, Castro-Olivo &
Merrill, 2008; Cabassa, 2003; Gil & Vega, 1999; Tartakovsky, 2007). Tartakovsky
(2007) outlines three types of acculturative stress symptoms: (1) symptoms relating to
general psychological distress and closely related with adjustment disorder, as expressed
in anxiety, depression, low self-esteem, helplessness, irritability, eating disorders, identity
confusion, absenteeism and reduced productivity

Markovitzky and Mosek (2005) theorized that the stress of immigration derives
from the loss of former resources and the necessity of finding satisfactory substitutes. Gil,
Vega and Dumas (1994) found that acculturation has various direct relationships to one’s
mental health: (1) For individuals low in acculturation, high levels of stress typically lead
to negative self-esteem, (2) for individuals low in acculturation, low levels of stress
contribute to better mental health, while knowledge of and pride in one’s native culture
serve as buffers against internalizing the negative stereotypes and prejudices one faces,
and (3) a curvilinear relationship exists between acculturation and mental health,

revealing that individuals at both the low and high end of the spectrum of acculturation
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experience more mental health difficulties, and those with bicultural experience possess
better psychological outcomes. Various studies suggest that the psychological distress of
immigrants can be mitigated by the perceived social support received by them (Berry,
1992; Brody, 1994; Feinstein & Ward, 1990; Westermeyer, 1989; Scott & Scott, 1989).

In their study of immigrant Latino middle school boys (n = 1,051) and U.S.-born
Mexican American middle school boys (n = 968) in South Florida, Gil, Wagner and
Vega (2000) found acculturative stress to negatively predict familism (f = -.43, p < .01)
and parental respect (f = -.22, p < .01) to a greater extent for immigrant youth than for
their U.S.-born peers (f = -.33, p <.01 and § = .10, p < .05 respectively for familism and
parental respect).

For their study of Hispanic sixth-, seventh- and eighth-grade students (N = 347)
in a “new” immigrant-receiving community in the Midwestern United States, Schwartz,
Zamboanga and Jarvis (2007) found acculturative stress to positively correlate with
externalizing symptoms (» = .25, p <.001) and orientation to one’s culture of origin (r =
.23, p <.001), and negatively correlated with self-esteem (r = -.37, p <.001) and
academic grades (r = -.15, p <.001). No significant relationship was found between
acculturative stress and orientation to the host culture, ethnic identity, or pro-social
behavior. Acculturative stress was found to be predicted by orientation to the host culture
(B =-.37, p <.001) and in turn predicted self-esteem (5 = -.41, p <.001).

In their study of immigrants from various Latin American countries (n = 305, M
age = 24.3 years) and U.S.-born Mexican Americans (n = 188, M age = 21.6 years),
Cervantes, Padilla and Salgado de Snyder (1991) created the Hispanic Stress Inventory to

measure the occupational/economic, parental, marital, immigration and family/culture
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stress experienced by Mexican Americans and Latino immigrants to the United States.
For the immigrant sample of the study, family/culture stress was found to be significantly
correlated with depression (» = .45, p <.001 on the Center for Epidemiologic Studies
Depression Scale [CES-D] and » = .36, p <.001 on the Symptom Checklist-90-Revised
[SCL-90-R]), anxiety (» = .31, p <.001), somatization (» = .30, p <.001) and self-
esteem (r = -.18, p <.001). Immigration stress was found to be significantly correlated
with depression ( = .27, p <.001 on the CES-D and r = .26, p <.001 on the SCL-90-R)
and somatization (» = .20, p <.001). For immigrants, marital stress was found to be
significantly related to depression (» = .25, p <.001 on the CES-D and » = .20, p <.001
on the SCL-90-R). For immigrants, occupational/economic stress was found to be
significantly correlated with depression (» = .23, p <.001 on the CES-D and ns for the
SCL-90-R) and somatization (» = .21, p <.001). No significant correlations were found
with parental stress. Immigration stress was the highest form of stress experienced by the
immigrant sample (M = 33.02), followed by family/culture stress (M = 25.57),
occupational/economic stress (M = 24.98), marital stress (M = 21.41) and parental stress
(M = 17.07). Except for immigration stress, which is not experienced by individuals born
in the host culture, U.S.-born Mexican Americans experienced non-immigration stressors
in the same order: family/culture stress (M = 43.97), occupational/economic stress (M =
21.42), marital stress (M = 19.06) and parental stress (M = 11.77). In their subsequent
use of the Hispanic Stress Inventory (Cervantes, Padilla & Salgado de Snyder, 1991) with
a sample of Mexican immigrant adults (n = 138, M age = 24 years), Central American
immigrant adults (n = 126, M age = 24 years) and U.S.-born Mexican Americans (n =

329, M age = 22 years) in Los Angeles, California, Salgado de Snyder, Cervantes and
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Padilla (1990) found the same order of stressors by gender and ethnicity among all
samples.

