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‘The purpose of this peper is to explore in 2 linited way the widely held
‘iﬁeiief that youths from migrant farm worker families are different from those of
?fﬁoﬁﬂmigrantHexicaq-hmericanfamllies, using data gathered from a 1973 study ef

f}; #eaifén-Ameritaﬁ high school students residing in South Texas.

This effort represents the first of a series of analyses we are projecting
rfelative to this _problem and is intended to be a straighi-foruard, empirical,

descriptive piece. Hevertheless, given the demonstrated lack of factual know=-

-ledge on this subject, we feel thag the findings will make & contribution to

knowledge about 3ntragroup variability and will be of use }o thope concerned with

Hexican-Anerlcan mcgrant popu!atlons

fteis conmonl? beiueved among soclal scientists and others that Mexican-
! '.9 - ’
Agerican farm migrant famil;es are among the most socially and ecoqomlcally dis-

© advantaged in our society.I However, in reading the literature puréortedly des -
' c{ibiﬂg'tbié population, one often gets the impression that they closely approxi-

: +. mate the tdeal-type "culture of poverty" uiodel.2 To wit, due to the clrcumstances

of migrant farm work and associa;ed low economic returns, a subculture consisting

L}

+ of a general gtyle of life maintains that is not conducive to providing children

-

with the Ofientations, education, or skills required for vertical social mobility.
'-i:f ~Consequenr.ly, the migrant conf:guratlon (culture and group)} tendsy to be perpetuated
{ﬁ ; ?E . in almost an inheri ted way from one generatlon to another - '“the cycle of poverty”
/'f'f '; ;'notion. ThlS'pathologicaI socio~cultural comp\ex is bften assumed to prdduce ’
- ’a “state 6f apathy" of hopelessness among farm migrant, famllses which :;pedes

R b

ﬁ- . the development of mobility relevant motivation or ambition, and thus, tends to
g fix them in their disadvantaged situation.3 Eitﬁer the children will coqtinue

" as migrahnﬂfarm wo;iers or,* if they or the family nsettfes out,” they wiij
. . . . , ’ 3
- - -.

-
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represent a ‘casté-like lower clags in their new commnity setting. .

We believe that the picture briefly sketched above 1s widely held among the }

. -

members of our soci ty and generallg corresponds to the speculative agd im-

pressionistic stéfemi:ts found in the social science Ilterature.h Is it a
stereotype we have hebped maintain and.diffuse?* If it is valid, one would clear-

ly expect Mexican-American youth from farm migrant Backgrounds to differ in some

r -

xey respects from their ethnic counterparts. More specifically, it would seem
'Iogical to infer that migrant yduth would have different perceptions aqg pro-

jections for future adult roles than others - iower level aspirations and expec-

5

A recent report of research based on the data ‘we are

empioy:ng here 1ndicates that magraat youth do differ from nonm:grant youth in

tations, for instance.

reference to their orientations toward ethnic labels (HIIIEr, 1976) As far

. -

as we can‘aefermine after a rather lengthy review of literature, no other research

ei*’ehce of a comparatave nature has been reported to provide a basas for an

\“Tbatson of this proposit:on. lt is our intent.to provide information that
will make a starg toward the aFCUmuIation'of such evidence..

-
Conceptual Framework: Status Projections
-~ -

] o

The analysis to be repqrte& is guided by a conceptual scheme taking off

from Merton's previously noted idea of an '"aspiration frame ©f reference' as
f ] (] . *

modified‘end specified firther by o;ﬁers‘as described below. e T
[ -. - . - ]

Some time ago Merton proposed that young people maintain 2 “frame of aspira-

-

tional reference' composed of personal goals for status attainment as adults .

(Merton, 1957, pp. 132~133). This framework provides them with a cognitive
ol . ¢ .

map thaf serves.to guide anticrtatory socialization into adult roles. Ralph .

Turner (1964) has presented firm documentation for this assertion

Merton conceuved of Only one frame of status projections, that involvang
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aspirations (desires). Howsver, Stephenson (1957}, amoag others’ has demonstra-
ted the uEility of thinking in terms of two types of projections: in addition
to Espirations. you;bfaaiaep}n a set -of expectations (antiéTp&tionS) which often
differs from their desires. A‘gggfeptuél.scheme presented by Kuvlesky and
Bealer (1966), begins with this analytical distinction between aspiration and
expectatlon, and provides additional distinctions. The divergence, if any, J: '
between the desired and anticipated status oEjects within a particular area of
potential status attainment (i.e., occupation) is labeled "anticipatory goal
deflection” (Kuvlesky and Ohlendorf, 1968). -Hany youth*indicate lower level °
expectations as compared with their level of asgiration, particula}ly in refer-
ence to occupatiénal projections {Kuvlesky and Edington, 1976) .

With few exceptions, the extensive body of research evidence accumuléxed
over the last ten years on stasus proigctions of economitally disadvaqtaged '

¢ .o

youth.support Merton's general thesis: most disadvaniaged youth, Including

* those from rural areas and ethnic minority.groups, do maintain high aspirations
N \

.

and expectations for status attainment relativé to their families of origin and
their realistic chanies for social mobility "(Kuvlesky and Monk, 1975; Kuvlesky
and Juarez, 1975; Kuvlesky, Wright, and Juarez, 1971; Kuvlesky and Thomas, 1971;

. ]
Edington, Pettiboné, and Heldt, 1975; Crawfoid, 1975}. .

Research Objectives

- - \
. -~

Within the context of our data, the objective In this analysis is to detef-

'

mine whether or not Mexican-American adolescents from farm migrant backgrounds _

dtffer from their ethnic ‘counterparts. by, sex in reference to projected status

frames of reférence. More specificdlly, we will aﬁkeﬁpt to determine whether

" or not differénces exist among the Mexican-American males and females studied .

s {_f}: : - . . . . .

in,re?gredée to migrant vs. nonmigrant farm workeexperfence relative to the
" o - .
fa A /

' .o 5 ,;"“\ﬁﬂ
" s
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\
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pﬁqjccéians:

1). Level and type of occupational aspirations and expectations ,

-§2) Level and type of educa{ional_asp?rations and expectations

(3) Projected age of marriage and procreation

(4) valuatioch of life goals

LY -
. - . .
Instruments and Measures

Here we present only a brief overview of the indicators and measurements
utilized for the variables involved in our analysis, The stimulus questions
used to produce responses and the measurement categories utilized for each

variable are presented in APPENDIX A and are’discussed at relegang point§ in’

-

" .

the presentation of findings to follow. .

The primary independent variable relates to previous participation in the

mrigrant farm-labor force. Respondents were asked the following question:

"Have you ever traveled away from home to do farm {ranch} work in another area

or state?' Affirmativé and negative responses were appropriately classified as

‘indicative of either “migrant' or "non-migrant'' status.

