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. _ PREFACE_

o

The data and analyses presented. in this report are from the first
(1980) wave of the National Center for Education Statistics study, High School

and Beyond, a longitudinél study of U.S. higH school seniors agd sophomores.

1
i

This study was condusted for NCE3 by the Natiénal Opinion Research Center at

a

’

the University of Chicago. .

-

A detailed report on sample design and sampling errors, High School
- < - \ B

and Beyond: éample Design Repdrt, is availabla, so the sample will be -

described only briefly here. The sample was a two-stage stratified

o’

p}pbabilify sample with schools within a stratum dféwn with a pfobabiligthi_

proportional td their size. Once a school was selected, up to 36 sophomores

and 36 seniors were drawn randomly from the students enrolled in each selectegd
school. * . - : -0 \\ . \
i Several <pecial strata were included in.the sample design. Schools in
these special strata were selected with probabilities higher than those for .
schools in regular strata to allow for special study of certain types of,
schools‘or sfudent;. The following kinds oflschools were oversampled:

*  Public schools with high propcrtions of Hispanic (Cuban, Puerto
"Rican, and Mexican) students.

Catholic schools with high proportions of.miﬁority group students.
) i

. Publiéﬂaiiernative schools.

Private schools with high prdpor;ions of National Merit Scholarship
finalists. o . \\
i

* A ‘.
}
°

. Substitutions were made for noncooperating schools in those strata whera2 it

_was possible. Out of 1,122 possible schools, students at 1,015 schools and
Sag-
school administrators from 988 schools filled out questionnaires. '

. }
In many schools the actual number of seniors and sophomores was less

than the target number for several reasons. First, in some schools fewer than

' vii

80

L N




- _,_‘ . T - J
the number 36vsophomores or 36 seni®rs were enrolled. This redgced the number

" of eligible studgnts from 73,08b (72 students.in each of 1,05 schools) to

-

. ' ) .

69,662. Second, 8,278 students were absent on the survey date. Third, 1,982
2 4 . . " - ¥ .

students, or in some cases their parents, declined to participate, exercising .

»

their right in a woluntary surveye. Sdbstitutipps were not madé for non-

3 : ‘
/éooperating students. Finally, 1f132 cases* were deleted because they

.

-//// contained cnly very incomplete informatiom. -Thus, data are available ‘for

-~ . . . ”.
yd 30,030 sophcmores and 28,240 seniors. This represents a completion rate of 84
. ‘ .

~

" percent: 58,270 out of thé'69;662 eligible students. In addition to ‘the

students in the regular sdmple, data were collected from friends and twins of
& .

RS-
e

?

barticipating students.

Weights were calcuiatea to reflect differential probabilities of -
gémﬁle selection and to adjust for nonrespbnse. Using appropriate wgights
yield; estimates for high‘schqoi soppomores and seniors in the ?nited States
and separate estimates for schools or étudgnta clagsified dn‘vgéious ways,
such as by geographical région ;r school type.

Information of severdl sorts was obtained in ﬁhe‘gurvey. Students
‘completed questionnaires-oﬁ'about one hour in length, and took a battery of
tests with am;étal testing time ;f aboJ; one and one-~half hours. School
officials completed questiqnnai£§3‘coveriﬁg_}tems of information ésout the
schools. A sample_éf pareﬁ?s‘of séphomofes and seniors (about 3600 for each
cohort) was surveyed primarily for information on financing of pbstseéondary‘
edudhtion. Finally, teachers‘gave their perceptions.of specified
characteristics of students in ;ﬁe sample whom they had had in class, to

provide information beyond the students' own reports about themselves.

-This report is one of several analyzing High School and Beyond base

° rd
Y

year survey data. The study was-designed to be relevant hoth to many policy

-]

n
. viii J .




> - . . . . * ) { * ~ ‘
issues and to many fundamental questions concerning youth development and !
O . v ﬂ }
educational institutions. It is intended to be analyzed by a wide range of _ |
’ ~ .

users, from those with’ immediate policy concerns tc those with interests in '
|

more fundamental or long~range questions.

-
“

* .

As succeeding waves of data on a subsample of these students become

available (at approximately two—year intervals), the richness of the dataset,
\\ . "

and the scope of questions that can be studied through it, will‘expand. In (
1

\ addition, use of the.data in conjunction with NCES's s~udy of the cohort of

1972 seniors (also available from NCES), for which data at five time points )

\ -

are now available, enriches the set of questions that can be studied.

. -

The data are available on computer tape for a nominai fee from:

Statisticalfinformation Office . )
National Center for Education Statistics
___—1001 Presidential Building
. 400 Maryland Avenue, SW . )
Washington, D.C. 20202 - ) o T
Phone: (202) 436-7900:
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The initial design of HIGH SCHQOL AND BEYOND was developed by the
Longifudinal Studies Branch of the National Center for Education Statistics.

- é
£dith M. Huddleston, NORC project officer far HIGH SCHOOL AND BEYOND, and "

- -

\

William B. Fetters, mathematical statistician, have guided c his project since

-

its inception, and have been responsible for many aspects ‘of the research

design. The current NCES project officer is Samuel S. Péfé !

-
.

. & study. of this scope and magnitude would not have been possible ‘

without the ‘active cooperation of many persons at various levels of

educationai administration: ‘Chief State School Officers, Catholic

)

Archdioceses and other private school organizations, principals and teachers
. - . 8

in the schodls, and of course, the students and their parents. The expértise,
support, and persuasiv‘ness of numerous study coordinators at participating
‘schools was especially critical to the successful conduct of the study. Those

who will use these data for the study of American education are deeply

~

indebted to all these pedple. -

 J

A second debt is owed to all those people on the field and project
staff of HIGH SCHOGL AND BEYOND, whose efforts. brought into being the data
that will make possiblé the study of issues involving young people ?nd their

" .schoole, data on which the present report is based.
The funds for what was originally called the tHispanic Eupplement" to

High School and Beyond, i.e., the additional Hispanic students included in the
, .

-

8ample and the. extensions of the queationnaire on which much of this report is
.bz3ed, were provided by the Office of Bilingpal&Education and Minority
Language' Affairs (OBEMLA) and the Office for Civil ﬁights (GC&&.

Y

Special thanks are dué %o members 'of the National ‘Planning Committee,

[y

- who ha&e been active in advising NCES on the design, implementation, and uses

- - .

e xi ‘ .-
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of the study: Ellis B. Page, Chairman (Duke University), Robert F. Boruch - ¢

- - (Northwestern University), Bruce K. Eckland (University of.North Carolina,

) Chapel Hill), Barbara Heyns (New York Universitj), David S. Mundel (Employment

and Economic Policy Administration, City of Boston), Robert C. Nichols (3tate
l t

UniVErsity of "New York, Buffalo), Sally B. Pancrazio (Illinois Office of
Educatiop), and David E. Wiley (Northwestern University).
The National Opinion Research Center (NORC), under the direction of

- NCES, took responsibility for the remainder of the design and conducted the °

« ) -

Base-year survey; NORC's preliﬁinary analysis of the baseyear data éontriputed
to the development of this publication. James S. Colemar served as Principal

Investigator aﬁ\NORC, with Carol B. Srocking as Project Director. Other

Y

. \contributing NORC staff members were Fansayde Calloway, who directed f”eld
- work for the project, ana Antoinette Delk, Larry Dornacker, Martin Frankel,

and Natalie Suter. ) .
. . 1 - \ L
Finaliy, the obvious contributicns~of editors Susan Campbell and

4

[

Suzanne Erfurth and the Data and Word Processing steffs at NORC are

| .
appreciated. We also acknowledge the work of Robert Aponte, who prepéred the

t e

A
tables for .the report.
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' Demographic Characteristies “ - )
. . 1 N

- SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

(Definitions’ of terms and exact figures are presented in later
sections’ of the report.), '

» , v RN

7]

. e Proébrtions of Hispanic‘étudenté‘in the tenth and twelfth-grades
‘with Spanish language background vary markedly by Hispanic-subgroup, from- -
about' 80 percent for Cuban.seniors 'to about 38 percent for Other ‘Latin -

~ American seniors (Table 1.2).

N )
. The.prbportiod of students yhoseﬂfathers have a\g;z}gge degree is ,

"higher for Cubans and Other LatiW-Aiericans than for other Higpanic e

subgroups.\ The proportion for each of these two groups is z1so. higher than

"that for blacks butfconsiderably lower than that for whites nof\of Hispanic
‘origin. The proportion of students whose fathers have not completeg high

school is.also higher for most Hispanic subgroups than it is“for whites and
blacks (Table .2.4). ’ ;

.

— -

« Puerto Rican -families appear‘to be the most disadvadtaged with

respéct to income, while Cubans and Other Latin Americans appear to be the .
' most 'advahtaged. All Hispanic subgroupd, except Puerto Ricans, do better than

blacks in this respect. All Hispanic groups_fare less well than non-Hispanic

whites. For example, id ‘comparison with non-Hispdnic\whites, twice as many

) *ﬁCuban‘seni5rs and almost five times as many Puerto Rican seniors reported.
. family incomes of less than $12,900 per year (Table 2.5). _ - T

i

H

. e Hispanic‘subgfoups diiféf greatly yith respect to immigration
history. Mexican-American and Othgr Latin American families of the 10th and
12th graders have. been settled .in- the: United States for the longest period of -

‘time... The families of Cuban students have entered the country most
recently. Puerto Ricqhs are in between Mexican-Americaqg and Other Latin

‘Americans on the one hand and Cubans on the other with respect to the iength

of settlement of the family in the United States. This conclusion is
supported by thé ‘distribution of places of birth of students, their length of
residence in tﬁs country, and the length of residence of their mother (Table
207)0. - . "‘.,- ™ T e« - -

¢

Language Usg

“. Use of the Spanish ldnguage by these student%';éries among Hispanic

., subgroups. Considering:several indifcators together (home language use, mother
“tongue, self-assessed proficiency in Spanish, frequency of use of Spanish with

parents), Other Latin American .and Mexican-American students appear to be the
most linguistically assimilated subgroups, Cubans the least assimilated, and
Pyerto Ricans in between (Tables 2.9 and 2.10). . I

. However, subgroups are very similar with respeét to scores on the
self-assessed English proficiency measure, with Cuban students reporting a
slightly higher proficiency (Table 2.13) -

<
13

xiii




-

Academic¢ Achievement .

T Rates of school delay (being t&o or more years older than the modal
age for a~grade) are considerably larger for Hispanic seniors than for white -
-seniors not of Hispanic origin (Table 2.1)%

. Hispaﬁics generally have lower educational aspirations than either
blacks or whites, when the level of aspiration 1is calculated as- the percentage

. . . of a group that expects to achieve at least a college degree. Cubans are an
exception, with the highest aspiration level of all groups (Table 2.2).

. . Average scores on mathematics, reading, and vocabulary tests for

.l’ Hispanic subgrouﬁs are intermediate between those of blacks and non<Hispanic
whites. Among Hispanics, Cubans have the highest scores .on all three tests,

even though this group makes more use of “the Spanish language (Table 2.3).

. In miltivariate analyses of several measures of educational
achievement for Hispanics (school delay, educational aspirations,°scores‘on
. mathematics, reading, and vocabulary tests) a number of factors are,generaily
found to have substantial effects. In additioa to -socioeconomic status of the -
family, proficiency in-English and proficiency in Spanish are positively
, related to achievement. Perhaps surprisingly, the length of ‘residence of the
family in the United States is negatively celated to achievemént, and so is

the frequency of use of the Spanish language (see Chapter 3). e
) “.“-Awe;age differences in'achievemént“amoﬁg"ﬁfspanic subgroups ‘
generally disappear when individual factors (such as socioeconomic status,
. sex, linguistic indicators, immigration history) are controlled for, except
for the difference between Cubans and other Hispanics:' vaban 10th and 12th

- graders still achieve better in school than other groups (see Chapter 3).

xiv




CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION: HISPANICS AND THE
HIGH SCHOOL AND BEYOND SURVEY

1.1. Purpose of This Report ° -

. The fate of Hispanics in U.S. schqolstﬁéé,been the subject of
increasingly frequent pélicy‘debates (Weinbeégizigi7). Most policy’
) issues--such as the desirability of bilingualébiéultural education,
the effects of segregatién, tracking, and so, forth--concern the process
of education: the effects of school~beﬁavior, or some school character-
istic, on the outcome of educatipn~for Hispanics. Much research on
these issues has been inconclusive for lack of a sLitable data Baq;,

either with respect to the comp6siqipn of the sample or with respect
to the completenesé of the information gathered. High School and ﬁgyond
(HS&B) will contribute toward filling this gap by providing both sufficient

sanples of Hispanics from various.origins; and detailed information
on a variety of policy-relevant factors, including the lfngufséic practices
of students, their exposure to bilingual education, their immigration
histories, and the degree of segregation in their schools and in their
communities. There is no doubt- that thie data will be extensively ex-
(plored by researchers interested in these process issues.

The main goal of this report is to pave the way for such
analyses of the process of education. To do this, we focus on thé
preliminary task of assessing the effects associated with the input

to education:. the composition of the Hispanic student population in

the 10th and 12th grades with respect to various characteristics such




CT oo

as language use and proficiency, lgngth of contact with h.S. society,
the socioeconomic status of the family. Any refined analysis of:tﬁe
process of education, such as evaluations of the effect of exposure
to bilingual gducation, would have to control for such input factors.

We have therefore organized the substantive material of this
report into two parts. Fi;st, in chapter 2, we‘aitempt to provide a
.-basic ?escripgion of the diffe;ences among Hispanic subgroups, and
betwee; Hispanics and the rest of the student population, with respect-
to important aspectg of the achievement process. The factors exami&ed
_include both measures of acqﬁqyement (school delay, aspirations, test

= TN .

scores) and possible explanaggry factors (language.usage, socioeconomic -
status, immigration history). This section is deliberé?ely descriptive.
Then,  in chapter 3, we present a basic model relating selected input
factors to various measureﬁ.of the‘achievemLﬁt of Hispanics in U.S.

schools. As we emphasize later, the HS&B data ienable us to investigate

characteristics associated specifically with the Spanish heritage of

! <
|

the students, such asilinguistic indicators, in addition to faétors
of a more general nature, such as the socio-e;bnomic status of the family.
Our purpose there is to assess how much of the variation in achievement
by Hispanics can be exglained solely.on the basis of these input factors,
before introducing characteristics of the process of education. Prior
to the présentation of the resylts, we Erovide in the remainder of this
chapter a~discussion of the High School and Beyond data, the selection

-

" of the samples, and other methodological aspects of the study.

*

[ 2
o
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1.2, Background and Daita Rase

~ *

With respect to Hispanics, the High School and ﬁéyond data sre

invaluable because of two characteristics that are rarely found in

-

combination: the variety of the specially relevant information collected,
and the size of the samples of Hispanics from different nagional origins.
First, with respect to the data, High School and Beyond is the
second of the only two large~scale studies conducted among students
in the United States that include detailed questiqns on language use .

and language proficiency, {n addition to the general information usually

t

gathered in surveys of that nature. (The other study providing refined
information on,language use is the Survey of Income and Education,
conducted in 1976 in a collaboration between the Bureau of the Census

and NCES. However, the language questions in t%e High School and Beyond

survey are more detailed than those in SIE.) Furthermore, Hfgh School

" and Beyond has gathered-additional information on the natiyity of the

" respondents, their length of residence in the corﬁtry, the length of

residence of both pa}enté, several measures of cpntacf of respondents
with some form of bilingual education, and 'the history of segregation -
in the respondents' school (at c;r:ent time and at grade levels 1, 6,
and 9). This probably makes the High School and Beyond data base the
most complete ever compiled with respect o Hispanics (as well as other-
language minorities). Tables- presenting this information are included
throughout this report.)

Second, the oversampling of Hiépanics has produced a total of

6,698 Hispanic students, either sophomores or seniors. Among them,

&

e

¥
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Cubans were oversamplgd most heavily so as to gather a sufficient number

of cases from that group, which constitutes a small fraction of the

general population. The exact numbers in each subgroup are presented

and discussed in the next sectjion. Furtherpore, thg sampling design -

. allows computation of weighted figures that are representative of the

population as a whole. Further discussion of this topic is presented

in section 1.4, ’

s

It should be clear that the deskgn of High School and Beyond !
f

has part1cu1ar advantages for the study of Hispanic sophomeres and
seniors in the United States. This study combines the advanﬁages and
avoids the defects of the two categories of studies that have\tradi-
tiénally been conducted. On the one hand, it contains the specific

i

information that was previously avai}able only in very smalt surveys

(e.g. a sample. of students in a border  town in Texas,or a sample\from .

a Puerto Rican neighborhood ia New Yérk). On the other hand, it!is
" a nationally representative study that édpplements the general informa- |

tion u-ually collected (e.g. about family background, aspirationms,

attitudes) with infgrmation that 1is espéciafly relevant for lanéu;ge
and cultural mino?ities.u
As succeeding waves of data on a subsample of these students .
become available (at appr;xiﬁately tw0ﬁye;r intervals), the richness
of the dataset, and the scopé‘of questions that can be studied with
2

it, will expand. In addition, use of the data in conjunction with

~

NCES's study of the cohort of 1972 seniors (also available from NCES).

L

' for which data at five time points are now available, will enrich the

-~
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set of questions that can be studied (though the sample of Hispanics

_in the 1972 NLS waév%ot as large, and the information concerning language

minorities very 1ncomp1ete)

In_the next two sectiong'of‘tbis introductory chapter we discuss

Bt

a variety of methodological consideratiofis with respect to the data

on Hispanics: the definition of Hispanics and national origin subgroups,
) - I :

and statistical considerations concerning the samples. -

-

M 4
Xy
f
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1.3. Definition of Hispanics and Hispanic Subgroups

L2

For this report, the.classification of Hispanics was based on.
» ) - ~ 3 . . 4 . .
respondents' answers to the following questlon: "what is your ‘origin
or descent? (If more than one, please mark below the one you consider

the most important part of your backgfbund.)" (See Appendix A for the

full text of the ‘question.) Under the general heading of "Hispanic

or Spanlsh" vere grouped four possible answers: (1) Mexlcan, Mexlcan-
Amerlcan, Chicano; (2) Cuban, Cubano; ’3) Puerto Rlcan,‘Puertorrlqueno
or Boricuaj; (ﬁ) Other Latin American, Latino, Hispanic, or Spanigh
descent. R

From the answers; we constituted four groups in the obvious

‘ééys, labelled, for,§im§iicity:- "Mexican-American," "Cuban," 'Puerto

Rlcan A "Other Latin, American." Table 1. 1l presents the welghted and

unweighted numbers of Hlspanlc sophomores and seniors belonglng to eacﬁ
. .

group classified by this procedure. These samples constituté the basis
-of the tables and analyses presented in the report. However, in many

cases the usable totals are smaller because of missing aﬁ%wers.

!




Table l.1.--Sample size and estimated population size
by population subgroup: Spring 1980

Subgroup ) Sample -gize ;j‘ Population size 2/

Sophomores - :
Mexican-American ssess00s00000 2,123 149,780 o
Cuban ............f........... ! 306 16’025
Puerto Rican ssssassseses 0 369 ~ 41,625
Other Latin American *..veeess 723 . 75,776

] Seniors _ )
Mexican"American e o000 0080000 J 1,893 102’477 - .
Cuban .....(.....‘............ 334 1l’223
Puerto Rican ® 5 0 0000000008000 000 308 18,145 ’
Other Latin American ...ceoes. 642 55,810 T
\h\ . o .
\*\\\: 1/ Actual (unweighted) number of respondents; unadjusted for

\probability of selection. -

2/ Weighted estimate of population size; adjusted by probability of

selection. S ]
B k
. . The question used to determine whether a student is Hlspanlc o r

— -

I _ —

is based on self-identification by the reSpondent; Thls is in agreemeﬁt“ -
N . d . -

with the emerging consensus among researchers on-what constitutes

"ethnic" identity, and this type of question has been shown to be the

. most efficient in eliciting a positive national origin identification

from respondents, in the general popqlation kSmith, 1980). However, .

it is impgttant to note for.comparison purpeses that a variety of
alternative Sxiteria have historically been used to define the Hispanic
populatioe (Hernandez et al., 1973). Smith classifies the various
‘metheds into three broad categoriess. natal QCfinitionsq based on the

: . "\
. country of birth of the respondent, or‘of the parent$; behavioral
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defigitions,=based on some objective culggral-cri?grion such as the

use of a language other than English; and subjective criteria, involving -
self-identification by the respondent. The definitidh.of Hispanics -
used in this report is. an example of the subjective type of definition.