In a study of immigrant adolescents (N = 313, M age = 15.0 years) residing in
Lisbon, Portugal, Neto (2002a) found stressful adaptation experiences to be the greatest
positive predictor of loneliness (f = .26, p < .001). In another study of second-generation
Portuguese adolescents (N = 109, M age = 16.7 years) living in Paris, Neto (2002b)
found acculturative stress to positively correlate with social adaptation difficulties (» =
25, p <.05).

In their study of Mexican immigrant adolescents (N = 244, ages 12 to 19 years) in
Los Angeles, California, Zambrana and Silva-Palacios (1989) found the chief stressors
among adolescent immigrants to be ill/hospitalized parents (M = 3.9), arrested family
members (M = 3.7), drinking parents (M = 3.4), living in poor and/or crime-filled
neighborhoods (M = 3.4), leaving behind family and friends in their country of origin (M
= 3.3), parents’ inability to pay bills (M = 3.2), derision for their own English-speaking
ability (M = 3.0), inability to understand English-speaking teachers (M = 3.0), getting
into trouble at school (M = 3.0), being talked about by non-Latino students (M = 3.0),
moving to a new neighborhood (M = 2.9), being pressured to get into fights (M = 2.8),
being called names for being Latino/Hispanic (M = 2.8), being called names for being
born outside the United States (M = 2.7), derision for the way they dress (M = 2.7),
living in home environments with many people (M = 2.7), not having enough
Latino/Hispanic friends (M = 2.6), speaking in one language and having friends answer
in another (M = 2.6), being pressured to speak only Spanish at home (M = 2.5), derision

at home for not speaking Spanish well (M = 2.4), being pressured to speak only English
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at home (M = 2.3), making new friends at school (M = 2.2), having to care for siblings
(M = 2.2), and having to go to church (M = 2.1).

In their study of Russian immigrants in Israel (N = 301, M age = 33.57 years),
Yakhnich & Ben-Zur (2008) found distress to be a chief predictor of lack of willingness
to remain in one’s host country (f = .33, p <.001).

In her study of Chinese, Korean and Japanese immigrant students (N = 319, M
age = 15.88 years) in an urban East Coast city, Yeh (2003) found immigrant student
distress to be significantly correlated with acculturative distress (» = .48, p <.01),
intercultural competency concerns (» = -.23, p <.01), and age (r = .17, p <.01). No
significant correlation was found between distress and self-identity acculturation scale
scores. Acculturative distress was found to be the greatest predictor of mental health
symptoms (f = .427, p <.01), followed by age (f = .136, p < .01).

In their study of Chinese immigrant women from Hong Kong residing in Canada
(N =97), Short and Johnston (1997) found stress to positively correlate with mothers’
hassles (r = .46, p <.001 and » = .61, p <.001 for the mothers of girls and of boys
respectively), anxiety (» = .48, p <.001 and r = .36, p <.05), child behavior problems as
reported by mothers (» = .40, p <.01 and » = .36, p < .05), and child behavior problems
as reported by an adult other than the children’s mothers (» = .31, p < .05 for mothers of
girls, ns for the mothers of boys). Stress was found to negatively correlate with the
mother’s perceived social support (» = -.38, p < .01 for mothers of girls, ns for mothers
of boys). Though stress was found to positively correlate with depression in the mothers
of girls (r = .57, p <.001), the same was found to negatively correlate with depression in

the mothers of boys (» = -.48, p <.001).
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In a sample of Chinese immigrants in Hong Kong (n = 67, M age = 28.51 years),
Chen et al. (2008) found acculturative stress to positively correlate with neuroticism (r =
40, p <.01), and negatively correlated with psychological adjustment (» = -.56, p <
.001), bicultural identity integration (r = -.26, p < .05), language proficiency in the host
culture (r = -.24, p <.05) and self-efficacy (» = -.24, p < .05). Acculturative stress was
not found to be significantly correlated with natal culture language proficiency,
identification with natal culture, or identification with host culture. Acculturative stress
was found to be the second-greatest predictor of psychological adjustment (f = -.30, p <
.01) after neuroticism (f = -.51, p <.001). In a similar sample of Filipino domestic
workers in Hong Kong (n = 153, M age = 33.84 years), they found acculturative stress to
positively correlate with neuroticism (» = 27, p < .01) and language proficiency in the
host culture (» = .16, p < .05), and negatively correlated with psychological adjustment (»
=-.26, p <.01), bicultural identity integration (r = -.24, p <.01). Acculturative stress
was not found to be significantly correlated with natal culture language proficiency,
identification with natal culture, identification with host culture, or self-efficacy.
Acculturative stress was found to be a predictor of psychological adjustment in this
population (f = -.16, p < .05). Finally, in a sample of Chinese university students in
Hong Kong (n = 452, M age = 20.58 years), these authors found acculturative stress to
positively correlate with neuroticism (» = .19, p <.001), and negatively correlated with
bicultural identity integration (» = -.31, p <.001), psychological adjustment (» = -.27, p
<.001), and language proficiency in the host culture (» = -.13, p <.01). Acculturative
stress among this sample was not found to be significantly correlated with natal culture