_The operational defiditions for aspiration and expectation involve long-

term status projections (i.e., '"... job do you really expect to have most of

your life"}. For aspiration, the stimulus questions emphasized "most desiré&rm

. /
* status attainment, while for expectation the respondent was guided toward a

P —

realisii: éppraigai of status attainment by such word elements as “really expect."
In referénce to both.educational and occupational status ptojection specifica-

tions given by the respondents, the responses were ipitially coded into qua]i-
. / ‘ T,

tative attainment types of status and then these were transformed into moge in-

‘ciusive SES type "level™ categories (see APPENDIX A)}. Family status projections

. 6
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were indicated by specific desires and expectations relative tv age wf marriage

-
L]

and number of children. . . ) . . .

An 1ndio&{ef -for valuation of llfe goa!s was availahle from an instrument

that asked the reSpondent to rank seven normally desired que ends, including

- L]

the status areas*exam!ned here, {n terms of thelr relative importance to him

Pl

or her.

— The Study Population and Data Collection

Data were colleé¢ted from a survey in the spring of 1973 among Mexican-

hmerican high school sophomores residing in three counties located in the bor-

der region of southern Iexas.? Y

+*

The towns (Asherton, Rio Grande City, Roma, San Isidro, and Zapata) in

which students were surveyed exhibit several common characteristics: (1)

- L

numerically small populations in.nonmetropolitan areas; (2) high proportion;

of poverty families (over 50 percent of the total); (3) extremely high propor-
. - gk *

tions of Mexican-American residents (more .than 95 percent of the total in each .

community) and (4) traditional Hexican-Amethan political dominance. Because

.t

of the latter two factors, it must be stressed that the five communities are

somewhat atypical in comparison to other South Texas towns. Host crtles through-

'97
out the region contain proportionately fewer Hexucan*Ameratan re51dents-and ;_

have tended to be politically and economically dominated by Anglos. Thus, inter-
ethnic prejudace and discrimination probably has been of cons ides abjy less magni-
" tude in the study communities than in most other c1tsesﬂ .

Questionnaires were group administered by research assistants to all'sopho-
mores present on the oéy of the survey in each school. Respondents were a;sured

that their answers would be kept confi&ential. Each item was read aloud and
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the students were given sufficient time for written response before gging on to

the next question. Approximately 80 percent of the sophomore enfo] lment .

- " - . -
L participated in the survey. No attempt was made to intervidw those not présent

on the day of the intefvleq. Most of the giudents interviewed identified them=

. ' . .
selvés as Mexican Americans and only these respondents wll1 be involved in this

analysis {(Table:l).  ’ . : _
Table 1. High School Sophomores Interviewed.in South Texas $tudy -
Area in 1973 by Ethnicity and Sex. .
Ethnicity R " Male ~Female Total
Mexican American - 178 20t " L339 .
Anglo. 15 15 .30 ’
Other . 5 ” ) 2 . 7
- Total ., 7 198 ... . HB i
No Response . "-‘ ‘3 .
<, ' ] .

bt

L]
-

Bescription of S§mple§ Migrants dnd Non-Higrants '’

L] -

This section is intended to provide a brief comparative Hescrlption‘of

migrants and non-migrants relative to several demographic and sffuctural varia-
bles. . ’ *
r . . .

Sex. 0f the 358,Hexlcan-American'students }esponding to théﬁﬁigraqx ques-

»

*

e -

tion, approximately one~third indicated previous participation in the migrant
v o

farm-labor force. However, migrant status was not evenly distributed by sex

: ' as significantly more males tihan females reported migrant experience (APPEND} X
' B, Table la}. Further déscription waslc0ntrolled by sex. ¥ .




o

; than'nqn-mlgrants were enrolled in academlc or college'preg programs: -

Age. Higrants tended to be slightly higher ﬁn'éean ages than nonrmigrants - 4
{APPENDIX 8, Table 1b). Discrepancits are somewhat more §raph¥tell§ reveaied
if we may assdme that the "nornal" age for high school sophowores is sixteen.

Thus, 26 percent of ntgrant males and 21 percent of ‘migrant females weré seven-

teen {;ars of age or aver as amqaredlwrth 9 pergent of both noh-mlgnant'maies ’

.

and femajes. e LT - Cl
' . S LT : . )

" School’ program. ngrants and aon-migrants farled to sngnlflcantiy differ

ln a statlstlcal sense if terms oftreported school program (APPENDI X 8 Table
.- 1
lc). Surprisingly, however, a greater proport!on of mtgrant males and females

Socioeconomic status. Family SES was determined on the basis of the- *present

occupatioh of the family -] major money-earher 8 As expected, those respondents .

F

reporting mlgrant participation were predomlnantly from low SES famliles

(APPENDIX B, Table 1d) -

-

Parents. origtns. Parents® origins were tapped through an open-ended

queéiion asking the birthplaces of mothers and fathers. Al] parents were found

to'have bBenborn either in Mexico or the United States. I|f one or Poth parents

were indicated as having been born in Mexico, the response was coded as Mexican

.

origin. ﬁnalksis revealed that proportionately more students reporting parents

of Mexican as opposed to United States orfgin‘had been involved in the migrant

work'fgrge (APPENDIX B, Table le). This finding was particularly striking

E]

among Mexican-American males. ) .

-

‘General farm-labor force participation. Respondents were asked,"Héye you

ever done or do you now do any farm (ranch) work for pay?" Of those\}ndicating

lhal they had worked for pay, the majority of both males and females were of )

-

migrant status {APPENDIX 8 Table 1f). General farm work .was strong]y associated
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- with migrant participation among females particularly. On the other hand, among

[ 4
LY

those reporting Ao paid farm work 19 percent of the males and¥13 percent of

. the fehales had been involved in the migrant force. THiS apparent paradox 1

. - S ' .
m:g?t be due (aside qrom measurement error) to the respondents accompanying

- . -
. - <+

s their migrant families, but not working themselves; or ;qrforming farm work,

but not receiving direct remuneration for it.

. ’

L4

Analysis and Findings ' | .

Occupational Orientations -

' Aspirations. Signifjcant statistical variation was aot found between

)
L

migrants and non'migrants (for both sexes) relatlve to occupatlonaJ aspira-
tions (Table 2). HaJoritles within all four groupings clearly aspired to high
level) occupations. Nonethequs, the prdpdrtipn of reépondents aspiring to such

occupations was noticeably greater among non-migrants (males and females) than

migrants.
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Table 2. Migrant status by.occupational aspirations.'