One potential problem in compariﬁg the figures presented in

! -

- .
- this report with other bodies of data, such as those produced by -the

Census, is that the populations defined by alternative criteria may

B i
- ~

overlap only veri imperfectly. Many tables presented in éhapfer 2 of
the:reporF illugtrate the lack of fit between the subjective definition
. -and several-alternative ones, but to give an idea of the potential
haénitude of the discrepancy, we present in table 1.2 th; relationship
petweén the sdbjective definition used here and a very broad b;havioral
(or objective) definition of Hispanics: Spanish language background. .
A respondent was considered as b;ing of Spanish language  background >
. . ‘if "Spanish" was answered-to at least onel!of five language questions:
| ;othev tongue of{reséonﬁent‘(first language :spoken), "second mother -
- tongue" (othér language, spoken befqié'schooling), usual language s;oken

~

at home, other language spoken at home, and usual language of respondent. -

e Ky o -

This is a very broad definition; it includes even respondents
> who were \:aised as English monolinguals but whose parents occasionally

-._ speak Spanish at home, and respondents from hoﬁes where Spanish is no -

fdnger spoken, whose mother tongue is English, but who learned to speak
NG .
~ { .
) some Spanish when they were children. But table 1.2 shows that using
the broad behavioral definition of a Hispanic as someone of Spanish

language background\zgjid fail to identify quité substantial fractions




+ Table 1.2.--Percent distribution of languape background

by population subgroups: ' Spring 1980 .
. - |
Sample e Spanish No Spanish
Subgroup size : Total background 1/ | background
Sophomores . ' ‘ "
Mexican-American ....... 2,123 100.0° 66.6 33.4 \
Cub‘an..............'.... 306 100.‘0 75.0 ‘25.0
Puerto Ricam ........... 369 100.0 i2.9 27.1
Other Latin American ... 723 100.0 { 3. . 68.5
. .Seniors , i . .
: Mexican-American—o7T 1,893 io0T0~ 720 28.0
= CDAA eerrnrnnnanniiiis 33 100.0 79.6 20.4 .
. Puerto Rican ........... -308 100.0 79.6 20.4
. . 62.5

Other Latin American ... 642 100.0 37.5

NOTE: Percentages are weighted.

1/ PRespondent answered 'Spanish" on at least one of five language questions
concerning first language spoken; other pre-school language usage; usual
1anguage spoken at home; other language spokeniat home; and usual language
of respandent. ‘ !

N

. “ of -respondents who idehtified themselves as Hispanics: for sophomores,
from 25 percent for Cubans ‘to 68.5 percent for Other Latin Americans.
The hlgh proportions of Other Latin Amer1cans with no Span1sh language

background are striking and suggest a population that is largely

e d

.. e e .0 e s as A .
assimilated 11ngu18t1ca11y._ In view of this finding, it is appropriate

L4

to comment briefly on the meaning of the Other Latin American category.
. : In view'of its residual nature, one would expect tﬁe Other
~ []
- Latin ‘American category to- be quite heterogeneous. A respondent

could have checked that category for a variety of reasons, among which

the following are possibilities: - TSNS

-
e

o

Y,
ho il

\\D




1. The. respondent’'s national origin was simply not among those
listed in the question. For example, a Dominican student would'
have to have answered in that way. Both respondents who are

: recent 1mmxgrants and respondents with families long established ]

— : in the United States may have answered Other Latin Ametrican .

for that reason. There is no necessary relationship between

the propensity to answer that way and immigration history.

2. A respondent may have been conscious of being Hispanic, but -
simply- not have known the national'origin of the family precisely.
In such cases, the lack of knowledge is 11kely to have been
related to the distance froy contact with Lhe country of or1g1n‘
and, as Smith (1980) argues, to the length of seftlement in

the United States.

A

L -

\
4__ 3. Despite the instruction in_ the question-to_mark-"the-most—-important'— ———
t .-part. .of -thebackground in--case of several national origins,
. a respondent with mixed background (e.g., Cuban father and
Puerto Riian mother) may have been unwilling to choose between
the two origins and answered Other Latin American as a comprom1se.
As. Smith (1980) also argues, the likelihood of mixed background
is more likely for populations long established in the country.

i - This mechanism is what causes-most difficulties.in eliciting
P a ﬁos1t1ve national . or1g1n 1dent1f1cat10n in the -general popu-
_lation. ) ) . . R
‘T~ ¢ - - - o . - X i - N - 3 R
If mechanisms of type (2) and (3) are important in explaining
- Other Latin American answers, one would expect a large part of the group s

to be composed of children of earlier immigrants, largely assimilated

into English. The large proportions of Other Latin Americans with no ' -
_— ) . R ~ . .

- Spanish language background is consistent with this possibility. Further

’ hY
evidence is presented in chapter 2. However, the group may also include

a a subStantial fraction of recent immigrants because of type (1) mechanisms,

-~

increasing the-hetercgeneify of the group. Evidence that this is indeed

’

[

the case is also presented later in the report.

. . The reader shouid also be aware of another issue concerning .

p———

the "origin or descent" question. A,large—numbef‘“f'?@%pondents chose

— e . .
————— to ignore the "most important' clause of the question and marked two

o
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or more national origins. These multiple answers are coded with a

special missing value in the file. Among sophomores, 2,965 such. answers

S e
©

wefe'fecorded, and'2,297 among seniors, corresponding to 9.9 and §.1
percent, respectively, of the samples for the two cohorts. It may be
that a'substantial fraction of these multiple-punch answers include
a Hispapic subgroup as one of the choices, and, a researcher'might;want
: to inclLde these students in the Hispaﬁi; sample. However, such a

strategy would involve conceptual as well as_technical decisions....While: -~ --~——="
; L it st S R e o T '

it would seem reasonable to consider a student marking two different

R1spap1c origius as Hispanic, it is léss clear what should be done with
a student listing, say, both Polish and Mexican-American. The multiple

answers to the origin or descent question certainly provide room for !

- T
further analyses by researchers willing to make the necessary suhstan-
tive choices. - ) o

~

B ) . . : . . \ :
g . To complete this discussion of the various population subgroups \

that are distinguished in later analyses, we describe two additional ;

L4 b

samples. that are used. For comparison purposes, and to reduce computation

& costs, we sgelected from the)main file random samples of 1,000 whites

not of Hispanic origin and 1,000 blacks not of Hispanic—origin.—Each — -

e pee.

- case in the file had an equal chance of being selected. A respondent ¢

T
L couid be included in these samples only if he/she had reported

both a non-Hispanic oriéin~ggg race as black or white. These comparison - T
___Effjftzfgggp}és,are~therefofé'bésé&koné more restrictive definition of "glack"

and “white" than is often uséd in published tables based on other bodies

of data. This is important since there is a tendency to assume that

-




TSNy

PIRRSPPEPR VTR R

3

r

*

.problematic. . .. ' -

. . . . . \
la'raza to designate persons of Hispanic origin). Andther noteworthy

-11-" ' ‘

-

blacks and ‘Hispanics constitute clearly distinguishable minorities.:

.
-

However, especially,for Hispanics, the relationship between the concept

of 'race and the concept of national origin,O{ ethnicity may be quite

- -

\

To illustrate this, table 1.3 presents the distribution of

answers to the question aboug race ("What is your race?") for the four

.

~ Hispanic sybgroups. The table reveals very dlfferent perceptions ‘of

I———
B b A o ity =

race across subgroups. while mcat Cubans and Other Latin Americans

consider themSeIVes white (76.3 and 67 percent, respectively, for

<

SOphomores), the most frequent answe?\is "other" for Mexican Americans

- .

and Puerto Ricans (47 2 and 57 4 percen\\\feSpectlvely) * The high
.
per?entages of("other" answers are not surpc*elng in the Hlspanlc

L B \ ¢ > »

context, given the lack of clear dis: 1nct10n between the concept of .

-~

race and natlonaL origin (as examplified in the use\of the Spanish term
1] .

N3

feature of the data in the table is tHe nonnegligible fraégion of all *

1

groups reporting, race as black ‘(from 7.1 to 13 percent for sophomores)i\\

¢ . ‘\l

This constitutes a substantial overlap between two suﬁbosedly distinct
\
minofities. However, it should be kept in mind that race here is self-

‘o

_reported. Results might be ‘different if, for example, race werz imputed

by an interviewer on the basis of physical features 'of the respondent,

-

1.4, . Statistical Considerations

Two aspects of the representativeness of the results presented

in this report deserve further commént: the procedure of weighting

¢

the data, especially for the Cuban subsample, and the degree to which
4 .

*
¢

.~ <
- -
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Table 1:3.--Percent distribution of self-reported race
’ by population subgroup: Spring 1980

~

f /

T R : . A;ericah .
\ L Sample s Indian/
Subgrou? aize T?tal Black te Alaskan Asian Other
) . Native
Sophomores . ’ l‘.ﬁ
HE¥ican-merican R 2,092 100.0 7.1‘| \43.0 2.6 -.1 47.2“ e
cuban ......;........... : “‘3‘0,6,-‘ 100.0 7‘.4 76.3 3.3'i 1.5 ‘1‘1..‘5 N
Puerto Rican seeeescsced 365 100.0 11.0 23.1 2.1 1.4 57.4 0:
' ?thég Latin Amerdican ... ‘716 100.0 13.0 67.0 .8 1.0 18.3 «
. Seriors . ’ - ‘
Mexican—American .i..... 1,869 100.0 7.6 38.5 1.7 .1 52.1-
- Q’ban ’....‘............... 329 - 100.0 10.0 77.6 0.0 3.0 9'4\
Puetto‘MCan ..........'. 3Q7 100.0 7.8 N 29.8 1.6 1.5 59.4’
632 100.0 13.5 65.2 ' .3 0.0 20.9

Other Latin American’ ...

A

:

A“ﬂOTE: Percentageé are velghted.
.

v s
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the Samples provide information on the entire Hispanic population in
" the corresponding age groups living in the United States, as opposed

“to the bopulgtion of Hispanics who have remained- in school at grades

10 and 12.

v
e e

As mentioned earlier, schools with_special-characteristics were

——"‘—"“ i - . - . ) .
oversampled to allow for special studies. Schools with large proportions
of Hispaniés were among those selected with greater probability,
Schools withgiarge numbers of Cubans were included with even greater -

probabilities.

-

" (These schools are all-in Florida or New Jersey, except

" for one located in'Californiai)- As a coﬁéequence; data foT Cubans in
these schools were assigned a very small weight in analyses presented
in‘this report.

However, a number of Cubaus were found in schools of

the normal strata,)éeiected with low probability and usually located

outside the areas of greater Cuban concentration. As a result, Cubans
in these schools were aésigngd\weights'considerably greater than thea

N ) ; " N .
weights of Cubans in the Florida and New Jersey areas of concentration.l/

Insofar as Cuggi students found outside Cuban enclaves might be expectédf

o

to have somewhat different characteriséics as compared to those in Florida
and Ne; Jersey, theh their contribution in computing the weighted figures
is considerably inflated: a-few atypical cases might’ﬁﬁdul?‘infihence

the results.

To check&for this possibility, we also computed the tables of

-

7 ]
chapter’i2 without weighting 'and compared them with the weighte& figures.

v

In most cases thgre'were not substantial differences between weighted

.and unweighted figures for Cubanss In one instance where a large

.~

}j For the Cubaiis 'in the oversampled schools, th _sample sizes are 256
and Z16 and the average weights are 17.0 and 24.9 {or seniors and
sophomores respectively. For the rest of the High Schobl and Beyond
sample, the nzgzers~of Cubans -are 78 and 90 with average weights of
56.7 and 91.2 for seniors and scphomores geépectively.

27

14 ©

]
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~ figures for compérison pdrposes.

14~ -

,discrepancy was found, we note it in the text and report the unweighted

The second issue is the representativeness df .the sophomore o

[

and senior cohorts for the entire Hispanic populgcion of corresponging
age. There is considerable evidence that drépout rates. are substantially
greater for Hispanics than for the rest of the popﬁlqcipn. Estimates

. } ,
based- on data from the Survey of Income and Education of 1976 (1978, |
tabke 1) indicate that among those aged 14 co‘25 about 24 percent of
Hispanics and only 10 percent of n;n~Hispanics had not graduated fFom

1/

high school and were not-enrolled in school.=" Aﬁong Hispanic dropouts,

-

« 60 percent had left school before grade 10, while the remaining 40 per-~

cent never completed grade 12 (NCES, n.d.). Therefore, for both the

Jophqmote*and'senior cohorts, Hispanics represent a more 'select" group

than"the rest of the population. Since teenagers who had left school
-before the survey was taken are presumably the most marginal with
xespect to many characteristics of family background anT measures of

achievement, estimates of the relative disadvantage of Hispanics based .

on the~High‘S%hool and Beyond d&cg probably underestimate the dis-
aévanCage in cﬁe population of corresponding age. Therefore, generali-
?acion of the results~co~tha;fpopulacion should -only be made with extreme
cauC£on. Further gechodological consequences of the greater selectivity
of the Hispanic sample are discussed i; Nielsen {1980). Note, however,
that the dfopouf rates estimated from the 1976 SIé sh;uld be considered
as- indicative only in this conCeic, since students in the High School

and Beyond sample Selang to a younger cohort, and there is evidence

that school nonattendance patterns for Hispanics have become increasingly ,

1/ With cross-sectional data, such as the S.I.E., the dropout rate is
estimated as the overall percentage of persons aged 14-25 who are
not attending high school and have not graduated. Note that this
-estimate might be misleading, in one direction or another, for a

variety of reasons.

° ] . . N ;' e 0
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similar to those for the population as a whole in recent years (U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, 1978, p.‘10; see, however, NCES, 1980,

pp. 96-97). When data from the High School and Beyond followup surveyvin
1982 become available, more refined estimates of the rates of leaving

school between grades 10 and 12 will be possible.

-

1.5. Significance Testing and Organization of the Tables
r -3
" All the analyses contained in-chapters-l and 2 of this report
have been performed on weightéd data in order to provide population

estimates. Aside from the cautions expressed in section l.4. with regard

to Cubans, it should be noted that the weighting implies that yné cannot
infer the sample size-in a particular cell of any table from the information

réported. The:tables show unweighted sample sizes and percentages

based on weighted numbers; therefore, the sample size cannot be used

as a base with which to compute the actual number of students in any
cell. Any such inference may be quite erroneous due to the factzthat
different students have different weights.

Standard errors or confidence intervals are not reported in

1/

the tables for chapters ! and 2.~ However, the tables in chapter 1

and 2 and the information provxded in this section allow the calculatxon
of approximate standard errors for percentages and means.

The general equation for calculating the approximate standard

error of a percentage is:

: se.(p) = D“Vp21004p5/n

1/ T-values are reported for the regression coefficients in chapter I

3, however, these have been computed assuming simple random sampling
and have not been corrected to account for the HS§B sample design
effect. Since clustered samples tend to produce larger variances,
the t-values reported for the regressions in .chapter 3 are slightly
non-conservaitive. Those researchers who want to correct for |
the non-conservative bias of the sample design might adopt a more
conservative probability level (e.g., .03 as opposed to .05) in

. assessing statistical significance.

|

20
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Table 1.4--Sample correction factors for percentages and
means by grade and population subclass

" Population: Sophomores Sen1or§
s‘ubclas,s . p & ,DE—Z-/ Y Y,

Whites .eeeevns 1.4 1.3 1.5 . 1.3
Blacks veeveeen 1.5 1.4 1.4 1.4
Hispanics ..... 1.5 1.3 i.S ‘ 1.3
Males .oeevenen 1.5 1.3 . 1.4 1.3

Females o{.'..... .1.4 N 1.4 104 . 104
el

.

¥ .
1/ Dis the correction factor for percents.

2/ DE is the correction factor for means.

. -

wherewp is the -percentage for which the standard error is to be calcu-
lated; s.e.(p) is the approximate standard error of P; D[;s a correction.
facfor, which -increases with the departure of the sample from a simple:

random samplé ds a result of clustering or other aspects of sample design;

and n is the |unweighted number of students in the particular class over
which the percentage is calculated. -
' i

One can compute approximate standdrd errors for means as follows:

se(x) = DE,’ §i
n

se(x) is the approximate standard error of the mean; s? is the weighted
variance estiﬁated for the demographic subclass and grade cohort from
which the mean was computed; DE is a factor that corrects for the effect

of the sample design; n is the unweighted sample size for the particular
i I
1
mean. ¥
i
.

1
t
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"'The Values of D and DE for the classes relévant to this report .
are given in table 1.4. Values for n, p, and X can be found at the
appropriate fable in the text. When percentages or means are baséd
on other clas;iﬁications or on subclassifications within each of these
* groups, it is appropriate to use the subclass size together with the

largest correction factor of those shown in the table that could apply

to ‘the class or subclass in question. : i

prey
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", CHAPTER 2
¥ ' . A PROFILE OF HISPANIC SUBGROUPS

' In thisdohapter we providé a general oescription of the_composition|

of the Hispanic'student population in gradee 10 and 12 with respect

to four broad categories of f;ctors. We'examine selected indicatore

. of educational achievement,.of the socioeconomic status of families, -
of immigration h1story,_ond of language use and prof1c1ency. The
purpose of thls examination is to provide an overall plcture of the
major H1span1c subgroups (Mex1can-Amer1cans, Cubans, Puerto Ricans,

Other Latzn Americans) as they com;are with "Anglos," or whztes not
of Hispanic origin, and blacks of a non-H13pan1c background.

- The usefulnesq of a descriptive presentation of this nature‘

“is twofold F1rst, it provxdes basic 1nformat1on that is often not
ava11ab1e elsewhere for theoe grade cohorts, such as data on languageA
use and proficiency.: Second Hispanic subgroups will be shown to d1ffer[
cbnsiderably with respect to educational ach1e¥ement and to factors
likely to influence aohieveﬁent,'such as family background, immigration

~-pistory, and linguistic habits. "The systematic differences between .

groups suggest possible mechanisms relat{ng these factors to achievement,
and these findings lead naturally to the more elaborate causal analyses
of chapter 3. ‘ '

To derive the tables in this chapter, we used the four subsamples of

Hispanics and the oamples of blacks and whites described in chapter 1.

We include information on blacks and whites only when the comparison

‘ ¢
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with Hispanics would be meaningful;

v

for the linguistic indicators, -
for example, we consider only Hispanics. The figures are weighted

to represent population estimates. To réduce the length of the

discussion we also comment only on seniors when the pattern for
: o I | - }

[

! .
- sophomores is .the same. We choose to focus on seniors because

they are at a stage of their educational careers that is.both

| : .

‘;h _ closer to an important transition (graduation from high school

with the choice of either going to college or joining the labor

A .

' force) and more representative of the total impact of schooling.

3 -
-~

>

2.1. Achievement

<"
L3

;.\ The comparafively low achievement of Hispanics in school is

- central in policy debates. This is the case not only because some
-. aspects of achievement seem desirable in themselveé, such as the

, acquisition of useful skills and knowledge, but also because education
is a prerequisite to so many prestigious, lucrative, or otherwise

desirable occupations. For the indiv}dual, low educational achievement

virtually guarantees low occupational achievement. Among all possible .
! i -~

rrzn
I

indicators of achievement, we selected three: school ‘delay, aspirations

and cognitive achievement. .

2.1.1. School Delay I

School delay is often viewed as a key_faétor in the low educational

1

- i
achievement of Hispanics (e.g.,’ASPIRﬂ, 1976; Carter and Segura, I979).

Delhy is certainiy undesirable in itself; since it -means a greater

expenditure of resources (time, energy, money) to acquire a given

V]
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credential such as a high school degree. But, perhaps more important

is the fact that delayed students may demonstrate a greater propensity

- to drop out of school entirely for a number of reasons: discouragement, .

disjuncture between the normal physical-psychological maturation of

the delayed student and school conditions tailored for.a younger cohort,

increased financial demands on the older student, and the increasing

attractiveness and availability of job opportunities outside the school.

\

J " School delay has become an important issue for Hispanrics for

two principal reasons. First, delay rates are markedly higher for
' Hispanics than for ‘the rest of the population. Second, there is
considerable geographical variation in the delay rates among Hispanics.

Carteér and Segura (1979) document the variation in delay rates across o

states for Mexican-Americans, and ASPIRA (1976) the variation across |

- -~

metropolitan areas for Puerto Ricans. The geographical differences

might suggest that the iné%éence of grade repetition fo;iHispanics
L) .

depends in large measure on the policies and practices of local school

- systems: for example, the delay rate of Mexican-Americans might be
i ,

greater in Texas t@an.in California because school authorities there

are more prone to force a student to repeat a grade, as Carter and

o e st e

Segura suggest. The policy implication is that reforming school

policies would reduce the proportion of delayed students and minimize

‘the harmful consequences of being left behind However, the variation

o
’

in delay across states and metropélitan areas might also be entirely ..