language proficiency, identification with natal culture, identification with host culture, or
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self-efficacy. As with the other samples of this study, acculturative stress was found to be
a predictor of psychological adjustment (8 = -.12, p <.01).
Anxiety

Chatway and Berry (1989) note that anxiety, a response to perceived threat or
danger, is a cross-cultural indicator of psychological well-being. In their samples of
immigrants from various Latin American countries (n = 305, M age = 24.3 years) and
U.S.-born Mexican Americans (n = 188, M age = 21.6 years), Cervantes, Padilla and
Salgado de Snyder (1991) measured the anxiety of subjects. For the immigrant sample,
they found anxiety to positively correlate with family/culture stress (» = .31, p <.001).
No significant correlation was found between anxiety and immigration stress, marital
stress, occupational/economic stress or parental stress. In this study, the immigrant
sample, when compared to the U.S.-born Mexican American sample, experienced only
slightly higher levels of anxiety (M = 8.50 for immigrants, and M = 8.44 for U.S.-born
Mexican Americans).

In their study of Mexican immigrants in the rural Southeastern United States (N =
150, M age = 29.6 years), Hiott, Grzywacz, Arcury and Quandt (2006) found that when
controlling for length of time in the United States, gender, marital status, language
preference, and spouses’ location (in the United States or Mexico); ordinary least squares
estimates of the association of anxiety scores are significant with respect to current
employment status (M = -13.99, p <.01), social marginalization (M = 4.32, p <.001),
separation from family stress (M = 1.67, p < .01) and hours worked per week (M = 0.40,

p<.01).
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In their study of first- and second-generation Armenian, Mexican American and
Vietnamese immigrant adolescents (N = 164, M age = 16.1 years), Phinney, Madden and
Santos (1998) found anxiety/depression to positively correlate with perceived
discrimination ( = .37, p < .001) and negatively correlated with self-esteem (r = -.45, p
<.001), gender (r = -.17, p <.05) and personal mastery (» = -.16, p <.05). No
significant correlations were found between anxiety/depression and socioeconomic
status, birthplace, intergroup competence or ethnic identification. Self-esteem was found
to predict anxiety/depression (f = -.46, p <.001), which, in turn, was found to predict
perceived discrimination (f = .36, p <.001).

In their study of recent immigrants from the former Soviet Union to Israel (N =
419, M age = 50.1 years, M duration in host country = 25.6 months at beginning of
study), Ritsner, Ponizovsky and Ginath (1997) found that, over the course of twelve
months, mean anxiety levels of the participants decreased (M = 4.0 to M = 3.5, p <.01),
as did their uncertainty about the present (M = 3.9 to M = 3.3, p <.001). In another
study, Ponizovsky, Ritsner and Modai (2000) report that subjects can be divided into
three groups, with 43.7% experiencing a normal period of adjustment with respect to
symptoms of obsessiveness, hostility, sensitivity, depression, anxiety and paranoid
ideation (p < .05), 33.7% experiencing a significant decrease in symptoms (p <.001),
and 22.6% experiencing a significant increase of symptoms (p <.001). For those of the
latter category, a significant increase in the frequency of symptoms of anxiety was noted
over a one-year period (from 48.9 to 91.1%, p <.001).

In their study of recent immigrants from the former Soviet Union to Israel (N =

386, M age = 43.4 years, M duration in host country = 42.1 months), Ponizovsky and



88

Ritsner (2004) found anxiety to positively correlate with perceived distress (» = .83, p <
.05), depression (r = .73, p <.05), sensitivity (» = .66, p <.05), obsessiveness (» = .59, p
<.05), hostility (» = .55, p <.05), anxiety (» = .49, p <.05) and loneliness (r = .46, p <
.05). Anxiety was also found to negatively correlate with perceived social support (r = -
.32, p <.05), support by a significant other (» = -.37, p <.28), support by friends (» = -
.34, p <.25), and support by family (» = -.25, p <.05).