-

‘ ‘ Hales' : -.;=Eema:l.es'2 :
Level of Aspiration Higrants Non-H;grants Migrants Non-H[g_ants ]
: + Tremmenmmnad e —— t | mmemmmmmaens  p——————-
High 59 73 60 7
" Intermediate 34 19 . > 32 “26° ¢
Low 7. . 8 T 9 ¥
‘ - " 1
Total 1003 100% 101 . 101 - -
N - ' 56 89 47 139 -
' No Information: o 10 6 . 7 4
: 1/ ’ 2/
« o B S SR N
afF =2 L df =2
‘ p = .128 ' 4§ b= .240
- ' . i ‘ ‘

Exggctations.' In terms of job expectations, statnstical significance wa;
established for migrant status among females tut not among males (Table 3).
The expedtations amo;g female m;grants were markedly lower than those for non-
_migrants. tndeed, proportlonate]y twice as many female mugrants as npn-mtgrants
expeCted to attain relative}y low status oécupatidns, and the-reverse case was °
approximated in regard to h:gh Ievél JObS. As in tbe flndings for aspiratiors,
both male and female migrants pro;ected Iower expectat;ons than thelr.ethntc )

counterparts regardlng the attainment of high status occupations.. [t should

also be pointed out that fully one-third of the male migrants failed to respond
to the question, which might be interpreted 25 being indicative of a lack of

clarity or certainty about future jobs.

. . ’ . "“ » ! . ".
. . : i1 . }




- . % ’ . 4
r . -+ ) : "
. . L] . ’ -
A S -10- .
. ] . ‘o\_
) Tabie 3.' Migrant "status by occupational éxpectationb. \ T B} ' W
L] ) ] ) - m o - - = ]
' ' . ] . 2+
) - J —,ML.“_‘ P — Females—— ———-
h&ve%—oJLExgggtation -Higrants Non-Migrants Higrants Non-Migrants.
. D gh—---ﬁ- -?—--——-—---z-‘-----—-——-
T . a ) T ) ' >y
High - , 58 68 ) 30. 58
Intermediate 27 25 39 27
, . o
Low ' ' ‘16 C 6 - . 30 AS
. - 1 : S
Total _ 1012 . 99%% ' 99% 100%
N L 79 . w6 122
No information _ 22 20 e N b
- + L . L
. t
1/ 2.
N 2 ¥ 3.04 . x2 = 1,01
o : s
df =2 df = 2 -
v . '

A

- -

.Anticipatory goal defiection. Although statistical significance was only= -.
; s .

revealed again among females, general trends in terms of goal deflection were
. ymilar to those noted above (Table 4). Non-migrants were found to.‘ex?er‘le‘l‘l‘te :

the least goal deflection. Positive deflection (i.e., expecting to attdin—a
o

higher status job than that aspired to) was [Jow across all groupings. However, 7

- : - * I - i ' - -
negative deflection by sex was considerably greater among migrants; and regard- ‘

less of migrant status, it was highér among females tpan males, Negstive déflec-

Ll

" tion was particularly pronounced among migrant females.' -

4

.
‘l-
S
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Tablz 4., Migranmt status by occupational anticipatory goal deflection.

o - '~ Hales! . . Females: . |
Goal Deflection Higraﬁts Hon-Kigrants. Higrants Hon-Migrants
> ., eeammsmscee- z—-———---—-- -_--------,--Z -------- .
None: SO S 52 73
Positive : 7 " s 7 4
." i - - - . .
Negative - I8 S ' 4 _ 23
Total, . - : 100z - " 100% 100% . l00%g
SN by 76 - 4 119
. Ho daformation . ©o23 23, o8 coTo 200
e Voo . ) 2/
. ‘- ‘- . . » s 2
Ty . = 1.63 - X° =.6.38
! d . ' df = 2 ¢f.= 2 :
- - p =..553 p= 00 " =
. Fl 1 ! /7 g r
\ : . .
/ %; ) ¥ Educattoaal Ortentations ' Y

-

‘Aspirati ns AnalYSes of migrant status by educatlonal asp:ration dsd not.

establash statlst:caily sugniflcant variatlon (Table 5) Approxnmgte!?u
-~ 5% P 5 . T \-,- . ""\:,
similar majorities acros$ all four groupings aspired to at. Ieast £olle3e graduar PR

*

‘ tion, although non-msbrants tended toward college post~ graduate wurk to a slgfhtrl,
k- . \ ¥ .
ly greater extent than did migrants Rlso, non-migrants tended to ba{somewhat

P .
R - W ¢

more oraented toward poit high schoo! techn:caf‘or q&cataonal train:ng and sonp -

-l . *
[ ; a
.o 4T e

college work. Conversely, Z5 percent: of the m:grants (b«p}:h 9exes) d‘!& ,not

.‘

» L -
Lo SRR . B
% aspire to posf high school educat10p ST, e L R
2. e A * IR A
* .' . ~ . * * - LI - .
] ~ " - . . - . ,... '. z . .

’
-
.
.
+ g
.
-
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Table 5.. ‘Higrant status by educat ional asPir'ation'._ Lo 3
. o Hales' _ ’ Females’
Level o_£ Aspiration Higrants Non-Higrants Higrants Nop-Migrants
College - Post Grad... . R .
Work . 21 - . 25 - 15 .29’
) _ (51) 1010 S 50 (53)
Collegeé’ Graduation N 30 26 36 24 .
_Some College or . ) .
" Tech. School 2h (24) 31 (31) 25 (25) 33 (33)
High School Grad. 22 16 23 14
(25) a7 (25) (14)
Quit High $chool 3 .o 2 0
“Total - . 100% ooy - . 1003 _ 1003 :
R 7 S 53 139
Ho Information | 0 0 : 0 .0 ’
. % %
: V! L’ 1/ . 2/
- ) ) H ¢ ) “’ xz ‘.-‘ 2.1‘1 . - L - xz = ‘hozl‘ i
e Lo dfF =2 - .. df=2
. . ’ N . p =‘ .299 . .. ‘ . ¢ | . c. P = .118
R "‘Chlv_gquva:e testswere computed only “for the’ cellap5ed three,—level cate~
,gq&,:es :for whtc,h the percentages are in parentheses. . " )
% Te o4 ;' ’ . M ’ - - ‘ " ’ . ' '

- Pl

o
= .

e Eipectath.ns. High Ievel expecr.at:pns were, ;qnsiStent across ‘all four

~ el ” &
.?«groupings mth the’ excep;:on of angrant females (Tahle 6) Indeed mlgrant

feute'res were cpnsplcuous as 2 s:gmfrcant proportion (38 percent) did nor. expect

o " tp go beyond h:gh s.c.hool. Additionally, proportionately more magrant males in
b3 !_ v, !

". “ co;rparéson tp other maleés did not expect post high school educatrpn - .
* - _o' - * .f ' . F -
4 ; ’ hd Lﬂ

I ‘_ £ " -u
» o -
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Table— 6. Higrant status by educational expectation. I

— . " " 5:; ¥ )

* . . Ha]esl : Fema!esz
Level of Aspiration _ Migrants Hon-Higrants . Hn-grants . an-_grants
\-‘ S TR '-: ----- . ::—--' ----- “g-omeewamans
College - Post Grad. ’ -7
Work 20 . 17 . .
N (48) {49} (32) . (48) :
Colliege Graduation 39 © 29 ) 26. ¢ 3i
S “Co”ege or ‘ .
Tech. School 23 (23) 32 (32). 30 (30) 30, (30)
High School Grad. 2 - _18( : 38 Y ,
(29) ) .. (38) (23)
Quit High School 5 0 07 0
/ + v - . -
Total 1002 101% ,
N . 53 138 : g
* No Information i 0 ’ ' 0 T )
: ) e SR Ve =
] . X e k05 S X = 6.887-
i C dfe2 ' df = 2 .
L Tt -
© p=.130 p= .031
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" Anticipatory goa) deflection.