. due to individual causes. For example, given the composition

of a student bod&, more students?might be delayed in one place than

. qls — . . . .
another because their linguistic and socioeconomic handicap 1s more
Ny '

o
e
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sévere.there, even though SCuocl policies are exactly the same every-

-

where. 1f this is the cass; cnaﬁglng echool policies would have little
\Y

‘effect on the desired outcomes. Ia chapter 3, we present. evidence that
individual causes, including wéasures of English proficiency, have very
little explanatory power for delay compareé with their impact on other
measures of achievement. ihe implication is that variations in school
policies and practlces‘__i be the most important factor. In this

.

chapter, we concentrate on a comparison of delay rates across Hispanic

e

- subgroups, and between Hispanics and the rest of the po?ulation. -

) To .capture variations in delay rates amoné popuiat1on subgroups
in the 81m;]est way, table 2.1 presents the dLstrlbutlon of age by
population subgroup for both sophomor;s and seniors, both sexes combined.
(We discuss differences by sex later.) The taBLé/also £eports the total

i percentages of students whose age is two or mqre years above the modal
) o A ‘ \ |
,age for the grade in the ‘population as a whole (15 and 17 years old

1
t

for sophomores gnd-seniors, respectively), a common definition of school o

-

delay.l/ Among seniors,.Mexican-Americans and Puerto Ricans have the

highest rates of delay: 9.8 and 12.6 percent, respectively. These

figures are considerably higher than those for whites (2.5 percent)
and even hlacks’ (7 percent). Cuban seniors have the lowest delay rate
among Hispanics (6.4 percent).

-

As argued in chapter 1, figures'for senicdrs may conceal the

true extent of delayed schooling, as it affects a cohort over the entire

1/ Note, however, that this definition is not the same as another one
commonly used- Wlth cross-sect10na1 surveys: the percentage of an
age-group twn or' more years behind the modal grade for that age-group.
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senior modal age = 17). This column is not included in the percent diatribution.
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Table 2.1.--Percent distribution of sge by population subgroup: Spring 1980
] i « At least
Sample 13 or - - 21 and
Subgroup . Total 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 2 year
size younger ol(‘ler_ delay l/
1
Sophomorea | . . \ '\’\
Mexican-American , ..ccecee 1,926 100.0 0.3 0.8 40.8 45.0 10.8 1.5 0.4 0.1 0.2 13.0
CubBn’ .eieeccenesnsonsece 292 100.0 - 1.1 T 41.3 43,1 13.2 0.1 1,2 ) - - 14.5
Puerto Rican ..ccecceceee 341 100.0 0.6 2.0 43.0 42.9 10.0 1.5 - - - ‘1.5
Other Latin American: ... 652 100.0 0.5 0.4 43.2 46.¢ 7.9 1.2 0.2 \—— 0.0 9.3
Non-Hiepanic black ...... 878 100.0 0.8 . 0.5 43.3 42.6 10.3 1.9 0.2 0.1 0.4 12.9
Non-Hispanic white ...... 964 100.0 - 0.3 50.4 44.4 4.5 0.3 0.1 - - 4.9
-Seniora - ' . - )
Mexican-American :..i.... 1,810 100.0 - - 0.1 1.0 44,2 44.9 8.4 1.0 0.4 9.8
Cubin' " ceviertcrccrccrcnne 330 100.0 - - Tem 1.5 48.5 43.6 . 5.2 0.3 1.0 6.4
. PUETEO RICEN eeeeervvnees 293 100.0 - - 0.9 29 40.7 44,0 10.0 1.4 1.2 12.6
Other Latin American .... 586 100.0 - - 0.4 1.3 45.0 44.3 7.4 1.2 . 0.2 8.8
., Non-ilispanic black .eeese 908 100.0 -— - 0.4 1.3 47.9 43.4 5.3 1.2 0.5 1.0
Non-Hiispanic vhite ...... * 974 100.0 - - - 0.9 53.4 43.2 2.2 0.2 0.1 2.5
. t
NOTE: Percentszges are welghted. r'o
1/ Total percent of studenta whose age ia at least two years above the model age for the grade in the population as a uhole (sophomore modal age = 15;
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educational career, since at that stage many of the delayed students

may have already dropped out of school. Using the 1976 Survey of Income
//and Education figures discussed-in chapter 1, one would estimate that
60 percent (tne prOportion-of Hispanic dropouts leaving school between
grades 10 and 12) of 24 percent (the total dropout rate for Hispanics),
or roughly 14 percent of all Hispanics, drop out between grades 10\and
" :i2. If one assumes in addition that the rate of “"recovery" from delay
_(sk@poing a grade after being delayed one) is negligible, and thrt most
- instances of grade'repetition occur before the sochomore year, one would
expect delay rates to be .greater for sophomores if students left behind
have a greater propensity to leave school than those on the normal;
schedule. A comparison of delay rates for seniors and sophomores in
table 2.1 reveals that sophomores do indeed have laréer delay rates
for most groups. The differences are particularly strong for ﬁexican-
Amerxcans, Cubans and blacks. Puerto Ricans are the. exception: the
delay rate for seniors is greater than the rate for sophomores. One

could speculate that this is due in part to a pattern of commuting

.

mxgratxon between Puerto Rico and the mainland, with a substant1a1

fractxon of students being forced to repeat a grade between grades 10
and 12 because cf the obvious d1§f1cu1t1es of certification and adJust-
ment associated with‘the'change from one school system to another.

) Such a mechanism might compen;ate for the higher attrition rate for
delayed students‘between thzktwo grade levels, even though there ‘is’

_ some evidence that it is very high for Puerto Ricans relative to other

Hispanics (Gomez-Day, 1980).lf Data from the High School and Beyond

~

followup‘survey in 1982 will undoubtedly shed more light on such processes.

1/ We&:re indebted to Rafael Valdivieso for a penetrat1ng comment on
this topic, and for polntxng our attention to important recent sources

: of data. . - N
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achievement.
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"Aspirations -
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of differefnt individuals.
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Again, fuirther waves of the High School rand .

\
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cophomores, there is a general patteris

are paptxcularly atrong for Mexxcan-Amerzcans,

[

of actual achievement (Otto add Haller, 1979).

distribution of onswers to the question:

L d

Department of Labor's National Longitudinal Study).

male students have a higher

1nc1dence of delay than females for all groups.

ference is very much.attenuated for Mexican-Ameticans.

mental mechanisms that differ among subgroups and by sex.

[

stantially with respect to delay, and with respect to the incidence

of and notivati?ns.for leaving school (Gdmez-Day, 1980, based on the

and females. ‘The relevant tables are. contained in appendix B. For

The sex differences

N

For seniors, however, theé pattern of sex digférences is much less

(females are more likely to be delayed than males), and the sex dif-

It is quite

ﬁowever,

it is difficult to speculate about them with any confidence at ‘this

. Beyond survey should provide precious information on these issues.

A
M

"As things stand now, how

However, it has been argued that male and female students differ sub-

To capture this,

we discuss briefly the differences in age distributions between males

”

and delay are due to the interrelationship of individual and environ-

stage sxnce the sOphomore and senicr samples in the data file consxst

Table 2.1 presents the age distributions for both sexes combined.

3Perto Ricand, and blacks.

’ * . - o - - : -
systematic: it is reversed for Puerto Ricans and Other Latin Americans -

possible that these interactions ameng grade, sex, population subgroup,

We use educational aspirations here as a proxy for later educational

- Aspirations have been shown to be one of the best predictors

\

Table 2.2 presents the

P
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Table 2 2. --Percent distribution of years of schooling respondents expect
to complete by population subgroup:

Spring 1980

. At least
high school, <o :
- N Vv Sample Less than but less k-year Master's Pﬁﬂ?h&i;f. Total
AN Subgroup” size Total |high schooll than college degree dvanced 11, 1/
' completionj four years degree & ad ce col-ege -
A egree .
college -
Sophomores . - v ‘ .
‘Mexican American .... 2,031 100.0 2.5 69.5 14.0 6.6 ° 7.3 27-.9
[HT1.1: 292 100.0 1.7 48.3 22.6 6.6 20.9 50.1
Pderto Rican ........ * . 354  100.0 2.1 62.0 17.4 8.0 | . 10.5 35.9
" Other Latin American. 691-  100.0 1.6 61.5 21.5 6.1 9.2 36.8
Non-Hispanic black .. 939 100.0' 1.7 56.5. 23.1 6,9 11.7 41,7
‘Qo?-ﬂispanic vhite .. i 971 100.0 1.0 55.6 25.0 8.7 9.7 43.4
] . : .
"Seniors . L , '
Mexican American ....’ . 1,857 100.0 1.1 65.3 19.0 8.6 6.0 33.6
Cuban ..eseveeeceses’ 327 100.0 0.7 44.4 22,1 17.2 15.6 54.9
Puerto Rican «coceves 302 100.0 1.0 64.4 15.8 11,2 7.5 34.5
Other Latin Americar 631 100.0 1.0 62.2 -20.0 7.2 9.5 36.7
Non-Hispanic black ..° 963 - 100.0 . 0.9 53.6 24.3 11.2 9.9 45.4
Non-Hispanic white ... 977¢ 10670 0.2 56.2 23.9 10.7 9.0 43.6
. . - r
NOTE: Pgrcentages are weighted. e —_— |
"1/ This column is not included in the percent distribution.
¢
- & ;'
’ 41 a:
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far in school do you think you will get?" To make the table easier

|

to interpret, we regrouped several categories (two years of vocational

' education, two years of college, etc.) into one: at least high school

but less than four years of college. We also regrouped under the
category "total college" all respondents who answered either a college

degree, a master's degrge, a Ph.D., or other advanced degrees.

.
'
i

«

Considering the total-college c?tegory, strong differences

emerge among Hispanic seniors. Cubans appear to have very high educational

1

M ! . 4 . 3 . 1 :
aspirations, even higher than those of non-Hispanic whites (54.9 percent

versus 43.6 pé:cept who think they will obtain at least a college degree).

- -

The remaining three Hispanic subgroups have aspirations levels that are

. similar to one another, with percentages ranging from 33.6 to 36.7 for

.seniors. Blacks have aspiration levels very ?imilar to the ones for

whifes. With respect to Cubans, it should be noted that their| over-
rep}esentation in the total-college category ré;pective to whites is
enti;ely due to their overrepresentation in the two most advanced
educational cat;gories: ‘M.A. or Ph.D. or equivalent. . One might
speculate that the high aspiration levels of Cubans are due fo the
p;ofes§iona1 elite component of the parents of these students. More
evidence on this is presented later in this report.

Qomparing seniors and sophomores, it appears that the same
pattern of differences between groups holds for the two cohorts, except
maybe for Mexican-Americans, amogg whom sophomores ha;e lower aspiration
levels than seniors (28iand 33.6 percent in the total-college category,
respéctively). The overall similarigy is ;omewhat surprising, since

[

one would expect seniors to have much more concrete ideas about the

»
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maximum level of educational achievement they are able, and willing,
to reach. The similarity suggests that ultimate educational goals may

be formulated quite early during the student's career, before grade

10."17/ ' ! !

Another striking feature of table 2{2 is the uniformly small
percentages in the less-than-high school~completion category, with the
%aximdm of 2.5 percent for sophomore Meéxican A;ericans. The figures
are systematically higher for sophomores, presumably reflecting the
fggction expecting to leave school between grades 10 and 12, but the

rsmall numbers are nowhere near the 14 percent estimate of the dropout

rate of Hispanics between the two grades that can be .computed from the

, SIE data. One hypothesis is that a large fraction of those dropouts

compléte grade 9 but never start grade 10, or leave school shortly after
the beginning of the school ;ear, thus missiné the High' School and
Beyond survey ?n winter or early spring. Another>hypothesis, which |

we find more plausible, ig that the decision to ieave school is typicélly

not planned in advance by the student concerned: he/she leaves school
) i
( .
when faced with adverse circumstances perhaps associated with remaining
! . :
. i . . . .
in school and scceptable alternatives to school; thése temporarily

combine to make continuation undesirable or impossible. The convergence

of bad luck is probably rarely foreseen. .

2.1.3. Cognitive Achievement’
Cognitive achievement, as measured by tests such as the ones

administered as part'of High School and'Beyond,i is important in policy

{ t
i !
!

1/ Researchers interested in studying the timing of educational
_aspirations further might want to analyze answers to question 68
{ of the senior questionnaire, in which respondents were asked
whether they expected to go to college when they were in grades

8 to 11.

)
4 )

J

-
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debdtes because it reflects the very ability (or inability) of schools

-~

to impart skills "and knowledge. It !is also important because scores

*

on such tests are likely to be highly correlated with scores on the

tests routinely used by schools to assign students to particular tracks

‘or programs, and by admissions committees of institutioas of higher’

_education. Whatever their intrinsic significance, test scores are

then important indirectly: ‘a low score means that the student is more

likely to be assigned to a slow track, to find access to higher education

A

more difficult, and so forth, starting a cumulative process leading *
ultimately to low educational and occupational achieve?ent.

I : . - : i
From the available tests, we selected three tests of funda-

13

-t

mental skills: mathematics, reading, and vocabulary. Averaéé.scores

for each group are.presented in table 2.3. The scores used are for

the subset of items that were identical for sophomores and seniors,

- e . . r
so comparisons across cohorts are possible. The scores consist:of the

«

total number of items answered correctly, with maxima of 18 for mathe-

"matics and 8 for reading and vocabulary. Students who did not

o~
attempt to answer any item of a given test-are excluded from the tabu-

- lation. Addditional analyses, not reported here, of the patterns of

-

nonresponses show that once respondents have begun taking a test it

. . ' , C o,

is very likely that they will attempt an answer to every litem, and that
the small percentages of tespondents‘fho)do not attempt to give an

—’ .

{ ‘ . . . . .
answer to ‘every item do not differ much across ethnic or racial greups.

Therefore, it is unlikely that the patterns of group differences found

i

in table 2.3 are due to different propensities to refuse to take the

tests -entirely, or to skip a certain number of -items.

[N
e



‘Table 2.3.--Cognitive achievement scores

H

>
-l

- /

on mathematics, reading, and

vocabulary tests by population subgroup: Spring 1930

- '/\— N
. i .} Mathematics Reading Vocabulary

Subgroup S — - -— - - - =

. ample Mean Standard | Sample Mean Standard | Sample ~ Mean Standard

s8ize score | deviation size score deviation size score | deviation
Sophomores . : B

Mexican-American .. 1,864 7.5 7 ‘3.5 1,865 2,7 1.7 1,862 2.9 1.6
Cuban +iievenseens 259 8.7 4,3 248 3.5 2.1 .254 3.4 2.1
Puerto Rican ...... ~ 313 7.1 3.2 311 2.7 1.8 316 3.0 1.6
Other Latin -

American ....... 659 8.0 3.4 (660 3.0 1.8 659 3.2 1.8

Non-Hispanic black. 868 | 6.7, 3.2 873 2,5 1.7 872 2,7 1.6

" Non-Hispanic white. 930 '"10.3 3.8 931 3.9 2.0 933 4.1 1.9
Seniors ' : .

~“Mexican-American .. 1,621 8.4 4.0 1,632 3.3 1.9 . 1,628 3.5 1.8

Cuban .uheereeenss 286 .. 10.1 4.3 292 | 3.9 2.1 292 4.2 L9 . &

Puerto Rican ..... 257 8.0 4.6 262 3.3 2.0 265 3.5 1.9 1
" Other Latin . ' )

American .veeeq0a 557 8.3 3.9 565 3.3 1.9 567 3.6 1.9 - “
Non-Hispanic black. 854 7.7 3.8 854 3.2 2.0 856 3.2 1.8 ¢
Non-Hispanic white. , 893 11.6 4.0 901 4.9 2.0 898 4.8 1.9

~ - . f . . ' {f%\i
. %‘@,
NOTE: Means and standard deviations are weighted.
AN 4
- |
: 45 s a5 \
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.For all three tests, whites have the highest scores, blacks

the~lowest. Among Hispanics, Cubans are ahead of other groups. The

scores of Mexican-Americans, Puerto Ricans, and other Latin Americans

are similarly low, but higher than the scores of blacks. The high .

s

scores of Cubans on the reading and vocabulary tests are especially

interesting given the fact, to be documented ldter, that fhis subgroup

! ’ -
.

exhibits the highest egree-of retention of the Spanish laqguage amorg

N

- Hispanics., _ : , -

p A\ I

j .
To summarize briefly this review of various indicators of achieve-

-

- ment, one could say that clear differences emerge among Hispanic sub-

better than other Hispanics. This is especially true with respect to
educational aspirations and the three cognitive achievement scores.

! Ir the following sections, we examine several factors that might explain

this relative advantage.

[ 2.2. Family Background
; .
i
In classical analyses of achievement in the tradition initiated

by Blau and Duncan (1967), both educational and occupational achieve-

P

ments Are viewed as determined in part by sociogconomic characteristics

of the family. The }&qtors most often studied in the generalllicerature
X on this topic, such as occupational-preﬁtige,,income} and the education
; of parents, might be called general: théy can be measured for all ’

ihdiviguals independently of their class,\race; or cultu*e.' Poverty,

- i
- - . for example, cuts across racial and ethnic boundaries. In this section,
I - !

we examine two of these general background factors: father's education

¢ ¢
and family income. Other factors, which might be called specific, are

47
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only relevant for some minorities. Examples are the t;ﬁing of immigration

and patterns of language use.” We will discuss some of these specific

factors later in this report. As we will argue, it is important for -

policy research to distinguish between the effects of general and
specific factors on the fate of Hispanics in school.

.
¢
i

*2.2.1. Father's Education
Table 2.4 presents the distributio? of father's education by

population subgroup: As in table 2.2, categories intermediate belween

-

~high school graduation and college completion have beén collapsed for
3 . .

clarity. A salient feature of the table is the fact that the percentage

of fathers who did- not finish high school is higher for .all Hispanic

- subgroups, although the percentage for other Latin Americans is close

&

to that for whites. These percentages are even considerably higher
than those for blacks. An intriéuing result is the relatively high

percentage for Cubans. This, cogaﬁﬂer with the geiatively high propértion

of Cuban fathers with ccllege degrees compared with Mexican-Americans

~

and Puerto Ricans, suggests that the educational distribution of the .
Cuban éarental generation is "elongated" compared to thaé of whites,
as if it were composed of two separate componeats: a group with low‘
educational achievement and a highly educated professional elite. The

same may be the case for Other Latin Americans. Puerto Ricans and

Mexican-Americans both have very low percentages in all three college

categories, consistently below the corresponding figures £ér blacks.

rd

C i N
Note the high percentages of students who do not live with their

fathers for both Puertn Ricans and blacks. While for blacks it might

14
v

[N

ol
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L Table 2.4.-<Percent distribution of father's education by subgroup: Spring 1980 \\
' : At lease |, | en.my, oD,
" Sub Sample Total -Not residing Leas than high school, colyle . Master's| or c\:\her Total , | Don't
u 8}'oup size 8 with father | high school | b.: less than e uge degree advanced | college 1/ know
. ) M © |4 years college| “¢B¥®% degree®, - ,
- X < ]
Sophomores ; - . _’ ] .
Mexican-American ..seeeess 2,009 100.0 10.0 34.5 26.9 2.7 1.4 0.5
Cuban .eecevevsrcrrancnnes 283 100.0 /10,5 25.7 35.1 5.2 .29 2.2
Puerto Rican ...cceeenenes 333 100.0 /1’4.2 27.17 29.7 2.6 1.3 04
Other Latin American ..... 684 100. “* 8.9 14.5 39.1 8.2 3.3 S |
Non-Hispanic black ..e.ee. | 893 100.0 18.7 16.0 28.5 4.3 2.7 0.8
Non=Hispanic white ..ece0s’ 955 100.0 6.4 13.8 _’41 0 11.4 6.4 3.3
Seniore ) . . T
Hexican—American ...cceuen 1,798 100.0 7.6 38.9 % 31.0 2.8 - 3.0 1.1
- Cuban ..cveeeecroccnncanes 320 ~ 100.0 3.2 36,7 35.4 6.2 4.2 3.6
. Puerto Rican +e.e%esvnecns 2718 100.0 18.8 34.9 21.9 1.8 1.7 1.9
Qther Latin American ..... 607 ~ 100.0 9.7 21.6 37.4 8.1 3.3 2.9 ¢
Non-Hispanic black +eeeses 909 100.0 20.9 22.0 31.1 3.4 2.0 1.1
Non-liispanic white ....... 968 100.0 6.1 16.7 46.1 12.4 5.8 3.8
- - - -
- NOTE: Percentagea are weighted. .
1/ Thia column is not included in the percent distribution. . o
) . . . .
3 . )
N ) h o
. . < ) -
- ° v . S .
) . . -
- - “ *
) " . I >N .
¢ ) 4 \) ! v
’ /
\ -
. a i
Q . . . .
‘ - . - - \
e e C e L . ; L NN - . : . ' .
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.