In their study of U.S.-born Asian Indian adolescents (N = 180, M age = 16.0
years) and their parents, Farver, Narang and Bhada (2002) found anxiety to be
significantly correlated with self-esteem (» = -.26, p < .001), parental report of family
conflict intensity (» = -.16, p <.01) and adolescent report of family conflict intensity (» =
.17, p <.01). No significant correlation was found between anxiety and sex, age, grade-
point average, family socioeconomic status, or the ethnic affirmation, ethnic identity
achievement, ethnic behaviors or other-group orientation of adolescents or parents.

In their study of Chinese immigrant women from Hong Kong residing in Canada
(N =97), Short and Johnston (1997) found anxiety to positively correlate with depression
(r=.55,p <.001 and r = .52, p < .001 for the mothers of girls and of boys respectively),
child behavior problems as reported by mothers (» = .53, p <.001 and r = .45, p <.01),
mothers’ stress (» = .48, p <.001 and r = .36, p <.05), mothers’ perceived hassles (r =
43, p <.01 and r = .34, p <.05), and child behavior problems as reported by adults other
than the children’s mothers (» = .35, p < .01 for girls; ns for boys). Anxiety was also
found to negatively correlate with mothers’ perceived social support (r = -.28, p < .05 for
mothers of girls, and » = -.46, p < .01 for mothers of boys).

Depression
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Ward and Kennedy (1992) note that depression, a psychological disorder
affecting one’s mood, physical functioning and social interactions, is a cross-cultural
indicator of psychological well-being. Markovitzky and Mosek (2005) theorize that after
an initial stage of euphoria that accompanies contact with the new host culture,
immigrants experience a “depressive stage” in which they “encounter the realities and
pressures of adaptation and feel a sense of loss regarding former cultural, social,
occupational, and economic resources. This phase is often characterized by depression,
negative feelings, low levels of satisfaction, and decreased feelings of well-being” (p.
148).

In their study of sixth-, seventh- and eighth-grade students of Mexican descent in
arural U.S. city (NV = 881), Romero & Roberts (2003) found depressive symptoms to
positively correlate with bicultural stressors ( = .363, p <.001) and language use (r =
.090, p < .05) and negatively correlated with self-esteem (» = -.530, p <.001). No
significant relationship was found between depressive symptoms and perceived
socioeconomic status or age. For immigrant students, the greatest predictors of depressive
symptoms were found to be bicultural stressors (f = .263, p <.01) and self-esteem (f = -
261, p <.01).

In their samples of immigrants from various Latin American countries (n = 305,
M age = 24.3 years) and of U.S.-born Mexican Americans (n = 188, M age = 21.6 years),
Cervantes, Padilla and Salgado de Snyder (1991) used both the Center for Epidemiologic
Studies Depression Scale (CES-D) and the Symptom Checklist-90-Revised (SCL-90-R)
to measure depressive symptoms. For the immigrant sample of their study, they found

depression to positively correlate with family/culture stress ( = .45, p <.001 and » = .36,
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p <.001 as measured by the CES-D and SCL-90-R respectively), immigration stress (r =
27, p <.001 and r = .26, p <.001), marital stress (» = .25, p <.001 and » = .20, p <
.001) and occupational/economic stress (» = .23, p <.001 for the CES-D, and ns for the
SCL-90-R). No significant correlation was found between depression and parental stress
among this sample. In this study, the immigrant sample, when compared to the U.S.-born
Mexican American sample, experienced only slightly higher levels of depression when
measured by the CES-D (M = 16.54 and M = 15.49 for immigrants and U.S.-born
Mexican Americans respectively) than by the SCL-90-R (M = 15.35 and M = 15.13).

In their study of first- and second-generation Armenian, Mexican American and
Vietnamese immigrant adolescents (N = 164, M age = 16.1 years), Phinney, Madden and
Santos (1998) found depression/anxiety to positively correlate with perceived
discrimination (» = .37, p <.001) and negatively correlated with self-esteem (» = -.45, p
<.001), gender (r = -.17, p <.05) and personal mastery (» = -.16, p <.05). No
significant correlations were found between depression/anxiety and socioeconomic
status, birthplace, intergroup competence or ethnic identification. Self-esteem was found
to predict depression/anxiety (f = -.46, p < .001), which, in turn, was found to predict
perceived discrimination (f = .36, p <.001).

In their study of Mexican immigrants in the rural Southeastern United States (N =
150, M age = 29.6 years), Hiott, Grzywacz, Arcury and Quandt (2006) found that when
controlling for length of time in the United States, gender, marital status, language
preference, and spouses’ location (in the United States or Mexico), ordinary least squares

estimates of the association of depression scores are significant with respect to social
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marginalization (M = 4.29, p < .001), but are not significant with respect to employment,
perceived economic hardship, perceived isolation, and separation from family stress.