¥

¥
noteworthy d:ffe‘renoe was found in terms of

+* Pl

o

~.did males.

tivexto.goal?deflectioh were not reﬁealed (Table‘?)

dents across. ati groupsngs experuenced no goal deflection.

- (regardless of mtgrant status) reported slaghtly more negatlve deflec{:on than ]

——

*Chi Square :fstswerecomputed only for the collapseﬂ three-leVel categor;es.

f-
’ .t . PR

%

ically signifigant Bifferéhces rela-
The majorigy of respon=
Perhaps the most”

negative deflettion by‘sax females

-

* . .4
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Table 7. ‘HigFa;nt status by educational anticipatory gc;a! deflection.
- Iialesl F&malesz j
Goal beflection Higrants- Hon-MHigrants - ‘Higrants Non-Higramts -
Kone 73 73 N I > SN |
Positive 6 10 & 8
. Negative 2] . 16 27 29
Total 1002 992 100% 1002 ,
N . 66 98 52 138
Ho Information t - t i "1
, Vo, 2/ .
- X =1.3 ¢ 1,22
df = 2" df = 2
.  p =52 . p=,548
[ * ; .
’ "
> :7 - v’,j$ . ‘” . .g . ) -'o
. ’ <
R - ; - - .
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T _ Harriage and Procreation @rientations

Age at marriage. Ho marked differences between migrants and non-migrants

were found regarding the ages at which they desired to get married (Table 8)
or the expected ages at marriage {Table 9). Tl"ee most proainent difference wa-ls'
sex-related: ost mlps_?esired and ;sxpected ma.rriage after 22, while -most fe-

males,";nranged to and believed they would marry before that age.

' Table 8. Higrant status by desired age at marrjage.

i

* Hales' Fenales’ .
Age Leve) * Migrants HNon-Migrants =~ Higrants Hon-Migrants
T i ——————— z ————————————————— ———z----’---——u—
19 years and below R . 8 17 16
20-22 yéars ST 31 . . 53 58
-23 years and aboye © 51 y 61 30 _ T2
Total ’ 1002 100% 1003 106%
N 63 99 53 139
No tnformation ) 4 0 0 | 0"
*:
.. l_/ g./ . ]
’ %% =2.24 - x2 = .06
af = 2 .- df =2 '
" p=.326 . p = .970
?f'r [ - - ’
» |
¢ % ’
%
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Table 9. Migrant status by expected age at marriage. .
» I . 2

. Males Fecales

Age Level Higrants Hon-Higrants Higrants Hon-Migrants
© e T R ]
19 years and below 8 9 17 19 .
.20-22 years 40 32 56 56
23 yéars and above Sb . 60 _ 27 25
[ -
Total 98% 1012 100% 100%
N 62 97 52 137
' » o .
Ko information _ 5 2 i o2
o a
YV 2/ ' .
L e L x* = .12
. - g’ ' df =§2 . df = 2
{' t . .
. = .508 . p = .94 -
- i.- b

Humber of children. 5ﬁly among males were statistically signlficant d}ffer:

“ences observed for desired aumber of ;hcldren (Taﬁhg 10}, and anttcspated num=

L

bes of children (Table Ny pnnrox;mately twice as many male migrants as

opposed to non- migrants and females in general desired and expeCted to have a

.large number (S or ﬁpre) crf children.

s.o- % . <A ¥ . .
- - , ] .
'S . .
* .
- . -
1 *
’
<. . ' -
.-_ by ‘:‘ -
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Table 10. Higrant status by number of chlldren desired.

r

. i ' 9
Number of Hale§ - Females
Children Desired Higrants MNon-Higrants , Higrants Non-Higrants
Saall (0-2) ' 29 i 30 43 ‘ 39
Average (3-4) 55\ 53 h2 45
targe (5 or more) . %o 19 ) 17 16
Total 1012 100z 1022 100%
N 63 99 53 137
No tnformation b 0 W .2

v/ / 2/
2 =9.13 X =36
‘% af = 2 df = 2 '
p = .00 p =, .844
AN -

=
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Table 11. Migrant status by aumber of children expected.

1 . 2
Number of ﬂa’ies ' Females ]
Childrern Expected Migrants HNon-Migrants Kigrants Non-Kigrants
$mall (0-2) o, 38 31 35
. . * - .
Average (3-4) . 34 38 Y 42
Large (5 or more) 43 - 24 17 23
Total 100 100 100 100
, N ' 61 98 48 155
No tnformation : 6 1 5 b
1/ - : 2/ ,
Ny ;
) %2 = 6.51 x2 = 1.56
A df = 2 df =" 2
) ‘p = .035 . p= .537
]
Y SAN \
? —— 1]
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" -Life Goal Valuations

T

‘Higrants and non-migrants were not found to differ overall In their orien-

tetions toward a variety of life goals (Table 12). Hajorities within both 1

groups designated education and job és the most Important §aals to attain.

Money, material objects, place of residence, startgfg & family, and free timé’
/’\Ql} rece}ved considerably less valuation. While 9;31 di%ferences between

“migrants and non-migrants fend;d to be minimal, variations by sex appeared to

.

be slightly more prondunced (see valuations relative to education and.money,

for exampleT.
!
|l -
3 *+
H|
»
L]
' -
.
-
Y
he - >
¢ » . . -
- . . . &
*
~~
L S
..
’ A)
- 1]
[
% - —
-+ L]
» - c-
3
- P —
- L]
»
» -
d
- - v - - ! -~ .
. L
- ' ‘l '
- - - -
L]
* Tr
. RE
* -
(R LA%
4
i
)




1

Table 12. Migrant status by life donl vatuat'ior_m.