’:’ correspond to the high proportion of famjilies headed by females, for Puerto
Ricans part of the reason may be the unconventional living arrangements
associated with the process of "commuting" migration back and forth between

Puerto Rico and the continent. This issue certainly deserves further study. }

Finally, mote that the percentages in the 1ess-than-high-scﬁool
2

‘category are larger for seniors than for sophomores in all groups.

-

A Since fathers of seniors would be expected to Be, on the averagé,
roughly two years older than fathers of sophomores, part of this dif-

. ference may be due to the greater graduation rates of the younger

' parental cohort, since a large proportion of the students' fathers were )

of sckvol age at a time of rapid expansion of secondary education in

fhe United States (Duncan, 1965). However, an alternative explanation
4
F o

is that 'seniors are simply better informed about the educational achieve-

ment of their fathers, as the decrease in the Don't-know category from

sophomores to seniors for all groups seems to indicate..

2.2.2. Family Income

The distribution of faﬁ%ly income (grouped in three categories)

is presented in table 2.57 Puerto Ricans appear to be the most disadvantaged

subgroup, with 48.6 3ercent of families having annual incomes less than

$12,000. Mexican~Americans are next lowest among Hispanics, although o

they are somewhat better off than blacks. Predictably, Cubans appear -

to be the most advantaged,lexcept for whites. Thére are only 20.4

percent of Cuban families with incomes less than $12,000 and fully 41.5

percent are earning over $20,000, as compared to 10.7 percent and 4.7

'
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Table 2.5.--Percent distribution of yearly family income

bv population subgroup: Spring 1980 .
$12,000 ‘
_ Sample Under Over
Subgroup Total to
- . size \ $12,000 $20,000 $20,000 ‘

Sophomores , ‘ _

" Mexican Americam: ...... 1,597 - 100.0°  34.9 . 42.8 22.4
Cuball ceeceievrecnnnnas 252 100.0 25.8 44,7 29.6
Puerto Rican cccececess 269 100.0 41.8 44.5 13.7

' Other Latin Americamn .. 568 .100.0 21.7 44,4 - 33.9
Non-Hispanic black .%.. 714~ 100.0 36.9 40.4 22.7
Non-Hispanic white .... 828 -100.0 15.4 40.1 44,6

Seniors s
Mexican American ...... 1,598 100.0 29.5 41.5 29.0
(o1).7:\ . S R 293 100.0 20.4 38.1 41.5
Puerto Rican ..oeeecees 243 100.0 48.6 28.8 22.6
Other Latin American .. 513 100.0 22.5 42.3 35.2
Non-Hispanic black .... 766 100.0_ 39.7 35.8 26,5

_Non-Hispanic white ... 871 100.0 1 40.5 48.7

0.

‘.‘IO'I‘;E":‘“ Percentages are weighted.

percent, respectively, for whites. The Other Latin Am;r}can income °

R

- . . " )
distribution is similar to the one for Cubans. These findings are consistent

(a
%,

€

with current Population Survey results presented in NCES, 1980, p.'28;

The results show that, while the proportion of Cubans and Other iatin

" Americans with incomes below $5,000 is similar to that of the other sub=-
groups, the propé:tions with incomes above $25,000 is roughly twice that -

for the opbef groups.

' 2.3. Immigration History r

i <

. , \
Among determinants of educational achievement, the length of

contact between an individual and his/her “amily and U%S. society is

s
ol

‘o
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what we have called a specific factor: it has 10 relevance for popu-
o

lations that have long been settled in the country., As will be.shown,
Hispanic subgroups differ considerably in immigration history.l[.These‘
differences wmay affect achievement in that the acquisition of the skills,

values, and lifestyle that characterize U.S. sociéty, and presumably

- . -

affect ‘the chances of success .in.that society and its schools, seem
" to be :a function of the length of contact. Length of contact may be
. :
fo. . o
" defined both intra- and intergenerationally: both the personal fxperience

of the respondent, and the experienees of his/her family may affect -

Y

achievement.

"2.3.1.  Nativity

The simplest indicator of contact with U.S. society is the nativity

of the respondent: whether he/she was born in the U.S. Table 2.6 presents

-~

the distribution of“hativity by subgroup. For black and white senxors,

s

_ mostly-long-time resident populatxons, the proportxon born outside the

U.S. is very small (4 percent and 2.6 percent, respectivelyﬁ However,

figures vary consldersbly'for Hispanic subgroups: tully 89.4 percent
of Mexican-American seniors were born .in the U.S. as compared to only
- , . .
48 ‘percent of Cubans. This difference corresponds tc the well-known o
histor}cal circumstances &n which the bulk of Cuban immigration took

place. A compar{son with the Cubsn domestic nativity rate for sophomores, )
which is 32.6 percent, confirms the pattern: the younger cohort contains

more native-born individuals. While ahsolutely high (79 percent), domestic

.

L4
S 4.

1/ We use the term ' 1mm1grant" throughout this report in the general
sense, meaning somebody "who passes or comes into a new habitat or
place of residence."” ¢- (Random House Diztionary of the English Language,
Unabridged Edition). The term as used here, therefore, does not refer _ -
to ' the causes of immigration (= 8- economic versus polxtlcsl), or to

the. 1ega1 status of the person in the United States (e.g., "immigrant’.
versus_''refugee').

519 -
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' Table 2.6.--Percent:.distribution of nativity by
population subgroup:! Spring 1980

; Not born
Subgroup Sample.ﬁ}ge Total Born in U.S. in U.S.
. . X .
Sophomores T ;
- Mexican-American . 2,077 *100.0 . 88,2 11.8
_Cuban  ceuveennies .302 . 100.0 . 52.7 47.3
Puerto Rican .... 367 100.0 76.7 23.3
Other Latin . \
, American ...... - 713 100.0 82.0 18.0 i
Non-Hispanic L \ _ |
"hlack ceeeeen-. 97¢ . 102:0 95.7 4.3
Non-Hispanic )
_ white .......0 990 100.0° - 98.5 1.5
. Seniors . : . !
. Mexican-American . 1,876 100.0 89.4 10.6
Cuban eeeveseeees . 328 7 100.0 48.0 52.0
Puerto Rican .... F299 ©100.0 79.0 21.0 -
Other Latin < .
American ..e.., 629 100.0 82.6 17.4
Non-Hispanic : ~ '
black ceseveses 972 100.0 ) 96.0 4,0 .
Non-Hispanic ‘

White ."...:..; 991 . 100.0 9704 : 206 P4

‘ ?

NOTE: Percentages are weighted.

. S f
\ .

\ :
nativity “for Puerto Ricans is lower than that for Mexican-Americans.

Note that this figure may be inflated by a possible confusion over the

1
1
i

meaning of "United States" in the Puerto Rican context..Other Latin_°

Americans are similar to Puerto Ricans,

N

2.3.2, Length of Residepce of Respondent

i

Nativi?y is only a rough indicator of contact with U.S, society ¥

'

since it can conceal substantial differences in immigration histories,
, s

.
i

5

, £
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of individuals. A student born abroad ﬁay have spent almost all of L

hié/her life in the U.Q.)on‘only a shért period of time. Conversely,

a native-born individual may have spent a considerable amount of time R é:
. Y

’ x\\.’ b

"outside the continental U.S. This is especially likely ‘to be the case

~

, with a pattern of "commuting" migration such as the one that characterizes

&

<Teew,

.segments of the Puerto Rican and Mexican communities. ' A more refined
. : . !
indicator of length of contact that controls for these possibilities

is the length of residence in the United States. Table 2,7 presents
. K . Ed . v

-
.

the relevant figures.. . ) -
The patterns seen for nativity nold here. AA overwvhelming

= " majority (89.4 percent) of Mexican-Americans have spent all or almost
) . o

all of their lives in the United States, while only’35,5 percent of

Cubahs'have done so.  For Cubans, the increase from a U.S., nativity rate

v

. of 48 percent to a lifetime residency rate ("all or almost all") of

@ 55.5 percent corresponds to the fact that many respondents in this age

bracket were brought to this country at an early age .during the Cuban

.

v

influx. For Puerto Ricans,athe percentage in the lifetime residency

i

category is about the same (76.3 percent) as that in the domestic-nativity
»

.\ 2

category. It does not follow that all of these respondénté’are‘actually \

i

native-born: the figures may contain substantial numbers of respondents

- e g

who were brought to the continental United States attan early ége. .

Native-born Puerto Ricans who have spent a substantial fraction of their

lives on the island should be foLnd in the other catego;ies. Note that
_ the largest percenfages of very recent immigrants (one to five years)

\ " are found forquerto Ricans (5.3’percent) and Other Latin Americans

<

| y

I~ ‘1 /
Qo . . (W W) o /
ERIC , | o

v v o/
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. R A\
M .
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Table 2.7.--Percent distribution of length of U S. residence by
population subgroup——how much of the student s life

) ‘ spent in the U.S.: Spring 1980
All or Over 10
Subgroup li S:::ie Total almost | years but 6 to 10 1 to 5
all | not all | 7Y°3rS years
Sophomores \
Mexican-American  2;081 100.0 86.9 5.7 3.7 3.7
. Cubanl ceeceescs 304 100.0 62.1 18.4 17.9 1.7
[ Puerto Rican ... - 367 100.0 75.3 11.5 9.5 K 3.7
h Other Latin ‘ .
, : American .... 716 100.0 82.6 - 6.2 3.5 7.7
5 Non-Hisgpanic :
black ceceees 969 100.0 93.2 3.2 2.2 1.7
| Non-Hispanic ’ .
rhite~ cesenas 992 100.0 97.2 2.1 0.5 0.2°
Seniors ’
Mexican-American 1,879 100.0 89.7 4.3 3.4 2.6
Cuban «cecececoes 327 100.0 55.5 20.8 21.5 2.2
Puerto Rican ... 299 100.0 76.3 13.8 4.7 5.3
Othar Latin . )
American .... 628 100.0 82.2 6.3 5.9 5.6
Non-Hispanic \
black ..ie... 974 100.0 93.7 3.3 | 1.5 1.5
Non-Hispanic : :
white ...oeee 991 100.0 97.4 2.2 0.3 0.1
’ NOTE: Percentages are'weighted. N
| A N\ ’

- ¥ AN
(5.6 percent). This finding ﬁo: Other Latin Americans, together with the

AN
\.

I3 ’ . I3 . N i . *
high rate of native birth, suggests that the group is heterogeneous, comprislng

populations with very different immigration histories.

2.3.3. Length of Residence of Mother - , , . ]
1

| As poxnted out above, it is .important to take into account inter=
generational aspects Jf length of contact with U.S. society: the experxence

.of a child born in the United States to a family of recent immigrants is
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certainly quite different from the experience of a child born to long-
established residents. We therefore present, in fable 2ﬂ8’ the distri-

_ bution’ for the length of residence of the respondents' ﬁothers. (The
patterns for fathers' length ‘of residence were veiy simil;r; we present
thé data for mothers because of their presumed greater import in the
?evelopment of the linguistic habits of the child.) For Mexican-Americans,
gote first the bchentage in the "all-or~almost-all" ca%egory for reiidency

'of mother (72.6 percent) compared to the corresponding figure for the
length of residency of the respondent (89.7 percent; see table 2.7).

This difference means “hat a large fraction of Mexican-American students,
even though native-gorn,or long-time residents, have parents who have
not spent all or almost -all of their lives in.the United States. For
Cubans, the distribution again reflects well the historical events,

with the mode (39.9 percent) in the 11l-to-20-year bracket. Puerto

Ricans present a pattern of relatively recent iﬁmigration, with only

58.7 percent of ‘mothers in the "all-or-almost-all" category. By contrast,

/Other Latin Americans, with 72.3 percent,‘appear to be a relatively long
‘settled population. However, one would expect this group to be quite
heterogeneous with‘respect to immig%ation-history,-as discussed in
chapter 1.

Length of mother;s residence 1s one variable fér which we found
substantial differences between the weighted and:unweighted figures
for Cubans. F;g example, combining the percentages in the categories

11 to 20 and 6 to 10 yeafé spent in the United States from table 2.5,

one obtains a total of 61.6 percent for seniors; performing the same

—y




Table é.8.—-Percént distribution of length of U.S. residence of mother
by population subgroup--how much of mother 8 1life spent in

TN U.S.: Spring 1980
All or Over 20 ; .
A Subgroup Sample Total ‘| almost | years but 11 to 20 | 6 to 10 1to 5
: . 8lze all not all years years years
Sophomores ' P
Mexican-American .... 2,069 ~" 100.0 69.7 10.4 8.4 3.6 1.5
Cuban seereieceinnas S 297 100.0 25.5 | 10.8 41,6 17.6 1.3
‘Puerto Rican ....ses 365 100.0 37.8 23.1 « 24,0 3.9 7.5
Other Latin American. 712 100.0 69.6 7.0 8.9 5.6 3.3
Non-Hispanic black .. .968 100.0 82.2 5.0 3.0 2.2 0.5
non-Hispanic white .. 989 100.0 . 92.3 3.7 1.4 0.4 0.2
Y Seniors : '
Mexican-American ... "1,875 100.0 72.6 12,7 6.2 3.4 1.2
Cuban i ieseoavoonins 325 100.0 12.8 18.4 39.9 21.8 2.3
Puerto Rican ....p.s 300 100.0  }38.7 30.4 19.5 2.6 4.0
Other Latin American. 621 . 100.,0 172.3 6.6 10.5 3.8 3.0
Non-Hispanic black .. 970 100.0 88.5 4,1 4,0 0.4 0.6
Non-Hispanic white .. 984 100.0 91.2 5.0 2,0 0.4 0.3
NOTE: Percentages are weighted.

[P
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operation with: the unweighted figures, the result is 72.6 percent.

This seems to indicate that statigtical weighting for the Cuban sub-

s -

’i‘
¢
résentation of Cubans who have been

sample tends to increase the rep
settled in the country for a long time and who are not part of what

most people think of as the Cuban influx of the early sixties. (See
! - . " -
] . . .

the discussion in chapter 1, section l.4.) The same trend is evident. -

f;o% other comparisoas of figures; for example, the propoftions of
.. -y
mothers having spent all or almost all of their lives in the Urnited

States, for which the unweighted figures are only 5,9 and 13.1 percént
for seniors and sophomores, respectively, as compared to the weighted
percenﬁages of 12.8 add 25.5. 1In view of the discussion in chapter

1, this factor should be taken into account when decisions about weighting

arg made by reseavchers. working with the High School and Beyond éample

¢

of Cubans..

2.4, Language

Language skills are obviously an important factor influencing

¢

the attainment of culturally distinct minorities. Many policy debates,

such as those 6oncerning bilingual-bicultural education, focus on the .

difficulties of students with limited English~speaking ability in a
P

!

school gystem in which English is the dominant language. Language

factors are typical of the determinants of achievement specific to
H

certain minorities, although the recent controversy concerning the
difficulties faced by stuuents speaking "Black English! might point
' o

to a more general problem (see Baratz, 1973). Given the impartance of

/
the language factor for Hispanics, we discuss five aspects of language

use in this section: home bilingualism, individual bilingualism, Spanish (

N

6o

and'énéliéh proficiency, and frequency of Spanish use.
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2.4.1. Home Language -

Among the detailed language questions in the High Scnool and

Beyond ‘questionnaire was one that asked respondents about both the

language usually spoken "by the people at home," and the othér language

these people speak. On the.basis of these two questions it is possible

to~construct, followdng Veltman {1979), a typology of home bilingualism
. ) ‘ T
with four categories reflecting decreasing degrees of linguistic

?

. assimilation of the family into English.l/" Homes where only English

is spoken are considered English monolingual. Homes where English is
the dsual 1anguage bug Spanisﬁ'also is spoken are English-dom%nant

bilingual. Spanish-dominant bilingual homes are those in-which Spanish

is the usual language, but ﬁnglish is also spoken. Finally, a home

is eoded.as Spanish monolingual when the usual langtage is Spanish and

2/

no other language is spoken. We 1a6e1 this variable home language type.=

-~

.-~ character. . . .

1/ Veltman (1979) uses the term "anglicization" to denote the ptocess
of linguistic assimilation into English. It is derived from'the
vérb "to anglicize," which is defined by the Random House Dictionary
of the English language as "to make qr become English in form: or

" Although the term is very useful to denote'the

- linguistic assimilation of 1anguage minorities in the Unzted States,

we do not use it here because it is not yet standard termznology.
We use the tern "11ngu13t1c assimilation” instead. It should be
clear that "assimilation" here refers to 1anguage only. We do ot
discuss other aspects of mznorzty cultures in this report.

2/ The High School and Beyond questxons about language were administered

_ separately from the main questionnaire, in the)Identxfzcatxon Pages;
these also collected detailed information on the respondent s addresses
and contacts, which was gathered primarily for use in locating respondents
for the followup surveys dictated by the longitudinal structure |
of the study. The language questions were organized with a leter
based on five questions: first language spoken, other language
spoken before schooling, usual home.language, other language spoken
at home, usual language of respondent. Respondents answering Englxsh '

. (or equivalent) to these five questions were considered English
monolinguals, and were asked not to complete the rest of the language
questionnaire. Language data about students who did not pass the .
filter were not coded and assigned a special type of missing value !
in the file. These respondents are considered English monolinguals .
in tables 2.9, 2.10, and 2.11. (See chapter 1 for further discussions
of Spanish-language-background respondents.)

/'// . O~ . "
. U.I. .. |
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The distribution of home language type by ﬁispanic subgroup”

is p%ésented in table 2.9. We omit the non-Hispanic population sub-

groups from the table since the figures would either be negligible for

categories other than English monolingual or would correspond to a very

_heterogeneous array of:non-English languages. : ;

The most salient feature of the table-is the high proportion

of English monolingual families in the Other Latin American group (63.7 !

pgrcenF). The proportions are much smaller for other groups, from 20.6
h—— *

percent for Cubans to 29.8 percent for Hexicanvdmericans, Puerto Ricans
are similar to Mexican~Americ§nsh with 2%.1 peré;nt. The !proportions
offEﬁglish-ddhinant bilingual homes follow the same pattern, except

Tor Other Latin Apericans: the largest percentage is for Mexican-Americans
(38.2 percent), the lowest for Cubans (9.3 percent), and Puerto Ricans

are in between (25.2 percent). The proportions of English monolingual 1
AndiEnglish-domihant bilingual homes can be viéwed as indicatqts\of

the linguistic assimilation of a group. Note that the ordering among
subgroups corresponds closely to the ordering of nati;ity and lengthl

af residence: by ;nd large, the most recent immigrants are the least
‘aséimilated. "At the other end of the continuum, the propgrtions of
Spanish-monolingual homes can be viewed as an indicator of the language
loyalty of the—gtoup. Except fgr Other Latin Americans, the results

are consistent: Cubans have the highest propnrtion of monolingual homes

(26 percent), Mexican~Americans the lowest (11.5 percent), and Puerto

Ricans are in between (19 percent). Other Latin.Americans, -with only

6.9 percent Spanish monolingual households, appear again as a population
!

¢

that is largely assimilated linguistically.

P
Lt
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Table 2.9.--Percent distribution of home languagé type
by population subgroup: Spring 1980 |

- \

' English- Spanish-
- English . : Spanish
Subgrou Sample size Total dominant dominant
group p monolingualAéj bilingusl2/ | bilingual 3/ monolingual;g(
Sophomores S - N :
Mexican-American ..... 2,082 100.0 36.2 " 31.9 20.7 i1
Cuban .eieeecrrcecnes 299 100.0 29.3 9.5 37.2 23.9
Puerto Rican ........ 357 100.0 31.2 14.1 38.8- 15.9
Other Latin Amevican . 676 100.0 71.1 - 15.4 9.3 4.3
Seniors 3 )
Mexican-American «..... -1,867 100.0 29.8 38.2 20.5 “11.5
Cuban ..eeevercencnns 322 100.0 20.6 9.3 44,2 26.0
Puerto Rican ......c.. 305 100.0 27.1 25%2° 28.4 19.2
Other Latin American . 605 100.0 63.7 19,7 9.6 6.9°

NOTE; * .Percentages are weighted,

1/ English monolingual:

people at home usually speak English, no other language,

2/ English-dominant bilingual: people at home usually speak English, algo Spanish,

3/
4f

Spartish-dominant bilingual: people at home usually speak Spanish, also English,

Spanish monolingual: people at home usually speak Spanish, no other language.