In his study of Mexican immigrant adults in Los Angeles, California (N = 104, M
age = 32.1 years), Hovey (1999) found that immigrants with high depression and low
social support possessed greater suicidal ideation scores (M = 30.1, p < .02) than their
peers with high depression and medium (M = 4.2, p <.02) or high social support (M =
4.6, p <.02). Depression was found to positively correlate with suicidal ideation (» = .25,
p <.005), and was the second greatest predictor of suicidal ideation (f = .25, p <.01)
after social support (8 = -.26, p <.01). Various researchers advance that immigrants are
at a higher risk of suicide due to the economic and emotional stress that accompanies
their migration experience (Kushner, 1989; Sorenson & Shen, 1996). Wadsworth and
Kubrin (2007) write,

when immigrants arrive in a new city without emotional support systems,

economic resources, or the ability to effectively connect with friend or kinship

networks, they are more likely to experience alienation and loneliness, which in

extreme cases may result in suicide. (p. 1851)

Perhaps owing to the “immigrant paradox,” however, Sorenson and Golding (1988)
found that after controlling for age and gender, Mexico-born immigrants residing in the
United States had significantly lower suicide levels than their U.S.-born, Mexican
American peers.

Schoen, Davis, Collins, Greenberg, Des Roches and Abrams (1997) share that
27% of Latina girls in grades five through twelve reported depressive symptoms during

the previous two weeks, a rate that was higher than all other ethnic groups, except Asian
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girls. Chapman and Perreira (2005) report that in 1999, 25% of Latina girls reported
seriously considering suicide and one in five attempted suicide during the past year, a
percentage that is more than double that of any other ethnic group. These authors also
share that Latino boys reported feeling sad or hopeless almost every day for at least two
weeks during the past year.

In their study of Canadian children (N = 13,470, M age = 7.48 years) and their
primary caretakers, Georgiades, Boyle and Duku (2007) did not find a significant
difference in the depression levels of adult immigrants residing in their host culture for
less than 15 years, when compared to non-immigrants and immigrants residing in the host
country for more than 15 years.

In their study of the resilience and well-being of adolescents (N = 1,081; M age =
15.81 years) from Poland and the former Soviet Union living in Germany, Schmitt-
Rodermund and Silbereisen (2008) found depressive moods to positively correlate with
the female gender (r = .242, p <.05) and age (r = .067, p < .05), and negatively
correlated with family cohesion (» = -.228, p <.05), financial means (» = -.189, p <.05),
social support (» = -.180, p < .05), length of residence in the host country (» =-.110, p <
.05), and proficiency in the language of the host country (» = -.097, p <.05). No
significant correlations were found between depressive moods and active coping
strategies, father’s education, or delinquency. Of particular note, adolescent immigrants
deemed to be “at risk” for failing in the acculturation process (as expressed in school
failure and/or discrimination) were found to be more prone to depressive moods than the
normative group of adolescents in the study (M = 2.55 and M = 1.98 respectively, p <

.001). No other significant differences at the .01 level were found between these two
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samples for the variables of age, sex, length of residence in the host country, use of active
coping strategies, family cohesion, social support, father’s education, or financial means.

In their study of recent immigrants from the former Soviet Union to Israel (N =
419, M age = 50.1 years, M duration in host country = 38.9 months), Ritsner, Ponizovsky
and Ginath (1997) found that, over the course of twelve months, mean depression levels
of the participants in their study decreased (M = 2.7 to M = 2.2, p <.05). In another
study of the same sample (N = 199, M age = 50.1 years, M duration in host country 25.6
months at beginning of study), Ponizovsky, Ritsner and Modai (2000) report that subjects
can be divided into three groups, with 43.7% experiencing a normal period of adjustment
with respect to symptoms of obsessiveness, hostility, sensitivity, depression, anxiety and
paranoid ideation (p < .05), 33.7% experiencing a significant decrease in symptoms (p <
.001), and 22.6% experiencing a significant increase of symptoms (p <.001). For those
of the latter category, a significant increase in the frequency of symptoms of depression
was noted over a one-year period (from 53.3% to 93.3%, p <.001).