N 5 \,b.
T, - " I BN I S 'l_,.’ - i
R Free' Time . Edhgution } Coe Money. - ?"}??t' ‘;}iﬂf . Bsb E&S\W -
" Migrants Non-Mlgrants | Migrants Non-Migrants ] Migrants Nor-Migrants Hi‘grén\ts Norg-.ﬂlgrahtsﬁ
2 - R . L . _ - t .
‘ . . . » . " N ]
Males | 15%  15% ° 63% . 59% 22% 33% 54% - 64%.
High Valuel ; o | ) ' ) .
Females | ., 8% BT 1 2 8% | 1% 7%. 683 /2 RN
. . '] - \.' ‘- ] - h
Males 61% . 63% i 15% By~ fe T 9% ‘7% 5%-  _ 2% - .
Low Value - ' . Y . — ' g v -
& T : - . : .
0y Females 62% 71% h% 0% 6% 9% - 2% 3% o1
. : : . - . . = eq -
Table 12. (Continued). *
v Place Materlal . Famlly v , - .‘
Migrants Non-Migrants [Mlgrants Non-Migrants| Miigrants Non-Migrants * \
Males 82 .. 9% 18% & | 163 2 | | S
High Value , . , w_ : ' . B
.+ Females 6% 6% 1% o[t 8% 10% .° -
 Males' 24% 29% 30% T 453 503 ' -
Low Value . - ’ , : )
— ) .
Females | + 11% 22% . 38% 35% 6% 53% .




=21~

$tatus and Familial Orientations Controlled by SES

- -+

Given that moblllty and famlldal orientations wsvally tend to vary by
- socioeconomlc status, it was decided to place limited controls for SES on-wml-

grant status. Respondents! SES was ealculated oﬁ:fhe basls of the occupation

of the famHy's major money-earder. Due to an extremely skewed occupational s
distribution, responses were categorized as elther High (professional, mana-

. gerial, official, glamour, clerlcal, sales, skllled worker) or &2!_(operative,

-

laborer, domenstic). Students failing to respond to thls question were glven

- L

SES' ranking on the basis of the reported educational level of father (High -

some high school or aﬁeve; Low - eigﬁth grade or less}. Few migrants were

found within the high SES category. Therefore), complete.eontrols for SES were .+

-
L [

precluded, éhd only tﬁose respondents Of low SES were retained for‘thie phase.
Generally, the.trends roted above relative to occqpational} educational,

" and familial orientations were duplicated within the low SES sus-sample. The
oc;upational expectations ‘of female migrants remained considerably'iower than
that of non-migraets (APEENDIX C, Table 1b}, but also-&ifferences in job aSpiraQ_

, tions. became statlstlcally significant (APﬁEHDlX c, TABLE'ie) And, negative ,

. “antlcipatory deflectlon amOng migrant females continued to be markeddy higher

~ than that  for non-mlgrantﬁ (APPENDIX c Table lc) In* terms of educational

aSpirataons, mlgrants (both sexes)a to a slightly greater extent, sti]l tendZd

-

-

to, deslre less’ post high school education {not statistically signlficant,_APPER:

DIX C. Table 2a). Higraht females continued to exprese Inordinately low expec;

tations for attainment bey0nd high school (APPENDIX c, Table 2b).= And although
the effect of migrant status among males diminlshed somewhat regarding deslred
" ', number of children, (APPERDIX C, ‘Table 3c}, male migrants stil) clearly preferred

r

largér families and expected larger familles (APPENDIX €, Table 3d) than did others.

R S 93
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Relelant findings suggest that migrints and non-migrants do not significant-

ly differlin terms o"lf their level of aspiration toward oecupation and educatfon ; Whether

‘migrant or non-migrad§, male or female, the majority of - youths desired to complete

college and\ to attain'high status-level jobs, Also, regardless of migra:'n. status;
. " v

and sex, mosit respondedts experienced no anticipatory goal deflection, i.e,,

they expected to attain conmensurate-level jobs and educations to which they
+
aspired.

This is ndt to say, howevér, that all groupings expressed cdnsiétently op-

i

timisti¢ perceplions of ir futures. 1n this sense, migrant females appeared * .

=

to be clearly sed apart ftom other .females and males in general. Female migrants

reported job an

g

Nevertheless, in slignificant proportion, they believed that they would actuaily -

ghoolip‘ ’a"sp,i,rations generally simitar to- those of the others.

L

“a

and receive no further formal education after high

school . These findings continued to hold when only responses from low SES fe-

*

males- were retained\ 5

I . :
Relative to prcﬁjections of age at marriage, migrant status did not appear as f
a éignijicant differentiating factor. Rather, marital-age-aspirations and expec-

« 3

tations denerally differed by sex: females expressing earlier ages, and males later

. : . ' ‘

~ages for rn_arhiage. - v . . - . . -
Mfgrant status, hgweéer; did appear to be related to varying orientdtqus

. '_ among males MQrd broé{eation: A s'ignifican'tly- greater propoftion of m_@ia:i/ .

males than non-migrants desired and expected to father five or_more ch{ldren. .

. Such differé:l;ces were also malntained within the low SES controt sample. ’ 3
) i Finall;; migrants .and non'mii;ants did not noticeably differ from each

- = ' ¢ - ! ’ -

{ ‘ | . N " - {.

it'El{lC ; ‘ A a e . ]
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orfentations. Another dimension requiring investigation is that of the currency

X + -23-
r ) .

“other in their rank valuations of life goals. Both groupings clearly vélued{

education and occupation more than other goals such as money, material objects,

te

and initiating a fgmily. - - . ’ N

We should stress that an important group has been omltted from the survey .
and subeequent analysis = the schoo! dropouts, Previous research (Hages, f97t;
Kuvlesky and Juarez, 19?5) has.noted that dropOuts generLIIy have lower RE
status projections than thosg- in, school. And, given the typically dtsorgaézzing
effects o; migrant travel on schooling, it is probably safe to‘assume that the
proportion of mfgrants and ex-migrants within the drop;ouf ranks is greater than

. . . L4
that in the schools. This is not to say, however, that migrant status necessarily
p ‘ !

produces lowered aspirations and expectations - this is an empirical question.
, .

-

‘Migrant and non'qigrant school drbpout% may not di?fer at att in level of projection,.

‘as lowered projéctions would seem to be representative of 'reaiistic! appralsals.

of future attainment and dohnward'adjustments of aspirati?ﬁgip light of 1ife situa-

tions -among dropouts “in general.

Although our data point t6 certain trends regarding orientational differences,
\ ) ) . - + - . .
between migrants and non-migrants, we speculate that the di fferences probably

would have been of greaier magnitude given a stronger and more extensive indica=

tor for migrant status. Clearly, the distinctions provided by the preseht indicator
R . : ™ 3
are gross: - a stimudus question 'which evokes'a simpie 'yes' or "no“.ansye{ can

provrﬂe ud with few lnsights into-the problem. Iadicators developed for futere’
research should be constructed so as to tap a eumber of qualltatlve and quanti~
tatige dimensions of {ife experience wrthfn the mlgrant stream. Several{aspects
migG?'be crucial for descriptabn éndtlnference. First, ienqth.qf involvement

appéars as-a potentially crucial factor. We might logically hypothesize that the

greater the length of experignce, the greater the devlation from "mainstream

s

{f i - ) '25 b o ]
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' might have analytical utility.
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or period of involvement. ﬁould the effects of present employmeht differ from
. o ' )
those of previqus participation, and if so, at what ages? And thirdly, am
- . s . - -
. ) . .o . 9
intergenerational biography which woulﬁ tap the migrant participation of° - —

- -

parents and grandparents seems particularly relevant. Indeed, such information

v -
hd . . -~

would be necessary to assess the effects of transmitfed mig?ant Status on career .

goals and expectancies. Inclusion of other variables, such as place(s) of mi-

1 .