~
J J

w
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2.4.2. Mother Tongue

‘ .. .
While current lang?age practices at home are presumably an

. . |
important determinant of achievement for Hispanics, families also make

PEEE N
N

décisibgs'about the language, or languages that they teach to their

children. Indepeﬁaent of qurrent?hqme practices, the langudger) 2
! H ) - o

: b
child le§rped at an early age may continue to affect achievement at  ~..
: i . )

- later times. It is also p&ssible that the linguistic practices of the

‘l -
family have changed since the respondent was a young child. To capture

early.childhoéd lénguage habits we use. two questions from the High

-School and Beyond instrument. The first one is a m~ther, tongue question:

"What was the first language you spoke when you were a child?" The

second one might be called g "

[

second mother tongue" question: "What
g q

other language did you épeak when you were a child--before ycu started

school?" We constructed a dfriable, labeled mother tongue type, by

combir.ag answers to the twoiquestions: respondents whose first

language was English an& who;did nct learn any othér language before
going to school are English monolinguals, those whose first language
was English but who also spoge Spanish ig childhood are English-dominant
bilinguals, and so.forth. The priucigle is the same as for the home
1anghage type discussed in section 2.4.1.

The distribution of mother tongue type by Hispanic subgroups
is presented in table 2.10. The salient patterns for linguistic
assimilation are the same as those for home language type. Except for
Other Latin Americans, Mexican-Americans clearly use English most,

with 46.3 ‘percent in the English monolingual categoiy. Cubans

o=
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Table 2.10.--Percent distribution of mother tongue typé

by population subgroup: Spring 1980 : -
. N ' English~" Spanish-. : )
Subgroup Sample size Total mo::lgi];xis:al-l- .| dominant,; | dominant, S p{l ;‘ 1sh 1 4/
’ “ng bilingual= | bilingual™= | MORO-In8ua
- Sophomores - ‘ . )
Mexican~American ..... 2,103 100.0 4895 16.6 . 21.7 12.3
CUban ees000000s s st 304 100'0 ;“;' 27"'5 9'2 ) 3_1'0 32'3
Puerto Kican ........ 364 100.0 [ - 3211 11.0 35.6 21.2
, Other Latin American . 689 100.0 % 76.7 7.8 7.1 8.4
Seniors ) - §
Mexican-American ..... 1,872 * 100.0 46.3 18.5 © 21,3 13.9
Cuban ..cecoccecccscs 330 s 100.0 21.4 9.3 29.4 39.9
Puerto Rican ..c..ec.. 306 100.0 28.4 14.7 . 33.1 23.8
Other Latin American . 619 100.0 72.8 8.1 . 8.6 10.5

NOTE: ‘Percentages are weighted.

1/ English monolingual: English first language spoken, no other language spoken before schooling.

2/ English-dcminant bilingual: English first language spoken, Spanish also spoken before schooling.

"3/ Spanish-dominant‘ bilingual: Spanish first language spoken, English also spoken before schooling.

_l_o_[\ Spanish monclingual: Spanish first language spoken, no other language spoken before schooling.

4
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use the most‘Spanish, with only 21.4 peréent in this categoé&.‘ Pnerto

Ricans -are close to Cub#ng, with 28.4 percent. A very hiziu proportion
of Other Latin American families raise their children as English-speaking
monolinguals (72.8 percentf: An interesting pattern emerges from a

coméarison of table’ 2.1Q (mother tongue type) with table 2.9 (home language

- -

typ;). For the most asqimilgted subgroup (Mexican-Americans), the incidence
of English monolingualiém is conaiderab}y higher for mother tongue type

than for home usage: 46.3 pe;cent.;ershs 29.8 ‘percent. This may mean

that a considerable fraction of English-dominant Silingual families

educate their children as English monolinguals. , Such a finding has

been documented by Veltman (1979), on the basis of the Survey of Income

and Egucdtion dataul/ .

&

* To explore this matter further, we pre;ihtéén.table 2.11 a cross-
tabulation of mother tongue type by howme language type for all Hispanic

seniors and sophomores. The table is arranged to give a picture of

the intergenerational procels of linguistic assimilation: assuming
)

that current home language type is a good indicator of he' e language

usage at the time a respondent was a small child learning to speak,
¢ |

the table predicts patterns of intérgenerational language shifts from

Spanish to English during early childhood.z/ o

]

1/ The same differqpce in English monolingualism between home language
type and mother tongue type holds for Other Latin Americans. The
percentage differences are not as large as for Mexicans, however,
presumably because the proportion of English-monolingual households
for Other Latin Americans is already so high.

2/ The assumption that current language use at home adequately repre-

=~ gsents the situation when the respondent was a child is certainly
unrealistic. Patterns of language use have almost certainly changed.
for most families over a period of about fifteen years, the general
trend being a more frequent use of English. Note thgt thg bias,
if any, associated with table 2.1l would be in the direction of
uynderestimating the extent of intergenerational language shift,
since the home language use questions, had they been asked fifteen
years ago, would presumably have produced larger percentages of
Spanish~dominant households. Another possible cause of dlffergnces
between mother tongue type and home language type is a change in

/~ composition of the household between childhood and survey dace._

AR
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Table 2.11.- Percent distribution oi mother tongqg typel/ )
\ / by home language type- ‘Spring 19?0 . oy
; / . | Lo
/ Mother tongue type
H Home language type Sample size Total English - /anliSh- Spanish- | Spadish'
v monolingual doninant dominant onolingual
8 /bilingual bilingual ’ m 8
Sophomores : - ' . ’ : -
English monolingual .. 981: 100.0 93.2 3.8 2.3 0.6 i
English-dominant ' - : i
~ bilingual .......... 926 ' 99.9 42.7 o 31.0 20.1 6.1
Spanish-dominant . e g
bilingual ....c.cee.s 286 . 100.0 5.5 | . 10.7 49.3 © 34,5
Spanish monolingual~... 494 / 100.0 4.5 ! 13.7 38.8 - 43.0
Seniors . \ ‘
English monolingual .. . 741 [ 100.0 93.5 2.4 1.8 2.3
English-dominant , / ’ ’ I
bilingual ........., 942 // 100.0 45.1 . 31.1 19.5 4.3 ‘ 3
Sp%pish~dominant ! i
bilingual .......... 901 / 100.0 2.%’ 15.0 42,9 39.8
Spanish monolingual ... 485 | 100.0 4.4 13.3 35.5 46.8
!
/

NOTE: Percentages are weighted. . / o

1/ Mother tongue type refers to pre-school language usage. ypes are grouped as follows:
English monoiingual English fifst language spoken, no other language spoken before schooling.
English~dominant bilingual: English first language 8p! ken, Spanish also spoken before schooling.
Spanish-dominant bilingual: Spaﬂtsh first language spoken, English also spoken before schooling.
Spanish monolingual: Spanish first language spoken, no other language spoken before schooling.

-X
-~
.

2/ Home language type refers éo curren Slanguage usage at/home. Types are grouped as follows:
{?3 English monolingual: people at ho e usually speak English no other language.
| English-dominant bilingual: people\ at home usually speak English, also Spanish.
Spanish-dominant bilingual: people\at home usually speak Spanish, also English.
/Spanish monolingual: people at home\usually speak dpanish no other language.




The most salient feature of the tablk is the indication that

among these sophoiores and seniors, children im English monolingual
homeés were raised pverwhelmiggly as English-monolingual individuals
(93.5 percent for Leniors). That’ this figure is not 100 percent

is probably due in part to the fact that some families in which Spanish
was %poken when the respondents were child;en have since abandoned ghe
use of the language. It is also striking that almost half of fhe
seniors in English-dominant bilingual households Lave been rai;ed as
English mono{inguals. This suggests that the dominance of English as
‘the language spoken in the household entails a ma jor shift toward
Engiish m&nolinguafism in the next generation. Further evidence of
this phenomenon is obtained by comparing rows 2 and 3 of table 2,11 -
for seniprs: students from Spanishldomin;nt bilingual households are
much more likely to have been raised as Spanish monolinguals or Spanish-
éominant bilféguals (39;8 plus 4%.9 percent = 82.7 percent), as compared
to students raised iﬁ English—doﬁinant bilingual househqlds (4.3 plus
19.5 percent = 23.8|percént). The same pattern holds for sophomores.
These figures suggegc that the major preconditid; for intergenerational
maintenance of the Spanish language fotr these students is;its use as
the usual hoﬁe language. Whether English is also spoken does not seem
to have much effect on the shift from Spanish to Enélish dominance,

as can be seen by comparing rows 3 and 4 of the table: among re-

~

spondents raised in Spanish-dominant homes, 17.3 peréent (15.0 plus

2.3 percent) were raised as Englishk dominant, a figure that is no

larger than the 17.7 percent for respondents raised in Spanish-

-

monolingual homes (13.3 plus 4.4 percent).

IR
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Tabie 2.11 also shows that there is a very small fraction of
respondents in Spanish-monolingual households who were-raised as English
monolinguals kA.A percent). While such an outcome might seem logically
impossible, one has to keep in mind‘the possiiiiity that a Hispanic
child raised exclusively in English was later placed. in the custody
of relatives w?o only spoke Spanish. Further analyses of these unusual

life histories can be done using the High School and Beyond data.

As a final comment, note that table 2.11 also provides some

i

<

information concerning the irreversibility of the process of language

Y

shift: while 93.5 percent of respondents in English-monolingual homes

were raised as English monolingual, only 46.8 percent of those in,

Spanish monolingual homes were raised as Spanish monolingual (comparison
of rows 1 and 4). This result strongly illustrates the intergenerational

drift toward English. Again, it should be remembered that home language

“

use patterns have leogt certainly changed since the respondent was
a child, in the general direction of mcre frequent use of English.
If this is the case, table 2.11 underéstimates the strength of the

intergenerational process of linguistic assimilation.
- f

(o

2.4.3., Spanish Proficiency

2 ] \\-,1 ) ‘}

An additional indicator of language loyalty for cultural minorities

is proficiency in the use of the non-English ianguﬂge. “The High School
and Beyond instrument contained four questions to assess proficiency ’
. in Sﬁanisﬁ. Respondents were asked to rate their ability to understand,

speak, read, and write Spanish on a point scale from '"very well" to

)

-

pauce

i

7 -




3 -

K "not at all." Summing the scores on the four questions yields a

composite indicator of proficiencty, the distribution for which is '

]
‘ presented in table 2, 12.1/ '

4

The table shows that Cubans have the highest mean score kl3.5),

followed by Puerto Ricans (12.6), Other Latin Americans (1l1.7), and,

finally, Mexikan-Americans (11.1). Note the high standard deviation

.+ for Other Latin Americans, which'suggestg again thechéterogeneity of
this [group. By and large, the results for proficiency correspond ‘
closely to the pattern in the previous tables: Cubanslare the most
recent immigraﬁts and the least assimilated 1inguisticaﬂ1y, Mexiéan-

- -
Americans are ﬁye oldest residents and the most assimilated linguistically.

I It should be kept in mind, howeve;, that these tables do not coatrol
for possible geographical variations in the process ;f linguistic shift
and maintenénge. The study by Veltman (1979), for example, shows that
Spanish speakérs in Texas (presumably a largely Mexican population)

P . . . :

have the highest degree of language:retention among Spanxsh-sggaking

f - — T
groups. Further analyses are needed to assess these matters. Another
factor!to keep in mind is that the measurement of Spanish proficiency
employed here is based on self-assessment by the respondent. ‘Students

answering the questionnaire may be by temperament mire or less ?ptimistic

about their abilities to use one language or another. It may also be

~ - !

1/ The decision to measure Spanlsh proficiency by simply addl&g the
" scores for the four quest1ons was based on detailed analyses of
answers to these questions in the High .School and Beyond pretest.
(See also Nielsen 1980, appendix D.) Lt was found then tHat| the
fobr Span1sh proficiency questions loaded about equally "Spanish"
factor in, factor analyses involving both Spanish and Engllthgprof1c1ency
questions, (see the next section for a discussion of English proficiency).
. Given the structure of the language questions, respondents|wilth

English-monolingual backgrounds were not acked to answer the Questions
Concern1ng language prof1c1ency For those respondents, profliciency
in understanding, speaking, reading, and writing Spanish was imputed
to be the minimum value, 4, and English proficiency was imputed I

EMC to be the maximum, 46. ]

v
.

1:

les X3
| 73
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Table 2.12.-~Spanish proficiency~-composite scalel/ of”

self-assessed ability to understand,
. speak, read, and write Spanish, bg
population subgroup: Spring 1980_/

Standard
Subgroup Sample size Mean score deviation
Sophomores . | :
Mexican-American .... 1,625 11.0 3.0
CUban  vieeerercacacns 272 12.8 2.3
Puerto Rican .eeevees 279 12.2 2.8
Other Latin ‘American . 346 11.5 - 3.5
Seniors ) '
Mexican~American .... 1,515 11.1 3.1
Cub8n tevsevrsrennens 303 13.5 2.2
Puerto Rican .seeveeees 269 12.6 2.9
Other Latin American . 333 C 11.7 3.7

1/ Measures of composite scale were derived as follows: respondents

,were asked to rate their ability to understand, -speak, read, and

" write Spanish on a four-point scale ('"Very well" to "Not at all").
Summing the scores on the four questions yields our c0mposite
indicator of proficiency.

g/ Means and standard deviations are weighted.

’
i
i

ithe case that some respondents simplg have very high verbal abilities,

Jwhich translate into high proficiency'in any language. The positive

!

e

correlation between Spanish and English proficiency, which is discussed
in chapter 3, is consistent with this hypothesis. Whatever the processes
involved, measurement of Spanish proficiency in some objective manner

. . . f
could yield quite different regults.

P—/.
1

-~
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/ 2.4.4.  English Proficiency ' .
’ Much debate concerning ‘the fate of Hispanics in school revolves
around the adjuétmén% of language-minority pupils to a system based
- on the English language. One important element in the process is the
degree to which such students are proficient in the host Ianguage.
Respondents were asked to assess their ability to understand, speak,
read, and write English, in ‘a format similar to the Spanish questions.
We constructed a composite scale of English proficiency by combiniﬁg
the scores on the four questions. The distribution of the English
proficiency/scores is presented in table 2.13. /
!
N Table 2.13.--English. proficiency--composite scalel/ of
self-assessed ability to understand,
speak, read, and write English, bg
population subgroup: Spring 1980_/
Subgro Standard
. g \up Sample size Mean score deviation
Sophomores -
Mexican-American .... 1,659 14.7 1.9
,’/ Cuban "esbeeafessccccen 274 ! 15.2 1.3
Puerto Rican ' ........ 281 14.9 1.7
Other Latin American . 353 15.0 1.8
Seniors. . :
‘Mexican-American .... 1,555 14.8 1.8
Cuban 0 0000000000000 308 1500 1.6
Puerto Rican ........ 268 ‘14,7 1.9
Other Latin- American . 338 14,6 2.2
1/ Measures of composite scale were derived as follows: respondents
. were asked to rate their ability to understand, speak, read, and
write English on a four-point scale ("Very well" to "Not at all").
Summing the scores on the four questions yields our composite-
indicator of proficiency.
2/ Means and standard deviations are weighted.
,‘/(/
j’ »
O
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1 \ | ¢
Compared with the distributiop for Spaniéh proficiency (table
2.12), mean Ehglish proficiengy varies little among subgroups: —Mexican-
Americans, Puerto Ricans, and other Létin Americans have practically
the same scores. Cubans report a slightly higher proficiency than other
subgroups. Note that Cubans also appear to have best reéained their
mother tongue. IThis suggests that proficieney in two languages does
not require a trade-cff in which pfoficiency in oné language can be
increased only at the expense of the o;her. It is also worth noting‘
that English groficiency scores are sy;tematically higher than the . !

comparable scores. for Spanish proficiency. Obviously; these respondents

feel more able to use English than Spanish:

2.4.5. Spanish Usage
Our final finguistic indicator represents an attempt to capture

the current language practices of a student in a more refined way.

To anstruct the indicator of Spahish usage, we used four questions
concerning the frequency ("how often?") ‘with which a respondent speaks
Spanish with jthe mother and father and the frequency with which each
‘l"
parent speaks Spanish to the respondent. The total usage score is the
average of the scores on these four questions. We chose the questions
- involving parents from a larger set including questions on frequency
of Spadish.usage with grandparents, siblings, storekeepers, and the
like, because previous factor analysis of answers to such questions
in gﬁe High School and Beyond pretest revealed that the factor loadings

of the first component were the largest, and approximately equal, for

the four questions (Nielsen, 1980, Appendix D).

ERIC - 2




The mean scores for the groups are presented in table 2.14.
As expected, Cubans have the largest mean usage score (3.2), followed ]

by Puerto Ricans (2.7) and Mexican-Americans (2.1). The scores for

Other Latin Americans are very similar to those of the Mexican-Americans.

Again, the ordering by timing of immigratiom is apparent.

Table 2.14.~--Composite scalel/ of four indicators of Spanish use,

by population subgroup: Spring 19802/

1

Standard

Sample size. deviation

Subgroup

Mean score

Sophomores '
Mexican-American .... 1,670 2.1 1.4
Cuban weveessarancnan 274 T 3.1 1.2
v Puerto RiCan ..eevees 284 2.7 1.2
Other Latin American . 353 2.0 ¢ 1.3

Seniors
Mexican-American .... 1,557 2.1 1.4
Cuban s.vevecnccssans 309 3.2 1.1
Puerto Rican ........ 264 2.7 1.2
Other Latin American . 333 2.1 1.4

'1/ The Spanish use scale is the average of four indicators: the
frequency with which (1) respondent speaks Spanish to mother,
(2) mother speaks Spanish to respondent, (3) respondent speaks
Spanish to father, and (4) father speaks Spanish to respondent.

2/ Means and standard deviations are weighted.
2.5. Conclusions
The tdbles presented in this chapter &ield a composite picture

Pl

of the differences ;mong Hispanic subgroups. By and large, Cubans have .

‘the highest level of achievement and come from families of higher socio-

economic status. On the whole, the group is also characterized by recent
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immigration and a high degree af retention of the Spanish language,
’ ) A ? .
with respect to both frequency of use and proficiency. Mexican-Americans,

”

4 .
in contrast, .are generally older immigrants, are more assimilated 1into -

s

English, have families of lower socioeconomic status, and achieve less

~

" well. Puerto Ricans are intermediate between Mexican-Americans and
* Cubaps in many respects. It is tempting to speculate that the effect

*

of the higher socioeconomic status of Cuban-families may be sufficient

~ . ° . . .
to codbensate for the. presumed handicap 1in school associated with
£ 3 ¢ - ’
’ -~ loyalty to a.non-English language and receat immigration. If this is,

the case, group differences in achievement can be explained in terms
\ of general mechanisms of achievement and differences in the compositions
¥

J# of the groups with respect to important determinants. There are,
X v s
however, alternative explanations of group differences. .It may be,

b

for example, that the particular historical circumstances in which Cuban

-
~ N

immigration took place, with its climate of general acceptance by the
RS
host population, the legal status of the Cubans as political rather

than economic migrants, and government policies at the time of Cuban
settlement (see Rogg, 1974) affect achievement over and above the
compositional differences in background characteristics. If this is

2

the case, the greater achievement of Cubans 1is not adequately explained
° * - -

by background factars, and there is a residual effect of "Cubanness"

that captures the idiosyncracy of the group. To assess this possibility,

. it is neces :y to undertake more refined causal analyses of the effects
of backgfou ‘actors on achievement. This is the objective of the
2 third chapter of this report.
?

& | , o |
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CHAPTER 3
A BASELINE MODEL OF ACHIEVEMENT
In this chapter, we present a simple model of the educational

\ achievement proéess for Hispanics. Our pprﬁose is cyofold. Firset,

\\we wish to investigate the relative importance of the basic imput
\f;ccors we idencified above--language use and proficiency, family socio-
qconomic status, length of residence in the United States--as determinants
o% Hispanic educational attainment. These ﬁindings will serve as a
basis for comparison fér fucur; researqh investigating the effects of
acthi-level variables on Hispanic scLolascic achievement, such as
expgéure to bilingual or bicultural education. Second, we wish to
expls%e whetheg the differences in the achievement profiles of Hispanic

subgrgups which were noted in chapter 2 can be explained by subgroup

differences in these basic input factors,
\

{ Technically, these questions can be answered by means of regression

\

analysig. This method allows us to assess the relative importance of

eacﬁ bachround factor once all the others have been controlled. We

can also determine whether subgroup differences in achievement remain

afcer‘che\effeccs of the basic input factors have been taken into account

by ;onscructing dummy variables for Hispanic subgroups.

We\begin by describing the variables used in the analyses.