In their study of recent immigrants from the former Soviet Union to Israel (N =
386, M age = 43.4 years, M duration in host country = 42.1 months), Ponizovsky and
Ritsner (2004) found depression to positively correlate with perceived distress (r = .91, p
<.05), sensitivity (r = .74, p <.05), anxiety (» = .73, p < .05), obsessiveness (» = .66, p
<.05), paranoid ideation (» = .54, p <.05), hostility (» = .53, p < .05) and loneliness (» =
.50, p <.05). Depression was also found to negatively correlate with perceived social
support (r = -.42, p < .05), support by significant others (» = -.37, p <.05), support by

friends (r = -.34, p <.05), and support by family (» = -.32, p <.05).
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In their study of Russian immigrants in Israel (N = 301, M age = 33.57 years),
Yakhnich & Ben-Zur (2008) found depression to positively correlate with anxiety (r =
.71, p <001), emotion-oriented coping (» = .56, p <.001), loss appraisal (» = .39, p <
.001), threat appraisal (» = .34, p <.001) and avoidance coping (» = .27, p <.001).
Depression was found to negatively correlate with ambiguity tolerance (» = -.35, p <
.001), willingness to remain in one’s host country (» = -.33, p <.001), psychological
well-being ( = -.26, p <.001), openness in one’s actions (» = -.22, p < .001), openness
in one’s ideas (» = -.17, p <.001), and one’s control appraisal (» = -.13, p <.05). No
significant correlations were found between depression and one’s challenge appraisal or
task-oriented coping.

In their study of Chinese immigrant women from Hong Kong residing in Canada
(N =97), Short and Johnston (1997) found depression to positively correlate with anxiety
(r=.55,p <.001 and r = .52, p < .001 for the mothers of girls and of boys respectively),
child behavior problems as reported by mothers (» = .31, p <.05 and » = .48, p <.001),
child behavior problems as reported by adults other than the children’s mothers (ns for
mothers of girls, and » = .48, p <.001 for mothers of boys), and mothers’ perceived
hassles (r = .31, p < .05 and r = .34, p <.05). Depression was found to negatively
correlate with mother’s perceived social support (» =-.37,p < .0l and r =-.54, p <
.001). Depression was found to positively correlate with the stress experienced by the
mothers of girls (» = .57, p <.001), though the same was negatively correlated with the
stress experienced by the mothers of boys ( = -.48, p <.001).

In samples of Chinese (n = 92, M age = 43.76 years), Filipino (n = 66, M age =

43.35 years), Japanese (n = 33, M age = 47.81 years) and Korean immigrants (N=110, M
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age = 38.23 years), Kuo and Tsai (1986) found hardiness to be the greatest predictor of
depression (f = -.20, p <.5). Similarly, in a sample of Chinese, Vietnamese, Portuguese
and Latin American immigrant women, Franks and Faux (1990) found depression to
negatively correlate with mastery.
Perceived Discrimination

Phinney, Madden and Santos (1998) advance that discrimination is a well-
documented phenomenon in America, with negative social and psychological effects for
the members of stigmatized groups. Berry, Phinney, Sam and Vedder (2006) share,
“discrimination is unlikely to disappear by itself, and individuals need to be aware of its
negative effects” (p. 329).

Falicov (2005) writes of the many ways in which Mexican immigrants in the
United States face discrimination: “Like most other minority groups, Mexican Americans
suffer discrimination in housing, education and jobs. They work hard at low-paying and
low-prestige jobs, are often exploited by employers, [and] have very high unemployment
and school dropout rates” (p. 136). Solis (2003) continues, advancing that

a reality of abuse [is] fostered by discriminatory immigration laws and economic

relations that force Mexican migrants to enter an illegal underground culture of

violence later reinforced by labor abuse and even racial or physical maltreatment,

along with other problems more common to poor immigrants in general (p. 19).
Rumbaut (1994) found that the majority of Mexican immigrant children believed they
would continue to be discriminated against regardless of the educational level they

attained. He continues,
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This feeling of rejection by the host society, often coupled with residence in poor
urban neighborhoods, frequently leads to assimilation into the underclass;
...consequently many immigrant youth living in impoverished areas take on the

negative aspects of American culture: gangs, crime and drugs. (p. 219)

Solis (2003) similarly affirms,

Mexican children and youth must make sense of the illegitimate U.S. membership
they, their families, and/or communities are afforded as a result of their
undocumented status, and racial, class, and language backgrounds. This is a
violence that they must confront using whatever means they have available to
them. Violenced children and youth, without appropriate tools to defend
themselves, are set up to become violent youth themselves....Such violence may
have consequences on their identities ranging from children’s affiliation with
marginalized communities, to a complete rejection of Mexican identity and
assimilation to mainstream beliefs. (pp. 22-23)

Arguing that it is an act of violence to apply to people such labels as “illegal,”

Solis (2003, 2008) uncovers the discrimination inherent in categories of membership and

non-membership. She (2008) writes,

Illegality as an identity serves as a political and moral divider, one that validates
some as insiders, or people who “belong” in the United States, while identifying
others as outsiders who have committed an illicit act. It also serves as a racial
divider because illegal immigration is associated with non-whites. (p. 184)