Qratfdn and participation in migrant-directed governmental programs, additionally

.
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R : FOQTNOTES - - .
1. See for instance a relativély recent description obtained from
. @ synthesis of relevant research by Schnur (1970:1-5}.° A very
. . excellent and comprehensive treatment of the relative depriva-

* tion of Mexican Americans as an ethnic grouping is provided in ‘o

' @ a recent book by EMwyn Stoddard (1973)}. .Fdr.a detaited discus~
- sion of educational problems of. Hexican Americans, see Carter
(19?0 Chapter 1). .

:

"' 2. ifor a critical examinatlon of the notion qf a Yculture of poverty,“

“isee Kutner (i975). For a reactiod to the. application of this,
'idea to Mexican-American youth, sed Kuvlesky and Juarez (1975)
- @nd to Mexican Americans in generat, see Burma (1970:17-28)..
34 [For a' rather detailed critical examination of how these notions
operate within the institution of education, sée Brischetto. -~
_,and Arciniega (1975). Also, see Kuvlesky and Juarez (13875:
2h3 247) for reference to other similar treatments of the subject.

h 2see Schnur (1970:1-53, Rubel (1966), Madsen (1564: Chapter 4) “and

IBurma (1970:17~- 20), among’ others.

¢ -

5.: Thfs is an 1nferenca .often drawn when 2 lower SES population is .
* compared to-a higher one. For a good example of the reasoning
used Here, see Hyman (1966). Yet, recent evidence indicates * .
that this assumed positive relationship between SES and level

. of aspirations and expectations does not a]ways hold (Kuviesky'

¢, _and Edlngton 1975) v « V-

6 We ackndwledge the assnstanc.e of-Juan Lugo in searc.hmg the

literature. Neither he nor we could locate a single directly °

relevant published report of research, comparing migrfant and Laad

nonmagrant‘Hex:can-Amerncan youth on status projectlons. . .

”
R -

; 7. For a more detailed djscuss:on of the Study areas,’ schoois involved
and the respondents, see «nvlesky and Honk (1975) ‘

-

' 8. Due Lo an e.xtre.mely skewed o::cupattonal ‘d15tributaon, responses were

categoruzed as either |9h (professional, managerial, official,
glam&r, clerjcal, sales, skilled worker) or Low (OPerati:ye,, labor-
‘e, d&mbstic) Students failing to respond to thlsfquestl‘on were
1. givep SES ranking Of, the basis of the reported éducationa) Ievel
T4 offather (ﬁigh - sqme high school or above; Low - eightﬁ grade .
oy or Iess) . _ . o

. K »
L .t

- ‘ p
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desir-e as a, Infetirrie kind of work?“

al prestige as follows:

APPENDIX A:.

- - . o * -
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INDICATORS AND MEASDRES

' Occupat wna-l Project ions '

-

Octupattonal. ‘aspirations uere el sc:ted from res,pondén,ts with the open-ended

quest:on,. v you vere, ccmpletely Tree: to choose any job, what would you most

,‘ﬂ*

L

R.esponses were ooded Into a modlﬂed

*

ce-.nsus cl&ss:f:cataon of occupatrons which represents a helrarchy of occupation-

Pccupational Aspirationi Types

‘ !

bus driver), - |

. 8. Unskilled (waltreés, fam .
' worker) ]
: 9. Housemfe, v LT

- ﬁccupatiorial Aspiration Levels

s

.
- ¥

.’

’ -

!

% *
1. High Professional (doctor, . High <
' lawyer, scientist) - .o ;
2. Low Professional (teacher,
, " régistered nurse) .o
.. 3. Glanpur (pro ball, pop singer, ) . .
, pilot) '
4, Hanager:al lexecutwe run a .
. store} s TN . ' .
—#.,.f ;“--“--’.----: --------- -,,““-;P,‘-‘- ----- --—-‘--..‘-,--.“-ﬂ---- ---------- -
5. Clerncal and Sales (typist,,. ¢t Intenmediate
" secretary) ~ ‘
b b, Skilled (carpéater, foreman, . .
."-‘t' s suto, mechapic) : ‘ - ‘1
" t—p—----——-3------------——--—-----19--—-—-—-—-—-- --------------- A o g o e -
,r L} }. W . N .
?.'_ Operative (machine opgrator, . Low

T Oocupa.tiorral expectations were ehcited from responses to the following

a>

(

. AL - . . . .
-exactly the same %s for aspiratiqns.

[ 1]
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~of job dd,you real!y expect to have most of your tlfe??’’

quest:grf.. Smr.zmes we are not always' ab‘ie to do‘what we want .most. 'n‘hat kiud

Ed

Resp’onses were coded
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- : . Educational Projections  * . .

. &

Educational Aspiration

1f you coulg~have ag ruch schooling as you desired, whlch of the
" following would {you do? (Circle only one number): :
L . _

1 Quit school right now. - , .
Complete high school. . . A
Complete a business,.commercial, electronics, or some
other technical program dfter finishing high school.
Graduate from junior college §Z years)

Graduate from & college or university..
Complete additional ‘studies after graduat?ng frgm a coilege or
.university. . -

Educational £xpectation .

[ SV I S R X

L

what do you really _expect to do, about your educa;:on? (¢ircle

- only one number): .
- 1 Quit school right now. ot ‘ ' . "
2 Complete high school. ' :
o7 .' 3 Complete a business, commercial electronics, or some other
: .- technical program after finishing high school . .
4 Graduate from a junior college (2 years).’
5 Gradvate from a college or university. .
. § 6 Complete additional.studies after. graduating from a
o college or unlversity. . T
. ". : -
’ . b ‘ - )
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1 Marriage and Family Projectioris '
* ' = . ’ | . . 4 !
" An exact replica of the stimulus questions utilized to -obtaln respons'es
on status projections ‘related to farmly devempment (i.e., projected age of . :;
' marr:age and procreation (famlly size)) is presented belows, g
. o X - P ] < r e . .

(¢} How many chiYdfen do you want?+ [ . )
e
. ]
* ’/"‘w.‘ -
(gfﬂ"ﬂo‘w mahy children do you expect to have? = S ! .
. . ' PR . ) o . . .
' (e) At what age do you really expett to get married? -
. -
L c -
L] ~
X .
‘ .
- . . , ' ’
: i ; @
“ -' r tE - - ’
! vr- ‘ ‘\ :—.
) - . R ' . . ; & -
] ' 3 v & _'!’
] -
I
. *
-~ 4 . - .
T’ - . [Ts
& o ’ s T, .
' » ¥ { .’ . o F
R sl
‘- ’ ! ‘ t’v__‘""“
* . - ;}' 3 : .
¥ v BTG .
< T

{a) Do you want to get married some day? (Circle ene.number):

' ' Yes | - ‘2' No . 3 Al‘ready marrled
if you answered I.._i' you want to get married answer the following
guestions: . . . .