We then inspect the grossA¥e1acionships among the independent and dependent

variables b; considering the correlatioms in table 3.1. In the regression

analyses (tables 3.2 and 3.3) we examine the net effects of the background
. factors on scholastic achievement. Finally, we use the correlations —

among the errors of prediction for the studént achievement variables

to suggest omitted determinants of achievement.

"/'\‘
- N Y
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Table 3.1--Correlations, means, and standard deviations for models of scholastic
achievement for Hispanics: Spring 1980 . . p

+

o Y YN Y XN X G X X Xg X Xg Xy peas Deviation

Yl "School delay ...ooenn.. - 443 -.244 -.19) .189 -.0%9 -.148\ .063 .049 =,175 .062 -.088 -.020 -.039 .617 .740
YZ s Educational aspiratioﬁu -.128 Al 326 .354 <236 .085 06 -.218 .279 -.019 .222° .030 .005 14.950 2.460
Y] S Math ccveiceciacenanaas -.180 337 .560 317 .106 454 -.017 -.066 274 122 <181 -.044 =-.009 47.020 -9.657
Yﬁ 2 Reading coveeeeecnncses -.116 .281 .505 .525 .089 .219 -.022 -.055 .198 .041 '.l47 -.035 "~.007 47.535 9.508
Ys s Vocabulary ...cceveenes -.130 .300 417 .468 .133 .185 .016. -.095 <217 .039’ .204 -.024 " .018 47.814 9.530
Xl * Spa-iish proficiency .ee .016 .190 .043 .013 .982 ~.223 773 -.469 -.179 -.lﬁé .258 :i27 ~.233 10.347 4.144
X2 “ English proficiency ... |-.123 .084 .118 .190 149 -.236 -.340 .293 204 .él] .007 -.033 .095 15.088 1.624
XJ 2 Spanish ud0 ...ceveee.. .692 .07t -.029 -.066 =-.023 .768 -.339 =477 -.303 -.104 .270 104 -.245 2.009 1.566
x4 ® Length of r;aldcuce P 039 -.144 -.065 -.012 -.066 -.409 <236 -.454 .066 .087 -.422 -.103 -.006 .006 ‘ .690
xS = SES ;cale ............. -.163 .297 .256 .225 291 -.141 228 -,.265 .053 ] .092 186 -.149 .187 -.556 .729
X6 = Sex (wale 2 1) ........ <046 -.048 .097 .029 .022 -.112 -.005 -.051 .050 .051 -.064 -.061 .029 456 .498
\X7 2Cubdn ciiiiiiiienenaans -.018 A74 124 .128 . 165 .199 .018 .236 -.330 A77  -.047 ’ =413 -.174 .108 1
XB 5 Puerto Rican ceeeeecess -.011 .006 -.084 -~-.043 -.049 .072 .015 .068 -.115 -.070 .001 -.l101 -.162 .095 <294
X9 * Other Latio Awecrican .. | -.040 .021 .036 . 040 .066 -.234 d26 -.238 .003 .193 .025 =157 -7 .200 .400
Meun cieeiciiiecnecsncnccans .648 14.735 44.961 44.840 45.208 9.632 15.135 1.780 .035 -.470 442 .085 .099 .211
Standard deviation ......... .769 2.654 B8.676 8.552 B8.914 4,151 1.6b4 1.544 .852 722 497 .279 .299  .408
NOTE:  Seniots (N = 2,750) are above the diagonal, sophowores (B = 2,453) are below' the diagonal.

‘ P

’ 8." //
\\
N
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3.1, .Vatiahles ' i |

1 »

- . T . 1
. ‘We chose as our dependeqt variables.three kinds of policy-relevant

\ jachievements: school delay, edJcational aspirations, and achievement
n . ] -

1

scores on standardized tests. School delay is measured by' subtracting

the ,modal age of the population of students for each class (15 for sophomores
Iy ) ' .
. and 17‘f0t seniors) from the student's self-reported age. This approximation
: is, of course, su?ject to inaccuracies sinée!the discrepancy between »_
- - a studeut's age aﬁd the modal a;e can be due to factors othet.than the \ I
3‘ repetition or skipping of a school gtade.i*ﬁatly or léte starts in sch001 
: : Y oa i :

T or- the relationship between ;ﬁe student's birthday and the day of survey:

adminigttatién ptobéb1§ generats erto;s that are likely to be fairly

random with respegt to anything else in our model., We will consider

the -consequences of these measurement problems in the regression analyses
d & ' . ‘ ?

“~ below- ¢

«

Y

' Students' educational aspirations were measured by the item ‘

"As things stand now, how far in school do you think you will get?"

. ‘o
The responses were then recoded in years. LA
! ’ ’

We chose standardized tests of three fundamental skills as measures
of achievement: reading, vocabulary, and mathematics. To facilitate

comparisons across grade, the test scores used here are based on the
L] \

subset of items common to the two grades. All three tests were standardized
3

across grade to have a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 10 for
the entire High School and Beyond test-ts*ing sample. Students were ' .

assigned test scores on each..test for which they attempted one or more

» ¢ f
; of the constituént items.'!

n .
Wedpredict these achievement indicators wich a set of variables

- [8

we conceive to be basic input factors to the schooling process. Family

ERIC 7
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!

1.
E\
socxoecoqomié status is a composite scale identical t&\the measurement

\

in the 1972 NLS study. It is constructed from father s occupatxon,
\
father' s educatlon, mother's education, family 1ncome, and a set of

items that ask whether the student's family recezves a da ly newspaper,
\

. : .\
owns an encyclopedia or other reference books, a typewritex, an electric
j
1
dishwasher, two or more cars or trucks, more than' 50 books, \or a pocket
' i \ N
calculator; and whether the student has his or hér own room.k Each item
/ 4
was standardxzed w1:h1n grade to a mean of zero ?nd a standard deviation

\ \

' . of dne. The mean of the non-missing items was ghen taken for each case

K

/ . » 3 » "‘
to: yield the composite socloeconomic measure. A \

]

f \
. . | 3 o .
Language use and proficiency were measured by three varxebles.

: |
Spanxsh use, Spanxsh profxclency, Englxsh proflc ency. All three variables

are composite scales constructed from four 1ndféators. Spanish use
' \

was derived from the frequency with which the responden: speaks Spanish
i ) ' .

t4 his or her mother and father 'and tHe frequency with which the parents

\
Y 1

speak to the respondent in Spanish, a total of four items. Each item.'

. . . )
had five possible responses ranging from '"never” to "always or almost
!

ety 1

always" and was coded from 0 to 4. Factor analyses of the pretest data .

\ ¥ .

showed that' these four items formed a sxngle ‘factor with equal wexght assigned

to each itg@ (Niegpeﬁ, 1980, Appendix D); we therefore formed the,scale
by simpli)taking the meah.of the four items. If a student reported

information for a single paremt, the sgale was generated from the remaining
1

.

two items. The Spanish use scale, then, has a range of 0 to 4 and is

i
'

coded positively-~that is, higher values indicate a higher freque&%i

£ ' . ‘
of Spanish use. We imputed a score of zero on the Spanish~use scaié for any}

stugent who did not report 1nfonmatr%n jon a language other than Engllsh o

f As in sectfions 2.4.3. and 2.4.4. agove, Spanish and Engl1s% proflcxeﬁcy

!

are based on the student's selF-assessed abxlxty to understand, speak,
LA £ ﬁ

, 4 i

et
T DD
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read, and write in each language. There were four response categories

|

11" and coded as integers from

ranging from "not at all" to "very we
‘ '

‘ ¥ ' .
1 to 4, Here; too, exploratory factor analyses of the pretest data were do

This shéwed the English and Spanish proficiency! items formed two separate

'
1
l

ne.

* factors, with each of the indicators--understanding, speaking, rea?ing, and

-3

writing~—contributing equally to them (Nielsen, 1980, Appendix D).. Composite

indices were constructed by simply semming the four items -corresponding

4
to each language., Note that the coding is positive, ranging from a

)
low of 4 (iaﬁicating low proficiency) to a high of 16 (%gdicating high
! Lt

proficiency). Given this method of scale computation, incomplete information

\

. . . 1
would have made the measures substantively uninterpretable., Because

complete linguistic profiles were deemed essential to the model formﬁlation,

< / .
any case with missing information for one or more of the proficiency

“

indicators was excluded €rom subsequent analyses. 'As with the Spanish-

use scale, we imputed scores for respondents who did not report language

3

information, the minimum score of 4 on the Spanish-proficiency indicator

. b
and the maximum of 16 on the English-proficiency scale.

Family iength of residence in the United States is a composite
\

scale derived from the length of residence of the respondent and of
|
the respondent's mother and father. Students weré asked how much of

3

their m@ﬁher's and father's lives had been spent in the United States.
Each variable was coded in five categori?s: (1) about 1 to 5 years,
(2) about 6 to 10 years, (3) about 11 to 20 years, (4) more than 20

yeafa, but not all, and (5) all or almost all. Categories I through

y “ o
-3 ‘were recoded to the midpoint (3, 8, and 15.5 years, respectively).

Categories 4 and 5 presented more of a problem because they implicitly

! .o
. ‘k .
refer to the parent's age, for which we have no -measure. The values
p :4

for these two categories were imputed by using the modal age of mother's

N Q hd * .

v ¢

[
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childbearing (25) and adding student's modal age (15 for sophomores,
1
17 for seniors) and assigning that to the fifth ("all or almost all") }

! category; therefore, the values imputed are 40 for sophomores and 42

for seniors. The midpoint of che°fqurch éaCegory then became defined

as 29 years for sophomores an§ 31 years for seniors. This procedure

was essenfially repeated’ for ffcher's length of residence, adding 3 i

years to account for a typical 3-year diffarence in age between husbands

and wives. Thus, the "all or almost all" category for father's length ’ )

of residence was recoded to 43Tyears for sophomores and 45 for seniors.

The appropriate midpoint of category 4 was then applied (30.5 fOﬁ

sophomores and 32.5 for seniors). E . :
Students were also asked to rep;rc hoﬁxmuch'oﬁ/cheir lives they

had spent in the United States. The response caCegor{es were:

(1) about 1 to 5 years, (2) about 6 to 10 years, (3) more than 10 years,

ut not ally (4) all or almost all. Since availgble data included the
v student's age, all the categories were wellédefined ané recoded as‘foliows:
(1) 3 yeaés, (2) 8 years, (3) (10 + student's age)/2, and (4) student's
age.l/ After each of the three length of residence variables was recoded
c°~ch? midpoints, each variable waSOSCandardized and a simple average '
,was taken of all three indicators: 1f ahsCudenc did not report information .
for either or both parents, the mean was computed on the remaining icems.
§ﬁ~ . This gives a family-level indicator of the nﬁmber of years of U.S. }
resgidence with equal weight assigned to each item. "

In the interest of the proper model specificaticn and to explore further

the sex difference in deiay rates noted in Tagles B.l and B.2, we include

Py

' 1/ If the student's age was not available, it was imputed for use

in the student length-of-residence variable as the . age for
- each class, 15 for sophomores ‘and 17 for seniors. ‘
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[

f

a dutmy variable coded 1 for males and 0 for females in the regressions
that follow.
Final%y, S0 as to assess whether the observed differences in ~

‘

achievement between Hispan}c subgroups can be explained by our baseline

. model, we include dummy variables for Cuban, Puerto Rican, and,pthet

Latin American origins. Mexican-Americans were chosen as the comparison
o) ‘ ,

<

3 2 N
(base) group for two reasons, the first-statistical, the second substantive:

! i .
because they are the largest group their exclusion minimizes the standard

< " -
.

errors of the dummy coefficients, and all comparisons would have the
! 1
most’linguistically assimilated Hispanic subgroup as their referent. I
! : ™ Y

3.2. Analzsis ' i o ~\

Table 3.1 shows the correlaticn, means, and standard deviations

o~

for the variables in our model, To insure comparability across the

equations predicting the five different dependent variables, we have

-

excluded’ cases that showed a missing response on any of the fourteen

variables. All the analyses to follow, tnen, have been performed on

! R

the same 2,453 sophomores and 2,350 seniors 2

. - 3 . . |
We discuss correlation coefficients briefly here because they

constitute convenient summaries of the strength of the bivariate relationships

~

between the variables involved, even though we present better measures

of the net effect of these variables on achievement (controlling for

1/ The total numbets of H13pan1c sophomores and seniors are 3,521
and 3,177, tespectlvely. Pte11m1naty analyses heve shown that
the substantlve resilts remain unchanged if each dependent variable
is analyzed separately, that is, if for any pattlculat dependent
variable we do not exclude a case if it is missing on any of the
other four dependent variables. We analyze the five dependent
variables together here for simplicity of presentation, since a
31ng1e correlation matrix suffices to describe the interrelations
among the vatlables, and to allow other researchers the flex1b111ty
to explore furtirer the causal sttuctutes of the dependent variables

we analyze here. O
‘ SU
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.indicating that high-achievipg students are less likely to have been

. . L
left backﬁi/ The largest correlations are among the standardized test

i

other factors)-in the regression analyses tc follow. We consider suc
. | | 1
. ! . f . \ !
a discusson of correlations to be useful because many of the variable “

1

utilized here (such)as ;he.linguiétic indicators) are not &sually avai%@ble
in surveys of this nature, so that few researchers have devéloped an {
intuitive feel abou; the %rder of magnitude of their relationships with
other variables, such as indicafors éf achievement.

The top lefthand corner of table 3.1-displays the correlatio#s

: f
among the dependent variables. Consistent with our expectations, school
s :

. -

delay is negatively correlated .with the other achievement measures,

N .

[
| . . s ‘ . .
scores. The largest relationship is between the mathematics and reading

tests, followed by the relationship getween the two tests of verbal
ability-~reading and vocabulary. High-achieving students tend to have
high ed;catibnal aspirgtiohs, as demonstrated by the moderate correlations
Qith the standardized tests. As is the case with the other achievement
measures, the relationship between aspiracions and school delay is slight,
albeit in the theoretically expected direction: students left behind
have lowér aspirations.

“

When we examine the relationships between the independent and

[

dependent variables, we find in each ctase that the largest zero-order
i ‘ . ' .
effect is of family socioeconomic status. |Students from higher status
J

families tend to be less delayed, have higher educational aspirations,

and do better on all three standardized tests.

The pattern for Spanish use is legs clear. The correlations between

f
the test scores and the Spanish-usefscale are nil, while the relationships .

]

Tarym

e

1/ As in chapter 2, we focus on seniors in these analyses, discussing
sophomores only when the results are substantially different.

[ [ @2l

. o,
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.with the measures of delay and educational aspirations are a bit larger.

The effacts on school delay and educational aspirations, however, are

in opposite directions. Students who use Spanish more are more likely

i

to be delayed, but they also tend to have higher educational aspirations.
This anomaly disappears when we consider the partial effects in the
regression analyses to follow.

1 .
Sex differences in achievement are small, as the small magnitude

of the correlations indicates. The largest difference is for the mathematics

test, where males score better than females. Also worthy of'note is
A /,/“—" .,

the sex-delay correlation: for both gﬁades, males are.slightly more

likel&yﬁo/pe/delayed. This corresponds tdehe small/sgx differences

~—r’ ‘

noted in appendix B.

Lastly, the correlations between the dummy variables and the

"achievement measures-agree with the analysis of Hispanic subgroup differences

ERIC

A ruiext provided by R

documented in chapter 2, While Puerto Ricans and Other Latin Americans
are not very different from Mexitan-Americans on _these achievement criteria,

Cubans have higher educatipnal aspirations and perform better than Mexican-

Americans on all Eprge'stardardized tests. At least part of this advantage

could be due to ‘the fact that Cubans come from families of higher socioeconomic
/ .

status (r = ,186). 'rhis éoo‘is explored in the regression analyses.

| . -
3.3. School Delay . ’

9

Tables 3.2 and 3.1 present regressions of the achievement measures

on the independent variables for each class. The metric coefficients

denote the level of achievement associated with an increment in each

|

variable, holding constant the level of other explanatory variables.

i

As such, they measure ~he direct un@ediated effects of the background

§
characteristics on achievement. The standardized coefficients also

u

SEN -
\J\J ° N




Spring 1980

f

Table 3.2--Coefficients of models of scholastic achievement for Hispanic sophomores:

at .05 probability level (two- tailed test).

|
|
NOTE: T-values are in parentheses; coefficients with asterisks are significantly different from zero !
|
|
|

[ School Delay Aspirations Mathematics Resding .Vocabulary
, Metric Coefficients
Spanish proficiency ......  —.006 .169% .264% .253% L434%
- ' (-1.02) (8.88) (4.11) (3.97) . (6.68)
English proficiency ......  —.045% 113 .505% .823%: L614% :
) (-4.36) (3,38) (4.47) (7.33) (5.37) \
Spanish UBEC s eos0s00000000 0048* —oyll’[t* -'01‘28* “0507* "'0621*
. (2.82) (-2.63) (-2.31) (~2.75) (-3.32) -
Length of residence ...... .096* -.256% -.837% -.266 -.477%
Yoo SES 8CAlE seveveveeaasssas = 146% 1.063% 2.658*% 1.952% 2.962% : g
! (~6.29) (14.10) (10.43) (7.71) (11.49) -
-, Sex (male = 1) c.eueeennn. .077% -.165 1.804% .623 596
' (2.48) (-1.65) (5.33) (1.85) (1.74) }:
CUDAN +vvevevvosnenvensaas . <084 .606% 1.335 2.546% 3.048% '
(1.35) (2.99) (1.95) (3.74) (4.40) |
fuerto Rican ...veeveeee..  —.015 .096 -2.368% ~.895 -.904
‘ - (~.28) (.56) (-4.08) (-1.55) (-1.54)
Other Latin American ..... .030 .076 -.347 046 .801
(.73) (.57) (-.77) (.10) (1.77)
Intercept coeeeeeeoossones ‘1.184 12.160 36.212 31.361 33.654 |
. J.
\ TR SQUALE eeeeraennestyenes 2047 .160 .102 .086 .129 ’
g




Table 3.2--Coefficients of models of scholastic achievement for Hispanic sophomores:
Spring 1980~-(Continued) ) :

School Delay Aspirations Mathematics ‘Reading Vocabﬁlary

- . Standardized Coefficients

/7/' Spanish proficiency ...... -.032 . <264 .126 .123 <202 ’

English proficiency ......  -.09 .069 .094 .155 11

Spani sh use .096 -.084 -+076 - -.092 -.108

\ Length of residence «..... 106 -.082 -.082 -.026 -.046
 SES scale Cereerneqeienee =137 .289 .221 265 .240 -
. Sex (male = 1) ......c.... 050 | -.031 .103 .036 .033 .
Cuban .c.vieereecrsscconanne .030 .0%4 043 .083 " .095 v

Puerto Rican .....eevenves  =.006 .011 -.082 - -.03L -.030

Other Latin American ..... .016 .012 -.016 .002 .037

- 0.l




Table 3.3.--Coefficients of models of scholastic achievement for-uispanic
seniors: Spring 1980

School Delay Aspirations Mathematics Reading Vocabulary

Metric Coefficients

Spanish proficiency ...... -.012% .170% «593*% JA475% «539%
English proficiency ...... -.060* .159% .768% 1.277% 1.025%
(-5.90) (5.12) (6.11) (10.12) ‘ (8.31)
spaniSh UB€ ceeecocscoscnns N 0040* -0125*\1/ -0840*\ -0669* -0478*
(2.43) -2.48)"  (-4.12)" (-3.27) (-2.39)
Length of residence ...... .068*% -.391% -.407 -.691* - =.533%
‘ (3.12) (-5.82) (-1.50) (-2.54) (-2.00)
SES Bcale eesecesessssseec _0147* 0967* 3.011* 10909* 3.106*
(-6.43) (13.69) (10.58) (6.67) (11.10)
sex (m&le =2 l) ® o 00 000 0 00 .095* .041 2.605* 1.049* 1.017*
. (3.14) (.44) (6.92) (2.77) (2,75)
cub&n ® 0000000000000 00 000 ~.076 .487* 2.965* 1.921* 3.201*
- (-1.30) (2.72) (4.10) (2.64) (4.50)

Puerto Rican se 0000000000, —.097 0345* -0440 _0696 0211
. (-1.83) (2.11) (-.67) (-1.05) (.33)

Other Latin Alnerican er oo -.015 0032 _0679 —.680 0228
(-.36) (.26) - (-1:34) (-1.33) (.46)

Intercept .civvieececscecss 1.459 11.461 31.1335 25.247 28.580
R 8QUATE vevvverrnenaannn. .063 .193 .148 . 114 .156

NOTE: T-values are in parentheses; coefficients wiéh asteri ignifi i
ln erisks are significantly different from zero
at .05 probability level (two-tailed test), ’

) /

-
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Table

seniors:

Spring 1980 (Continued)

3.3. i—Coefficients of mqdels of scholastic achievement for Hispanic

" Vocabulary

School Delay Acpirations Mat?emafics Reading
Standardizqd Coefficientsl : l
Spanish proficiency ...... -.069 .287 .254 . .207 .234
énglisﬂ proficiéncy ceeees -.131 .10§ .129 .218 175
Spanish use ....eveeeen... 084 ~-.080 136 -.110 -.078 °
‘Lengeh of residence ...... .082 ~-.142 -.03; -.065 -.050
SES scale ....cvviennnnns . =145 . 286 .227 146 .238
Sex (male = 1) ......00vun . 064 .008 .134 .055 .053
Guban ........ e evese . =a032 062 .096 .063 -104
Plerto Rican .e..oeeven... -.038 - 041 -.013 Y -.021 " 006
Other lLatin Amérlcan ..... -.008 .005 -.028 -.029 .010,
\\
.
a5 G

vy
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measure the effects of background factors but in addition have the desirable

Q

property of‘exfressiég the relationships bet;een the achievemént and. * \
‘input vafiables‘in standard deviationeunité.‘:This allows us to diregtly .
{f@ompare the rei;;ive'impogtancgfofalhg input f;ctors in dcterﬁi;ing
X i PR _
each achigvemeét\variabler Lastly, “the coefficients of the dummy variables
. \\

‘for ﬁispanic subgroup\can'bé\inébeété& to test the sugstantive issue
raised in the‘pre&ious chapter: ‘whether subgroup differences in achievement
remain afper tﬂe effects of the basic inpdf facfpré have been controlled.
Iqsignificant,dummy coefficients would indicate tha£ subgroup‘differénces

- in backgrouﬁd Qariab1e3~acc33nt for the differences in achigvement ;cross

subgroup.