Phinney, Madden and Santos (1998) make clear that discrimination can be

focused on a number of stigmatizing characteristics, including cultural behaviors,
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language differences, physical features and phenotype. Various researchers have explored
the impact of skin color on the life chances of Latino immigrants, noting that even after
controlling for parents’ education, age, and language ability, having a darker skin tone
and a more indigenous phenotype negatively impacts an individual’s educational and
economic attainment (Arce, Murguia & Frisbie, 1987; Ben Eliezer, 2004; Ben Ezer,

1992; Corinaldi, 1998; Gomez, 2000; Katz, 2002; Orr, Mana & Mana, 2003; Perez, 2000;
Portes & Rumbaut, 2001; Vasquez, Garcia-Vasquez, Bauman & Sierra, 1997). Of this,
Padilla (2009) notes,

the cost is both psychological and economic—psychological in the sense of the

discomfort of being stigmatized as different, and economic because the greater the

stigma, the lower the human capital that the person is able to acquire that then

translates to social mobility in the American context of structural assimilation. (p.

200)

Mullen and Smyth (2004) found that the suicide rates of immigrant groups can be
predicted by the negativity of the ethnophaulisms used to refer to those groups.
Mahalingam (2008) advances that immigrants must subsequently construct a positive
sense of their self-identity as immigrants. He indicates this can be done in one of four
ways: by resisting, dis-identifying, internalizing or transcending such ethnophaulisms.
The internalizing of such degradation is most damaging, as it may lead to serious mental
health consequences (Chen, 1999).

Various researchers have linked self-reported discrimination to poor mental health
outcomes (Finch, Kolody & Vega, 2000; Finch, Hummer, Kolody & Vega, 2001; Stuber,

Galea, Ahern, Blaney & Fuller, 2003). Perceived discrimination has been found to predict
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depression (Finch, Kolody & Vega, 2000; Noh, Beiser, Kaspar, Hou & Rummens, 1999),
distress and anxiety (Kessler, Mickelson & Williams, 1999), and acculturative stress
(Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind, Jaakkola & Reuter, 2006; Jasinskaja-Lahti, Liebkind &
Perhoniemi, 2006 & 2007). Williams, Neighbors and Jackson (2003) go so far as to assert
that perceived discrimination can have a direct, strong and long-lasting impact on
psychological symptomatology and disease.

Reese (2001) reminds her readers that many Mexican immigrants in the United
States also faced discrimination in their native country, “not as members of an ethnic
minority group, as illegal residents, or as non-native speakers of English, but rather on
the basis of social class and sometimes due to rural origin” (p. 456). Additionally, the
impact of discrimination may be buffered by the fact that “new immigrants may be able
to protect against the mental health effects of discrimination by perceiving their negative
experiences as stemming from unfamiliarity with U.S. culture, rather than their
race/ethnicity” (Gee, Ryan, Laflamme & Holt, 2006, p. 1821). The so-called “discounting
hypothesis” (Crocker & Major, 1989) also suggests that unlike personal discrimination,
perceived group discrimination may enhance well-being by allowing immigrants to
believe that they are not alone in their plight (Bourguignon, Seron, Yzerbyt & Herman,
2006). Thus, immigrants may not initially report a great deal of discrimination in their
host country. Various researchers show, though, that reports of discrimination increase
with length of residence in the host culture (Finch, Kolody & Vega, 2000; Goto, Gee &
Takeuchi, 2002).

In a study of the sources of discrimination against immigrants by English

Canadians (N = 103, M age = 21.10 years), Hodson and Costello (2007) found
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dehumanizing perceptions of immigrants to be predicted by social dominance orientation
(B = .25, p <.05) and interpersonal disgust (f = .22, p < .05). In contrast, a favorable
attitude toward immigrants was found to be predicted by social dominance orientation (f
= -.44, p <.001) and right-wing authoritarianism (# = -.30, p <.001).

In their study of immigrant and U.S.-born Hispanic boys in Miami, Florida (N =
4,296), Gil, Vega and Dimas (1994) found that bicultural immigrant adolescents suffered
less discrimination than immigrant adolescents with low acculturation levels (9.3%, p <
.01 and 10.2%, p <.001), as was the case with bicultural U.S.-born adolescents, when
compared with U.S.-born adolescents of low acculturation levels (5.6%, p < .01 and
24.3%, p <.001). Discrimination was insignificant for all highly-acculturated adolescents
in the study. Though perceived discrimination was found to significantly correlate with
the self-esteem of U.S.-born boys of low, bicultural and high acculturation levels (» = -
25, p<.0l;r=-17,p <.001; and r = -.16, p < .001 respectively), perceived
discrimination significantly correlated with the self-esteem of immigrant adolescents of
low acculturation alone (» = -.14, p < .01 and ns for immigrant adolescents of bicultural
and high acculturation levels). Higher percentages of adolescents with low self-esteem
were found among those possessing low family pride (52.4%, p < .01 for low
acculturation, 61.5%, p <.001 for bicultural, and 58.3%, p <.001 for high acculturation)
than in those adolescents possessing high family pride (48.3%, p < .01 for low
acculturation, 31.6%, p <.001 for bicultural, and 31.6%, p < .001 for high acculturation).