+

(b) At what age would you like to get married
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‘Vaihation pf Life .Ends

"Listcd below are a nilmber of things that most young
people look forward to. Rank them in order of -their Im-
partance to you. For the one you think is most important,
check number 1 in front of it; Yor the next most iapor-
tant one, check nusber 2, 2nd.so on untll you bave a mum-
ber checked for each one. Pead dver the entire lista
before answering the question. {Check only one number
beside each sentence and check each differenr. number

-

only once). ) , ..
' ' - Order of irrporténce to you'- . . |
' ' 2 38 5 6 1 , T .
- - - e 4L Having‘ lots of free time to do what 1 want )
- '_,.- - == = - To develop my mind and get all the ednca- )
tion | want ]
) - . . ", - T - To earn as much money as | can
_ S T 3\\ | Getting the job 1 want most :
- s s s s .. \\.\ - Living in ‘the kind of place 1 like b;st
R e e - ] Having the 1.-;irid of house; car, furniture, )
. ' and other things like this [_waft
‘ - -'_ - I \"\ To ge.t'_mrried and raise a family

i ‘\', -
CHECK- YOUR ANSWER! You should have each number checked only once and
8 single number should be checked ‘for each statement.

- - - L v -
\ -
- : "
L
* o -
+ "

This opcr:atlon produces a §ca1e of valuation (rapkings) ranglng fron I

“ . to 7. These uere then grouped into v leveis of valuation" categories as y .
fol‘lq‘ﬁgs: . E ' - . . ) ' 5
_' , | | L‘_'_S_"'_ . . '(1;2.) ‘ . t |
) ‘ “"""" a . , Interl:rae;iiate : (3,&,5)
R | },—_931 ‘ C(6.7). , | .

A test-retest reliability check ipdicates’ that the broader "level

¥or
~

categories have greater 'reliability than the initial specific rank scores

(Kuvlesky arid Lever, 1975} : . .
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| APPEMDIX B g
Tat;’ie la. 'Higrant status by sex. -
Status - ) Males® - Females ‘
Migrants 402 (67} 283 (53)
Non-Migrants ~-  60% (99) 723 (139)
Total 1003 (166) 1003 (192) ,
x* ='5.9 p = .01
Table tb. Migrant status by age. e e 4
‘ Hales., Females
Age . Higrants Kon-Migrants Migrants Hon-Migrants
4 0 8 H .9
15 3% &) " 28 42 »
16 40 42 %0 8
i7 o 21 7 17 ' . 7
18 - 53 7 L 2
19 20 . 0 0 0
Total 1003 - ~100% 1003 160%
N 67 = 98 53 139
No Information. 0 o 1 "o 0 :
. ' i . ' )
Mean Age 15.9 .55 - 15.8 15.7
Median Age. 16 ¢ 16 16 . 15
' -16 15
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Table l¢. Migrant status by school program. -
. Halesl Femalesz _
School Program Migrants HNon-Migrants Higrants Non-Migrants >
........... I e kL e
) Academic ] B : 35 o 37 26 "
" General 3% 39 . &t - 29 ]
Vocational ’ 23 26 ) 22 15
Total . 1003 1003 ' 1003 " 1003
N . 64 92 ' 51 N V7
. No Information 3 7 ’ ) 2 12’
1/ ’ 2/ ' -
= .55 - T x? = 5.68 ‘
df = 2 df = 2
p = .763 p = .09k
Table 1d, Migrant status by family Séi. - '
Status . ) High SES - Low SES
il -
Males . ..
'Higrants . 25 ol
- Non-Migrants - .75 k9
4 .
. Total ' 1002 1002 ’ !
N . 67 99 ' ¢
- -’ - (‘
4 T T - 7 &
. L3 *
Females
s Migrants 15 33 .- - f
% ﬁonlﬂigrants 85 l 67
Total - - 100% 100%
N ' 59 132 _y
L X .
: s,
> i




Tablele. HMigrant status by parent's origins.

Pareﬁt‘s'origlns

United Sgates

Non-Migrants

30%
70%

100%

- 108

Non-Migrants

23% "
77%

" 100%

129 e

Table I'f. Migrant status by general farm labor “force

participation.

General Farm Work

-::::?E::::

Hon-Migrants

No
TRt

H

18
81

" 100%
-

'Non-Higrants’

13
87

IPOZ
155
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Tabie la. Higrant status by occupational aspiration - low SES. . e
— Hale:{l l'-'.en'iales2 ! (\'\
Level of Aspiration’ Higrants Hon-Higrants Higrants Non-Higrénts .o
. =Ty - upynppyl sy e —
High - 60 58 61 63 ©
Intermediate 35 28 29 n :
Low 5 14 li_ 0
Total 100% ° 100% 101% 100% X
N _ . 4o 43 38 88
No Information 10 6 5 1 .
— 2/ ‘
) XZ = 2-07 - ’ x = 906
- df = 2 afx2
’ — — p = 1356 p=-008, .~
\\
ﬁ- N <} ) L3 -
“ -
Q' - g .‘ :
%-:
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Table 1b. Higrant status by occupational expectation - low SES.

i =

. N »
o e e T T At e i i e P e e P o W

-

*

. Hales] F!maiegz
~Level of Expectation Higrants HNon-Migrants 'Higrants Non-Higrants
L Ery LT - " - z ----- e
High 61 58 32 " .53
Intermediate 29 36 , b1 32
Low i0 6 .!57 1L

Total 1003 1003 1003 99%
N 30 . 36 > 37 77
No ]Aformation 19\ 13 z ’ é-* - 12 |
1/ -2/ ,
o6 = % e
=2 - df = 2 ,

o
"
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Table lc. Higrant status by occupational anticiéatory goal deflection -

low SES.
Hafesl Females?
Goal Defiection HMigrants Hon-Migrants Higrants Non-Migrants
_ B ST - Smre—a—~ ~pfemeemdeeca
None o ’ 80 . 79 56 70
Positive N B 3 12 : 5 ' 4
Negative : i3 - 9- : 39 - 26 .
Total . " g9 . 1003 100% 1003 .
N T " 30 3y 36 _ 76
No Information ' 20 15 7 S T SN
¥ ’ 1/ : 2/ .
A, TN = X% .27
df_g 2 ) df = 2 <
' p = .696 - p = .338
- T, ) g\ ) ,
Fa
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Table 2a. HMigrant - status by educational aspiration - low SES.
Hales] - Femaleéz
Level of Aspiratjon Migrants MNon-Migrants Higrants Non-Migrants
Cé)llege - t Grad. _ . -
Work . 18 .20 10 . " 28
_ {46) (45) (46) - (49)
College Graduation . 28 25 36 21
Some College or Tech. .t . o
School 26 (26) 37 31 - 29 (29). 38 (38)

High School Grada- )

_ation -~ 26 : 18 26 12 .
. ' . (28) (18) . (26) . (12)
" Quit High School o 2 0 0 o 0

Total 1002 100% 101% 100%

N 50 kg bz 89

No Information 0 ) o B .0

1/ 2/
» xz 2

= }ISI * x -8 !lill
. df = 2 . df = 2 £

— p=.612 p = .126
£
4 ie
b
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Table 2b. Migrant status by educational‘gxpectation - low, SES.