" Examining the equatior for school de%ay, we find that, except
for the statistically insignificant coefficient$ of the dummy ~ariables
fér Hispanic subgrohps, the modeis for sophomore; and seniors are iﬁ

13
agreement with regard to th signs of the slopes. (The R-squarz values

range from .05 for sophomores to .06 for seniors.)

With averything eise in the mode1~éontr011ed, seniors who report

taemseIVes as highly proficient in Spanish tend to be less dela}ed.

(TQis relationship fails to be s}gnificant for sophamores.) One ’ .' B —
possible explanationeof this result is that,‘holding evefything\else

constangg Spanish proficiency is in _part an indicator of g;neral4verbal

» @

ability, which should be positively related to scholastic achievement

ggd,‘therefore, negatively reLatéd to school delay. This interpretation
is.given some support by the f;ct that students with high Spanish proficiency
score higher on the vocabulary test (see the last column of table 3.3).

As expected, there is a somewhat greater tendency for students who are

highly proficient in English to be less delayed in school (co;pare the

. S Qry




A

in the opposite direction. .The more a scudent uses Spanish, the more

\

- likely he or she-is to be held behind. Since English proficiency has"

been controlled in these m&HeLe, we cannot explain this gé?ﬁlt simply

s N

- 7 v ¢ N
! . by the linguistic handicap that Hispanic students might suffer in an -
i English41anguage educational system.

One possible explanation might' be that the Spanish-use scale - . p
ig\in part measuring the deleterious effects of code switching (English

to Spanish: and vice Qe;sa) on achievement. Bilingual respondents might

% 4

suffer the cognitive costs of maintaining two languages independent .
of the level of proficiency in either ‘language. The fact that degree
of Spanish uge is associated with-greater school delay even after the

levels of both,Ehglish and Spanish proficiency have been controlled

. \ - ’ .
is consistent with this inﬁsrpretatioq; . : ,

\

A second interpretation might focus on the ipstitiitional context

:\ ~ within which Spanish is used. It might be that Hispanic students in
school settings that encourage the use of and facility in Spanish (e.g.,

a

bilingual/bicultural programs) are less alienated from school and therefore

F -

achieve better. However, since relatively few students are to be found

*

_ in these settings, greater Spanish use appears as negatively related

to achievement independent of the levels of Spanish and English proficiency.

\

We will explore this hypothesis in subsequent reports when we consider

.the effeéts of bilingual/bicultural programs. ' ) )
sa <

: . Conéidering family length of United States residence, we pote

[ a highly significant tendency for students whose families have resided
in the United States longer to be delayed in their progress througﬁ
{ ) ' L

school. This pattern of longer United States residence being associated

with lower achievement is evident for the other measures as well, as




‘w72~
! L - . : . ) ¢ B ’ 2
o

the coefficient for 1engtﬁ‘%f~tesidence in the other equations demonstrates.

«

. These findings might sugzest the presence of a selection process
. ' . N - . o . . '
g associated with immigration.” Since. families with higher status are

.- ' ) AN ‘ C - .

- ; . . . o ‘
»  .more likely - fo be able to marshal the resources necessary for immigrationm,

’ k%

.:; they also btiﬁg with them a constellation of attributes that would tend to «

L . . . . . . .0 .
WA -encourage high academic achievement. The immigration experience of

/ Cubans might serve as & case in péint; recall the relatively high status®.
, \ - L hN

'\ -

of Cubans as compared with other Hispanic subgroups that we documented

~ -

.

¢ in chapter 2. This ﬁypothesis falls short; hbwever, since the effects.
b ’ * ) . . .
of family socioecopomic status and being Cuban have been controlled

N .

in these models.

<

- v

Aﬁothqr expladation of these results might be°thdt Hispanic -

families settled in the g,S. for a long period of timé have become*more
"ghettoized;" acquiring the ptopen;ity to discouragement ‘and low achievement
associa;ed with .theéir marginal’ status (Kimball, 1968; Baral, 1979). ]

- Noée, however, that the most likely effect of such'matgénélization would

be dropping out of school altogether. Since our sample is coﬁfosed
) ;

.of "survivoris"-~srudents who have made it to at least the tenth grade )

- -

(see section 1.4 in chapter 1)~-it is likely that the models we present
‘here underestimate the importance of length of residence as a determinant~ ~ -~ - ——

of achievement for the population of school-age Hispanics. In the absence k3

%

of data for dropPuts, we cannot dirvectly test this inference. Clearly, °,

- 1

further analyses are neeéded to uncover. the mecharism by which length

of residence affects student achievement.

.

Turning to family socioeconomic status, we note that Hispanic

students tend to come from less affluent;families, as the means for

the SES scale in table 3.1 shaw. For each class, Hispanics tend to

¢

PP , } O°
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. ‘be half a standard deviation below the general population on the SES:

scale. Hispanics are also relsatively more concentrated around the mean, ’
° .

as the standard deviations indicate,

<

| Despite the lower status of Hispanics relative to the general ) ‘ .
’ \ * 3, ° ’ /
7 N\ «

population, family socioeconomic status surfaces’ as the most important

N . determinant of school delay ‘for both classes (note the standardized ‘.
- coefficients). With everything else in the model controlled, students

from families of higher socioeconomic status are significantly less . -
s .likéLy to be delayéd in school.

o v

We interpret, this result as indicative of two factors that would ,
decrease the likelihood of student delay.u First, family socioceconomic

status is an indicator of the material resources that the family can

-

devote to advance the child's education. Second, as more affluent fanilies

- are likely to have highly educated parents, the fapilj SES indicator

N .
-

maifbe capturing variation in:parental attitudes toward educations

Since parentalleduca;ion was used in constructing the SES indicator
’ - ’ -: 7
we cannot test this interpretation in the models w2 present here. Preliminary

“«

analyszas, however, have shown that family educational milieu’as measured

7 L Z -

D Y

by father's education, while fairly highly correlated with family income

(approximately ,40), is a significant predictor of all five measures .

of achievemént. We have chosen to use the composife SES indicator rather
than using separate family income and parental eduéation measures because
of the large number of missingﬂva}ues for those variables.
For both grades, we find a sex difference in school delay: males .
are significantly more likely to bg deiayed tﬂan females. This corresponds
to the small differences in<deféy rates we noted in section 2.1.liof

=Y

chapter 2. The fact that this“sex difference still appears in the regressions

. L - , -

L / 100
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"implies that the causes of the greater propensity of males to be<delayed

Id

.are odt of the purview of our baseline modei. Whether 3ex differences

in socialization and, behavior or school- and classroom-level /student

. - .. s\ i . . '
avaluation processes will ultimately account for the differences in. )

delay rates we document here is unclear. Subsequent. reports/ will explore

~.

. these hypotheses. . h

. lower delay rates of Other Latin Americans is exﬁlained by their relatively

4
7 ~l ®

Finally, the coefficients for the Hispanic sdbgroup dummy variables
7 . 7
arQ\stahistically insignificant, indicating thif the subgroup differences
i H .
in delay we fotnd in table 2.1 are explained by other .variables in our °

baseline model, Sgecifically, the somewhat lower likelihood of delay

for 'Cubans is explaingd by their greater’Sbﬁnish‘proficiency, more recent

. . -

"immigration, and-higher socioeconomic status. In the same way, the

<

higher socioeconomic background (r = ,187).
L8

3

.‘ . A ¢ . '
InSpec:Qon of the R-~squdres shows that, in absolute terms, our

linear models are not very effective in explaining the variance in school

NI ;

delay. Previous discussion of wariable limitations, however, indicated
-~ /

/

that the dependent variable in these modél; is likely to iaclude, random

measurement error, which, by definition, is not pféqictable above chance
, A

’ R z
Jevels. Although this may decrease the explanatory power of our model

(the_R:sqna:eQ)vwitnshould~not~bias~our*unstandardized‘estimates'bf‘the'

effects of the background factors' on school delay.lj For example, being

v,
\ N

-

1/ Though random measurement error in the dependent variable does

" not affect the unstandaxrdized regression coefficients, it does.
attenuate the standardized weights. Even here,bhowever, random
measurement error in the dependent variable does not change the
relative magnitude of the standardized effect, only the absolute
sizes. At wofétf then, random error in our measure,of delay would
force us, to underestimate the population values.of the standardized
coefficients. Since we are at this point concerned with making
causal inferences about the factors. that affect school delay rather
than population inferences, we consider the attenuated R-squares
and standarized coefficients-a small price to pay. -

- ‘—.1 0 :
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male, is associated with about one-tenth of a year of school delay. Going.

from the "not very well" to the "pretty well" category on a single item

I

—---—-+—0f-the-English proficiency scalw is worth one-twentleth of a year of

.

school advancement., The same one-category shift in Span1sh fuse y1e1ds
, \ \ :

-about one-twentieth of a year of school delay for both classes. All

o

these inferences are, of course, based on hold1ng~a11 other variables
I —

-

constant/ : !
\

The small sizes of these effects is strong evidence that the determlnants
!

’ * !

of arhool delay for;. H1span1cs are not among the basic input factors

we analyze here. This is consistent with the hypothesis that s¢hool-~ and

system—level d1scretlonary p011c1es and practices are the major causes
of school delay. In subseguent reports, we will explore d1rect1y whether’

var}atlons in school policies explain school delay.
. K N

S A R, : 7

3040 A’SEir&tiOnS ! N !
Turning to the models predicting educational aspirations, we

see that the R-squares are considerably higher for aspirations than

<

for school delay. In large part, however, the models for aspirations
- /

4

show the same determinants as those we found for school delay.

‘e

High Spanish proficiency is assggfated!nith_high_educational

aspirations just as it was'related to delay. Inspection of the standardized
coefficients shows this to be among the most .important determinants°

of aspirations. Here, too, we interpret this result as being due to
° M ’
‘ / ©

Spanish proficiency's role as an indicator of general verhal’abilfty.
- 7 . .

/
The other two language indicators ‘behave as hypothesized. With
everything_ else held constant, students with a better command of English ./
have higher aspirations, while more frequent use of Spanish in communicating

. . . 4 * *
with parents is relat2d to lower educational aspirations. The verbal

LS
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’ Ay
. . . . . '

oA ' , .
ability component of the English proficiency indicator would explain

the first result. As with school:delay, either tode switching or the

~

effect‘of 1nst1tut10na1 factors m;ght explazn the negatlve-telat1onsh1p

betw}en Spanish use ‘and aspirations.
-y 1 ’
/. .

// . ﬁhen we consider the effect of famiiy length of\residence in

, i

. . 0y

Unlted States, we find that students whose fam111es have been in - .o

the U S. longer have lower asp1rat1ons thﬁn recent 1mmlgrants. One *

¢

might be tempted to explain this result by imputing immigrants’ visions

of America as the land of epportunity (but see Portesnet.ai:, 1978). N
&
These recent 1mm1grants, however, differ not only in asplratlons, but

aiso in actual test performance, as demonstrated by the coefficients
for lengtp of resxdence in other equatgons. As we argued above with

regard’' to school delay, selection'proeesses that occur' during immigration Lo
! 7 . T A " . . !
* 3 ’ & N o
are unlikely to account for this result. Here, as for the other achievement \’

4
1 [ -8 -

i o 1
measures; we interpret the tendency of more recent immigrants to perform

better on achievement ‘criteria as offering tentative support for the , '
‘ghettoization/marginalization hypothesis. ,

. .
v -

As expected,- students from families with high socioeconomic_status

1

have hiéher aspirations. We hypothes1ze that the effects of both material

———— "
e ]

affluence and family educational\m111eu are being captured here. We also

note, for both classes, that the sex differences in educational asbzrations

. ’ \

are insignificant. ' - ) ) -
/ While this lack of difference has been found repeatedly in the
! - . .
general population (e.g., Rosen and Aneshensel, 1978; Erbring, 1981), \

S
o ————
—

———— A e o o - e ——

it may be somewhat surgr1s1n' to those fam111ar with groups, such as , 4

ASPIRA, that are concerned with increasing the proportion of Hispanics

in higher education. One complaint that is often heard in casual conversations

©

; : 103
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‘ ‘concerns, the greater difficulty experienced by Hispanic women in going

-

T

- © v » * e T -
- to college, which often involves mpving out of the parental home, because
\-— LIRA ! ‘a » : - - T ) ' 3 ) Q-J
of family opposition based on traditional assumptions about proper roies -
. . A : : N

——— 7 e

for "young women. These results seem to indicate this is not the

* -~

case: the»eduqétional aspirations "of Hispanic me; and women do not’ N .
T e .~ . . (AW * .
’ 'd%ffer significantly. howevér, the dependent variable here is educational\ -
aspirations, not actual achievemen%. Womén at this.stage may not yet i
have expérienced family Oppositicn based on traditional vélues.. N - .
., Finally, the slopes forothé,gummy ;ariables:for'ﬂispaﬁic su%gfoéps T
' . v ! * ~.~
" are not consistent across high school grades. For both classes, Cubans . . §>\
A}

.
. . > -

* are fo¥nd to have higher aspirations than all other subgroups, even

. . N \ . N -,
.y after, the effects of the remaining variables are removed, and Other - ,
. . AR - .
o\ « " . ¢« o . . . "
, Latir,Americans are similar to Mexican-Americans, But Puerto Rican s
Y - . Lo . \
\ seniors have hi§hef‘§%pfratéons than Mexican-Americans,. though th%s

is not true of Puerto Rican sophomgres. We have:no explanation for _ -
< s A\ ]

« »

thié‘disérépancy, though we might consider the potential influence of

norm}l passage through high school. Since seniors are closer to an

L4 . ’ ’ . s s
’

P . \y 7 : .
lmportant life transition--into either college or the labor force—their

4 . o L]
educational aspirations are likely to be more concretely formulated. <

R4 -

The presence of more crystallized futu-e ambitions ationg. geniors might e

allew demographic differences among thebsubgroups té surface in prediqt{ng

educational aspirations. The relatively higher R-square for seniors .

" supplies some indirect gupport for this interpretation.

3

3.5.. Test-Scores v d , ) . '

T T T Studénts who are highly proficient in Spanish pérform better
. ) co.

- on all three achievement tests. The same is true of students highly

proficient in English. As is the pattern for school delay and educational
\)“ ‘ : . -
. o184 S
W8 .- B
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aspirations, & highjrate of Spanish usage is associated with lower achievement

¢

PR ’

on all three tests. ¢

2 ’ - ¢ Co .
Amcng sophomores, more recent immigrants perform significantly S
‘\ N : 2 . . . >
‘hetter on the mathematics and vocabulary tests. Among seniors, récency
Y. " ‘ , :
of immigration is related to higher achievement on the reading and voczbulary
v ! : < . 3 ’

tests. Length of residence is not a significant predictor of pﬁrformancé

on the reading test for sophcmores and on the mathematics testﬁ?%v %fnlprs. \
\ . :-ﬁﬂgé(‘,} [y

Q

Especially inolight of our discussion.above régarding the ghettoization

M v

hypothesis, we:lack a substantive explanation of why these effects
& : )

do not emerge: at ‘conventional levels of' statistical significance.
k4

g :For both classes, .the slopes for the SES scale indicate that

students of moré affluent families fend to perform betiter on all three

tests of basic skills. -As qotea abovg; preliminary agalyses (not reported

here) supported the’ interpretation of SES as indicative of two conceptually ’

-
v

. . ‘\
distinct factors thst would raise atudent achievement: (1) higher affluence,

P} .

- which measures the resources that may_ be devoted to schooling, and \
< . ~ ;
(2) parental education, which mighc serve to engender more, faverabile .

-

attitudes toward school. -

s’ ~

Among the subgroups,{Cubans score soggyhét higher than

v

.

__all.others on the mathematics test for sophomores. Puerto Rican sophomores

are low ‘achievers on the math test. The remaining slopes qu the subgroups
/ . . . . ) .

‘are statistically insignificant. R

. . \ . .
With respect +to sex differences in ‘test scores, males perfori

* Y

“better, than females in both classes, although this tendency is not statistically

1
-~
- .

significant for sqpbomgﬁgs on the reading and vocabulary tests.

\ " N
Fipally, consideration of the R-squares reveals that we have

v
< .
s

been able to explain approximately 10 to 15 percent of. the variance

3 Ll [}

> .

in test scores. We might here speculate about the omitted factors that

-
-
4

.
-

o

RE - 7 BN 1%

- - . . . . i - _
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might contrlbute tb the unexplalned variance.

o

.Table 3.4 preseats the-

correlgtions among the residuals for our five achievement variables,
b N [N )

which are best interpreted as the relationships between the dependent

- ’

variables once the effects of all' the independent variables have been

F &

controlled.

4 -

matlc variance is due to factors not 1ncluded in the®baseline ‘model.

x

3.6.

-

~ ¥
"As such, they Lepresent a good indicator of how much syste-

l L4

S “

»

Residual Correlations

*
- -

,Parallel to the-zero-order correlations (see table 3.1), the strongest

. relationsﬁips in table 3.4 are found among the test scores. Canpéred with the

top lefthedd corner of ‘table 3.1, the magnitude of the correlations has beer
reduced, implying that portions of the associations have ‘been sxplained with

our basic input factors. Of ccurse, the absolute sizes of the figures indicate
< ‘. < . ‘

subctantia\ effects of/yar%ébles nof included in the models. ’ !

'

Te

N & .
Two mechanisms come to mind as potential explanations of the

©

Flrst, the unmeasured

i

« A
high correlatxﬁns between test score errors.

/ s
¢

effects‘of school-level variables (such as per capita expenultuYes,

.

@

- schoolwide’ raclal/ethnlc mxx, and teacher . char acterlstzcs) mlght serve
\
as one §ource of cominon error.

o

Second, merwal capecity or intelligence

'S

is one unexplored input‘féctor that might explain cart of the relaticnship
between test scores. To the extent that intelligeﬂée is;uncorrelated

M N ’ ) N ‘\ 7
with the’indepeﬂdent yariablec subsumed 4in our basiz model, we would

expect its'indebendent-effect to reduce the correlations Emong the errors

-~

of Ppredi ction for the test scores._

. .

\

‘In the case of school deldy, the smaller R-squares suggest that .

-

the background factors we selected are relatively ineffective in predicting

this form of achievement. The smaller correlations between the school
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Table 3.4--Correlations among the errors for‘‘the models of scholastic achievement:

< Spring 1980

N

School Delay

Asprfifiunn————naehem A Reading Vocabulary

sc&ol 3318y . ._,'."‘. . l;-o".o e o‘ e 0o
AY . :'.
'Asp‘irationa ORI I I SN —.076

-

~.Mag:hemftics ......;...,... -.143
-Readinig .o..o.....o.o-c.:\’:;ﬁ —0071
N Py
.4\ '
Vocabu!’.al’y o:oooo.oooooo.. —.078

1

-.065

. 2660 M
213

.195

-.194

.324

-.133
<240

L] 505

412

!
& |

NOTE: Seniors abové and sophomores ‘below the diagonal.