In their study of Cuban American (n = 674) and Nicaraguan American (n = 211)
sixth- and seventh-grade adolescents and their parents in Dade County, Florida, Gil and

Vega (1996) found perceived discrimination by adolescents to positively correlate with
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parent acculturation level (» = .10, p <.01). No significant correlations were found
between perceived discrimination and nationality, parent time in the United States,
adolescent time in the United States, or adolescent acculturation level. For the Cuban
American sample of the study, parent/child cultural conflicts were also found to
positively correlate with adolescent perceptions of discrimination (» = .09, p <.05) and
adult perceptions of discrimination (» = .09, p < .05). The self-esteem of adolescents was
negatively correlated with perceived discrimination by adolescents (» = -.27, p <.001 for
Nicaraguan Americans and » = -.10, p < .05 for Cuban Americans) and with perceived
discrimination by parents (ns for Nicaraguan adults and » = -.11, p < .05 for Cuban
adults). Additionally, perceived teacher derogation was found to positively correlate with
perceived discrimination by Nicaraguan American adolescents (» = .18, p < .05) and with
perceived discrimination by Cuban parents (» = .13, p <.05).

In their study of Mexican immigrants (n = 202, M age = 31,73 years, 100%
foreign-born), immigrants from other Latin American nations (n = 274, M age = 44.10
years, 100% foreign-born), and African Americans (n = 190, M age = 36.68 years, 58.9%
foreign-born) in New Hampshire, Gee, Ryan, Laflamme and Holt (2006) found that
Mexican immigrants believed that racial discrimination inhibited them from reaching
their goals at a far greater rate than the other two samples (63.27% for Mexicans, 54.31%
for other Latin Americans, and 32.43% for African Americans, p < .001). The anger or
discomfort felt by them for their treatment by others, however, was intermediate (49.25%
for Mexicans, 40.59% for other Latin Americans, and 63.19% for African Americans, p

<.001). Mexican immigrants believed they were receiving less-than-adequate health care
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due to their race (28.81%, p <.001) at only a slightly lower rate than their African
American peers (28.38%, p <.001).

In their study of first- and second-generation Armenian, Mexican American and
Vietnamese immigrant adolescents (N = 164, M age = 16.1 years), Phinney, Madden and
Santos (1998) found perceived discrimination to positively correlate with
depression/anxiety ( = .37, p <.001) and to negatively correlate with intergroup
competence (» = -.39, p <.001), self-esteem (» = -.20, p < .01) and mastery (» = -.18, p
<.05). No significant correlation was found between discrimination and gender,
socioeconomic status, birthplace or ethnic identity. The two significant predictors of
perceived discrimination were found to be depression/anxiety (f = .36, p <.001) and
intergroup competence (f = -.34, p <.001).

In their study of first- and second-generation immigrant students attending a U.S.
West Coast college (N = 130), Félix-Ortiz, Newcomb & Myers (1994) found perceived
discrimination to positively correlate with Latino/a activism (» = .53, p <.001), preferred
Latino/a affiliation (» = .28, p <.001) and preference for the language of one’s natal
culture (» = .24, p < .01). No significant correlation was found between discrimination
and language proficiency in the natal or host cultures, familiarity with the natal or host
cultures, feminism or respeto.

In their study of immigrant adolescents in Germany (n = 506, M age = 16.0 years)
and in Israel (n = 506, M age = 15.6 years), Titzmann, Silbereisen and Schmidt-
Rodermund’s (2007) found discrimination among ethnic Germans to positively correlate
with the level of education of subjects’ mothers (» = .179, p <.01), the level of education

of subjects’ fathers (» = .164, p <.01), and negatively correlated with length of residence
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in the host country (» = -.196, p <.01) and language use (» = -.125, p <.01). For ethnic
German immigrants, no significant correlations were found between discrimination and
age, gender, having immigrant neighbors, immigrant concentration in the host city,
willingness for interethnic or intra-ethnic contact, having an immigrant as a best friend,
belonging to a clique consisting primarily of immigrants, or the proportion of intra-ethnic
friends in one’s network. For Russian Jews in Israel, discrimination was positively
correlated with belonging to a clique consisting primarily of other immigrants (» = .115,
p <.05), and was negatively correlated with willingness for intra-ethnic contact (» = -
.095