\ Halesl' fgma]esz i
Level of Expectation Higrants Non-Higrants ‘Higrants Hon-Higrants
Coliege - Post Grad. :

) Work 6 20 .2 . 12 ..

s . (44) (40) (30) (41)
College Graduation’ 38 20 28 - . 29
""""""" 3':-"------'--“'--------f--'-----“-“-‘PT----------“---'!“-"--"-

Some College or _ ’
Tech. School 22 (22) - 33 (33) ~30°(30) 35 (35)
High School Gradua- ) - . , .
tion ' 30 27 b 24
;o (34) (27) (40) (28)
Quit High S¢hool 4 0- 0 0
S Y S e et em mmere———aM——— e mamme—=——.————— T
Total . 100% 100% 1002 T 1003
N . 50 49 43 « B9
.7 ™ » . ~
No Information 0 o | 0. - T 0. )
S . v Y |
) T Lt RS G o - S
/ ' gk = 2 df = 2
' p = .532 ' p =053 4 L,
& f .
¢
L r
-" '

3
Y
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Table 2c. HMigrant status by educational anticipatory goal deflection -
IW SES- R 3 + .
Q.
) l‘falesl Females’
Goal Defiection " Higrants MHon-Migrants - Migrants Hon-Higrants
None 7h 73 A N 4
Positive 4 10 5 7
Negative ' 22 16 2% 33
Total 100% 992 1002 101%
N 50 49 42 89
No information 0 T 0 1 0
1/ 2/
X% = 1.76 X% = 1.4k
' df = 2 df = 2 :
, - p = .582 P * .508 -
' {oLe
4 el
I. ? : - .-
A 'i .
,\ " = \ .,‘ ;
\ K “ I
v Il ® '
b "\ ¢ 1, et
'I‘ -’ - / ‘ri‘.
. ; r: .t
i ‘sl ' .
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Ta”oie 33. i'hg_rant status by desired age of marriage = low .SE%

3 J

!

? ol
- cd LT 1

7 @r . 7 , — -
\ v _ "Males . " ] -*‘Femleéz

- L9 .

T L3

Ll " 1,_ ) /_\. a
J§ yaars and- 'below - 2 - 10 .

3 S )

A LU .. - - .
123 ¥esKs arx? above ., © 50 « 57 -~ 28
-’--.?---.------—.-—?——:7--l——-—.-v——d----\--’-—---——-.--:‘--b‘p----.-‘ )

=r - -

.

-Age’ Leveli . - Htﬂants - Noa ng_rants Migrants _ Hon-ﬂigran'i:s . .- ,

Y L . ‘—-—-;—-m-z--—-p---- -, -'--—--\-ﬁz--ﬂnob--'ﬁ——

¥ e ye_ars_i--.'“ SO I 33 58 © .58

- Yotal] | 1002 © 100% - 1003 - 1003

. 1

17

'Ho Information " "0 "0 o0
o L ' Y ) - e gy
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. Table:3b. Higrant status by expected age at marcriage -*low $ES.

. PO R T U

‘19 years andvbstow - .

K

¢

20222 years 43
: » [ ! ¢ v [y
23 .ygars and above ' . +'50 . 56

1 e i c . i
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Jable 3c. Migrant status by sizmbar aof chiidren desired '~ low SES. -
- - . Ll - * 4

. e . , ' ‘ . "_ . T - 3 P
~—~$umbes of Children. . — Hales ~ — S —_— fefr'ales\“ -
. Pesired . . Higrants Noa-Migrants Higrants Non-#lgrants

1 S - - . S Zp— PN E |

PO

N

- . - N
[ ., s = . ‘=' s - -
A Small (0-12) . _ 32 /55 . 4o § °9§
Average (3-4) e, 30 - kY .. §2 .- 43 .
B : . -7 - . . : PR 2 L S
. " . ._‘, - T, P
\ targe* (5 or more)} . - 38 Co2. 18 18
» —------'——w—-:-'—------_—--.---—'--—-a---'a----.-.-w'm---:-'--‘.'-‘:-'s,-;---:——--;-------’-faw-n-—-'ﬁg-"r
Total | . 100% - - . - CI00% . . 1003 C100%,7.
- ) - N - ' v -
N ] 47 - -k? 43 88 . -
. . \ - " X . .- ) .'... .
No Information . 3 o) -0 s - "
- ”~ * ¥ .‘ ~( A
t If ) " .2! - 1:_‘ .
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df =72 . df = 2
, . ES “- .-
. PR ot 1,
p = .310 p = .975 S
L] ‘I . N
* i 1 - 1 g
: * * * * ’ ) * ‘¥ :
. A 4 -_‘ P L : :- N
R . . : :
e o R . R ‘. .
. - & ‘
. p . .
- A ? ' ‘e
- * ] H ' . .
+ + “ ’b * W
. * . - )"
- -
@ ? s
, , ) . . K . ) . .
N -— . . s . ]
-t LIS + :" ‘ ’ ¢ N ‘s s ) ’ v
. ., Tl ;Y . r
- - . - R .
ra 1 . 5 . *
" 1 N .: “ - . 1
N . * - + - h .
; o R .
’ - " ? . - - 1
. rl *" i »
4 - . L] 4
¥ r . Lt . - : 'I . .
- 5 » . ’ . . .: .
. v + N * L LI
A , R 4 - , }. . . . . 1 : -
. . P
Q * . 4 3 . ¢ ' v ! et e -

~ LT R s - . . 7.
ERIC T L
L3 e . " R ] »




. -. R ) - - ' .y --':';_?j
-, . ' . . . _‘_ij
< ’ ~§2- ) s . '
3 Téble 3d. l_-ﬁ'grant status". by pusbgr'of chiierd = Jow SES.
L . Héieslif 'F;;alesz ] o
Kumber of - — = *
* Ghildren Expected ' Higrasts Non-Higrants Higrant:sl Non-Higrants .
i --4-.------—:2-—.:--&--_—- --‘b-—-;--—-_-g----n--:-—‘-
N . . AN . S 1
© . Spelt {0-2) . 26, 3  =* 26 37
" Average (3-4) .30 33,. * 58 . 36 .
. Large (5 or,;fpr:e)' A i 2 ‘ 16 27 -
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