-~

o
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-
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.437 e
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: 1
|
|
|
|
{
m &
e
o0
an
LW |




-81-
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»

delay and the other equation errors‘also suggest that relevant factors

‘omitted from the sé¢hool delay equation would be likely‘to have little

causal 1mpact on the other forms of achievement, The random error suspected

in our measure of delay would behave precisely in this manner. By the
very nature of rendomness, the error in delay should be uncorrelated

, + with everything, including the variables omitted from the other equations.
k-]

_However, even if we were to prove the .existence of random error in our

\ ,
_measure of delay, thereby 'excusing the small R-squares and standardized

e nan

coefficients, we could not explain the small size of the metric coefficients

- in our model, This is strong evidence that the determinants of school

delay for Hispanics.are not among the basic .input factors we have analyzed-

here.
The errors in prediction 6f educational aspirations are moderately
] . erats

A\
correlated with the errors associated with the test score equations.

o .
- Interpretations might follow three lines of reasoning.

First, it might be argued that there exists some set of factors,

s

such as intelligence or school-level attributes, that has been omitted

—r—

from our model ~ and that determines- both -aspirations..and test _scores. _

With only the baseline model before us, we cannot reject this hypothesis.

Second, aspirations might be best considered as a consequence
of other forms of achievemeqt. The correldtions between‘the errors
in educational aspirations and test-scofe performance would, therefore,
be due in parf to the causal impaet of ichievement on aspirations.‘
Controllingffpr test score achievement in the aspiration model would:
-leave only that portion of the variance in aspirations that is due to
omitted factors. If these same factors are relevant to the equations

predicting standardlzed tests, then the errors in these equations would

1eo
) 1)

; [:R$!:remain posi:ively correlated,

by .
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Third, a more dynamic model might take the relatiomship one

2

step further and argue that aspirations and achievement are indeed separate:

]
) hi

concepts, but that they cause each other. In this case, the correlated . .
A\ . .
~ . errors would reflect both causal processes. It will not be possible— -

to' resolve the issue until-the data from the next wave of High School

\
.
-3 ~ °

and Beyond become available.

~

3.7. éummary and Conclusion - R

The multivariate anéiyses contained in this chapter reveal a number

of cénsistent-pagte;ns concéfning determinants of Hispanic scholastic achievej
ment. Hispanic students from more affluent families performed better on‘
all five achievement measures; i.e. they are less delayed’in théir progreqs'
through school, have higher educational aspirations, and scored higher.oon°
the mathematics, readiég, and vocabulary tests.

. With regard £ linguistic factors, those stuéentg who are highly
proficient in English are better achieveés. Intéfestingly, thé‘same relation~
'shié surfaces for Spanish proficiency: students with greater facility in

the Spanish language tend to be higher achievers, even after the other variables

B in_the model _are_controlled. However, those students who qsé Spanish more

frequently appear as lower achievers.

o, Family length .of residence is negatively associated with achieve-

ment; i.e., students in families of more recent immigration achieve higher”

than those in families of long-time residence. Gender differences in achieve-

o

ment for these Hispanic 10th and 12th graders are inconsistent. After controlling
the other input factors, males tend to be more delayéd than females, yet, -
at least among seniors, males tend to perform better than females on the

~ -

mathematics, reading, and vocabulary tests.

iy ’
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Lastly, the causal analyses of various. aspects of the achievédient

.

" of Hispanics presented above allow some insights into the structure of

- group differences found in chapter 2 of this report. In particular,

—————————the—toefficients—of-the—ﬂummy"vuriabtég éorresponding to Hispanic subgroups

provide measures of the extent to which group differences in achievement
¢ \

. persist after we have controlled for a variety of causal factors. Generally

3

- -speaking, -differences—between- PuertoRicans and Mexican=Americans seem
. ~ \ N

well- explained by the background factors alone: . the coefficient of

e

. the Puérto Rican ‘dummy variable is significant only in the equation

s for the aspirations of seniors and the equation for the mathematics -

-
¢

This indicates that the mere fact of being Puerto
\

Rican or Mexican-American explains relatively little variation in achievement

L}

score of saphomeres.

. over and above background characteristics. In contrast, the coefficients

of the Cuban dummy variable are significant in seven out of ten equations,

\

;o In other words, "Cubanness" enhances achievement relative to Mexican-

3 Americans' (the reference category) independently of the set of explgqgtory.

factors that we have selected. On the basis of these results, one ¢ould

drgue that the particular situation of Cubans as a group in the United
States, gsuch as the climate of general political sympathy at the,@ime‘
%

. . <
tlement, favers the educaticnal achievement of thegse "students,

“of their set
However, the issue is far from settled in view of the deliberate simplicity
of our baseline model: it is quite possible that introducing additional

independent variables would cause the "Cuban difference" to vanish.

1
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. . Sy APPENDIX A

\
.

SELECTED QUESTIONS ON -LANGUAGE USE, LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY,
" AND, NATIONAL ORIGIN

0

e

-

"NOTE: The. language questions on the following pages are
taken from the Student Identification Pages. The

the senior questionnaire and question 91 in the
sophomore ‘questionnaire.

112,

questions were identical for the two cohorts. The
national origin question appears as question 90 in

o

se




. A-1

a

. The fdllowing questions are about the language or languages spoken by you and: your family. o
. 5‘3 . * . “

11. What was the first language you spoke when 'you were a child? (MAR¥X bNE)
. ' - \
English .coooviitivnnnennnnns rerernteestestenetnnananes On
- SPANISH 4 eeeerrrrereeracreranteecnnntcererrantosonsaces Ot .
JRali&N oeveeeneenecescocroccrscacoasoscrsoscssonsrssoen Oos
° Chinese ....coovuvevrvecinninororcssessorsosecnsecnces (@I
! French— s
N GeITNAN ..evveeniiieiecirieciiiotacossnrecnrscensennes O
* Greek .oovevvenriniuerenniecntionaecisnnecrnaconaennns Oor.
POrtUgUese ......ccvvvrrrrecniccnrcsoiorsoccnsnnnnns Oos X *
* Filipino IaNQUages ..ceeeevrrrrreierionerssnoessoscenns Chos
Pollsh ............................................... ,Oxo
’ . /1 . \ N
; Ot_her:(Writein) - — Ou
. .. \ .. .
12. What other language did you spesk when you were a child—before you started school? T~
(MARK ON ONE IF MORE THAN ONE, MARK ONE MOST OFTEN SPOKEN)
1 spoke no other language .............................. Oa
I also spoke: _- . .
| T 1 U Qe - \
' SPANiSh ¢ovveeiennneiioineeinns e heerentasecenaeces Owr .
Ttalian coveeniencerorerenceronacienes ceneees foreranan Ouw
Chinese .......... e e Oos
. French -....... eereeneeseeeerraaaantiosessnrensreos O
GEPINAN +vvvrvverrneecerssoococasssoonsessonsansonns Ouwm
o Greek ..ocvverniieniencenccncecsccscnnonnones teveons O
_ Portuguese .......... hereeceserrenrerrraararanaates On
*  Filipino languages .......ccceeeeeieniiariecencenects O N
S Polish cucveiniiiiiiiiiiiii Ou
Other: (Write in) ([@Ft]
13. Wha;lanmge do you usuaily speak now? (MARIE ONfJ)
[l . : L ' N
) 2 1 1. | B SN Cu
Spanish ....: eveensotrecntodosrsasstonssnssnsesnesnnes Own
IaliN voiverenenrerenivecanesoeoeenenacnsonsaioenenns Qo
Chinese coeeveeeeeresororororcruscrcnans e eresecscsrone Ouwn
FIONCh .vvveiennrioreeeccesasrosssseecsesnsossrsennans Oos
‘ GOITNAN: +eeeennnurnreesossssssscsossssssssssssnsennns Oos ;
GreeK ....eeevevscciecroissrrccsrssssosisnscisssnonnns Oun
. POrtUGUESe ...ooovevvereerennonns eeeeerieraearenenans Oos
" Filipino languages ......... e teteeeteeetestaeetannnnes Oo
Polish ..ccouven. eeereeteeaanne eeerresaeeienes eeeees O
" Other: (Write in) . - On

b e o po e P —— - T T




. { A-2
CINXTTOT14, What lanzuaze do ‘the people in your home usually speak? (MARK ONE)

—

English ............................................... Qua ,

LT 3T T On ‘
> 3 QOan

(01,31, 1T QOwn

French i vceieceretctceceercrcncscscncncccocncsssconos O

GeITIAR ..vcvciecececncrereccncccsccscscssescascscanes On

(0 ) S U On

Portuguese .....ccececieereneceacccncnionans tetesesene Qm R

Filipino languzzes .................. ceeeen reeeeccnanses On

Polish ccceeveentennenn secsessectstrcasoscacasacsseanas (@R

Other: (Write in) . Ou

~

*"15. What other language is spoken in your home? (MARK ONE. IF MORE THAN ONE OTHER
LANGUAGE 1S SPOKEN, MARK THE OTHER LANGUAGE WHICH IS SPOKEN MOST

OFTEN.)
. h . v . o 13
\\\ . Noother lz.nzuagexsspoken ........................... .
~__ The other language spoken is: : : ‘ AN
\\Enchsh .................................... eeeeenens Oa . '
SPARISA . cevueerrnerenrrnnrunernreneenneenneeneennes Cu . -
Ialian cooitiiiineceeeinienecanscnenesensenacancennes Ou
Chinese ............. R Q o8 -
French covceeeeievineeionrnnseiinecensonseensccnnses O N
German i ieveeiennnnnn.. eeeeneenens Prr N e
Greek ...... rerrreerneeeaees Teverereane. ceeernnees OQaw.. |
Portuguese ....... e tenrensenaane eeeecnteneenneenes Owmw - )
Filipino 1anguages ...cvccceeeeeeeceeneecnecencecnns O e
Pohsh\ ...... N eeeteettteececannnnacetasasannnceniann O
Other: (Write in) On
16. Please look back at your answers to Questions 11 - 15 . - \\_\.‘«
... IF you ansgvered ‘ENGLISH (or no other language) to ALL FIVE QUESTIONS you have
. completed ‘this section of the questionnaire. Thank you.

. IF you answered a LANGUAGE OTHER 'I'HAN ENGLISH IN ANY OF THE FIVE
QUESTIONS,® please write the name of that language here : then-
CONTINUE with the rest of this questionnaire. Most of the questions that follow are about
the_ use of that language by you ind your family.

*IF YOU ANSWERED MORE THAN ONE NON-ENGLISH LANGUAGE in Questions 11 - 13
please write the most important one- onftﬁe line.

~

11j
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17. With regard to that Ianggage how well do you do the followmg" (MARK ONE OVAL FOR
EACH LINE) - N .-
How well do you ... . ﬁ P\:r‘e? "°€vl’u?" . Ni‘u“
* 2. Understand that language ‘
when people speak it ....... I < BOPPUI Ol QO......
.. b, Speak thatlarguage....... 000 Oleriennnd S Oivennnn O......
- ¢ Read thatlanguage .......... O OO o, .
d. W.ite thatlanguage ...... SOV & R L R L J O......
\ \ - . 1 2 3 PR | .
. 18. How often is that language spoken Ly the person underlined in each of the situations listed
below? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE. IF YOU DO NOT LIVE WITH THE
— -RELATIVE-INDICATED OR DO NOT SEE THAT PERSON OFTEN PLEASE MARK THE
OVAL UNDER. “Does not apply.”) .
Always or About Doss
almost haif the  Some- . aot
How often do (doe_s): . always  Mostly time  times Never apply
a.. You speak that language _
toyour mother .....:veveeeenn.. C..... O.....! Q...... A ......0..... O.....
b. Your mother speak that ? )
language toyou .......... veees O.....0.....¢ Q...... ..... O..... Q.....
¢. You speak that language ' \
_ toyour father ..... ST & S Q.....! Q.....Q..... O..... O.....
"d. Your father speak.that ) R
language toyou ......l.ceeen... O.....0.....! Q...... C.L.O..... Q.....
e. Your parents speak that - -
‘  language to each other .......... C..... Q... Oinld Q... O..... O.....
f. Other relitives (brothers :
sisters, .grandparents)
speak ‘that language '
Arotind You ceeevvrccvoccnnens N JO @ Onend Q..... O..... Q.....
.. '8 You spesk that language
N " with your best friends .......... Q..... O..... &N o JU O..... Q...
, \\ h. You speak- that language in .
N school with other students ...... [ NN o N < IS < SIS o SN < JUUN
\\\ i. You speak that language in '
Ny the stores you go to most
~ often (i.e., grocery,
‘\\ record store, clothes -
L17:) J.) R s eesceacens Qevees Cevene Lreoeed @ YTPPN Oeeeen @ NN
ﬁ speak that language : o
atwok.................' ....... o T @ N o YOI o PUNII o JOUUIR Oeenie
N 01 02 03 o e o
f \\ NN .
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A-4

Y

Lo s . /
19. - How well do You do the following? (MARK “NE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

Very Preuty Not Very Not at

Weli Wel) Well All
a. Understand spoken English ....Q......... O...... 0 0o Qeerenaned Cheeeen
b. Speak English .....c......... K oo PHOITURIN < JUPPRTIN O.ennn e elQluieens
¢ Read Englisk ...0............. Cieveennans Oevvnnnnen ' T Y
d. WriteEnglish ........c0vv..s.. Cvvvsoanes Chuvennnnns (o NN« YRTON

1 3 3 ¢ -
\\ i N

PR

- EDUCATION IN THE UNTTED 3ITATES

This series of questions concerns subjects you may have Lz’ in scncol.  Please answer only for -
education you have received in the United States. .

20. Did you have the following courses in grades i - 67 {MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE) B
Did you have . .. Ya - Neo ;..“;‘J'L‘{"?s
2. An English course designed: for r o
students from non-English . . -
*spesking backgrounds ........... (@ PUPRPPP e R Chiveenn.

" b. - Reading and writing i. that
language (refer to Q. 1
for “that language™ ............. (@ PR > IO Y < DOTUO

¢. Other subjects, such as math or
science, taught, at least in -
part, in that language ........... Ovvvnnnnn L T e Qhiennnen, \

d. Courses in the history and o
culture ‘of your -ancestors.
country of origin or_their .
life in the United States ...... I <o FYPTURIN e OO an POUOUII .

(=]

Did you have . .. Yes No in grades 7-9

a. An English course designed for

students from non-English

speaking backgrounds ........... > U v RN veereens O.vvens ve
b. Reading and writing in. that '

language (refer to Q. 16

for “that language”) ...... v eeeens Ouvrvnnnnn < R O..... Yes
¢.” Other subjects. such as math or

science. taught. at least in . o

pari, in that language ........... L DY < N, (@ DURUIN
d. Courses in the history and -

culture of your ancestors'

country of origin or their . ‘

life in the United States ......... O.vvvnnnn. o Ovennnnn
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A ‘ A-5 - .
- - 22 ‘Did-you-have the following courses-in grades 10- 12? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

Did you have . . . . Ys  No

a. An English course designed for. ’
o students from non-English

b. Reading and writing in that
language (refer to Q. 16

for “that language™) ................! O...... ...,
- « ¢ Other subjects, such as math or , <
BN science, taught, at least in . e . \
part.mthatlanmagg TSP < R Q...iee ,

d. Courses in the history 'and

: culture of your ‘ancestors’

; . " country of origin or their - ;o '

| - life in the United States ............ O.eeee O .

-

- 23. Thmkiuz abo.t all the courses you had in each of those grades listed below, how much of the
teaching was done ln that language?

A. In grades 1 - 6: (MARK ONE)

All or almost all of the teaching ne
: . was done in that language ..............¢ O -
N _— Most was in that language .............. e
R %bout half was in that language ....... N ey
: . Somewasmthatlanguag'e......:...._. ..... QO o
N None was in that language .............. LSO 08
: Was not inghool inUS.then coovvrnvennnsd O n

- B. In grades 7-% .(MARK ONE)

‘ " All or almoct all of the teaching _ \
_ . was done in that language ........:.....Q0 a
: c L Most was in that language ................. O :
o ——-About half was.in-that-language-:+::::::. O @ ~
. . . ) Some was inthat language ................ 0
/ None was in that language ................ 00 os
’ . - Wasnot in school in U.S. then .............. O .

C. In.grades 10 - 12: (MARK ONE) -
" . All or almost, all of the teaching

was done in that language ............... Oa
Most was in that language ............. 2.0
About half wus in that languige ............ OCun
Some was in that language ................. O w

None wzs in that Ianguage ........cueue.ssd O os




v

91: What is your origin or descent? (If more than one, please mark below the one you consider the
O . “most important part of your background.) (MARK ONE)

HISPANIC OR SPANISH: ~ -
4
Mexican, Mexican-American, CRiCaN0 .....viiiiiiiiiienanitiiiiieiicirorannecesesassscssans o
CUDRN, CUDANO . veenreiirnnrenniareenrreassereesassocsnsccessecsnsasesnsssmessscasssonnns O -
Puerto Rican, Puertorriqueno or Boricua ....ccvvvviverienraiececnonanss Deetenceeransesnens Q
L Other Latin American, Latino, Hispanic, or Spanish descent ......c.ceeereenceereereecsoseces o
N NON-HISPANIC: -* .
African: . : ' . o .
B ¥ ¢ T 1 I S R PP o
-~ West Indian or Carribean ............ e tesecessassecenssetecensersroracosscsnne mecesseres O
’ Alaskan Native ..o.ciiuiiiiiientetioeectonnccesescassascacacsonnssssacsosasosacssannsosans O
' AmericanIndian ....coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieene., Seereesecatesaressasacansannnanons o)
) Asian or Pacific Islander: ‘ ) ) . o
. CRINESE coeiiieiiiiitiiittiiiittiniecttoiioreserstsssasossornsras Neeececeectcsaresenens O
B 3 L1+ T e (@)
Indian, Pakistani or other SOUth ASIRN ...veieeerrreerereneereersnreosscsssonssacessssnens o
Japanese .......cocoeevianenns edeeecssesetancennes $eeeaeeetetenastecttanetaseascesecsanes (@)
KOrean .......cevvevevevenennnenns eeteeeereesaretececesacesananns N eeresecesnnrannnocans @)
VOt MAINICE® . .veiereeererroascccoosssasssssssrosesnsessossssoasesnaasasasssalossoncsones o
Other Pacific ISIANdEr ..ivversrerrersveereeesssesesessanssnnas Mrerreereneonnnnenn, o
Other Asian ............ \ ................................................................ (@)
" European: . - '
“Englishor Welsh ....c.ooiviiiiieaiennsecsenecascccsnnns eeteecseeascetetasnccaeneasanes o
French covevvievieeernencceenenrecccens Meeerreesetatcteseteriantesanasosanncnannnoesnes (@ t
GEITIAN ... uiuiuininrneintensiuseonsnosesssasessssssssssesssonsssnssssssasonsssanasans o c L
GPEEK .eviverierverorosessonassnsescsessssosesesessasansssesssssansnnsonsss pesvesacrnees o
IFiSh oot eeeeieienennenneeennne e teeeeereeserasncareansisensencacnssnsaransnsasnenses o
EALEAN ouenrereinreieeeredeenseraeeaesenesesennersnssesessnceensnsncsensoserenensnrensns o
Polish ....ovvvvenniinitn. D PPN o
POTLUGUESE ..eumeuernenenrurrnruineneuersonersrsrseresesorsesessansessscsssssnsessnses o
M Russian .......... eteenceeceeteenecesaceteaceiiontresetentaacersetasonsetasatontacssanes o
Y SCOLEISH ¢vveverrenraererererencnnencncncncecnansd eeeeertenerenereracaerrenerenenrnsenns O
" Other EUFODEAN .vuvneereererenenreenceeroneecssssnsnsasensnsnncsesnssansnssnsansassones o
Canadian (FreNCh) o .ovueeeereeeereueeeeeeressesecesessssseosseiseecsanscascosassnnsosssnns o
Canadian (OthEr) ..e.vvuveuinirneieininirereereneriereniiieeceeincieecasersensssnssssnes o
United States 0y ...vovueveenierniriarneenenereniionsarssenessersonssesencns ereeaens L0
Other (WRITE IN) : e eeeieen. o
17;
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N e Table B’.i.--?ercent distribution of ;ge.by‘populutlon subgroup for males: Spung, 1980

. ) - At lesst
. Subgroup . . ° Sample | . 13 or . 21 and
) , aire | "younper I 14 15 RUNE SR 18 19 20 | S | 27,
- N ’ - v . . \ S

|- sophomores - - ; S o
T MexicAn-ABMTICHR .e.eeeceseeenceeiess | 899 0.4 0.5 . 387 - &k.9 12.8 1.8 0.6 - .02 15.5 ‘
N CUBAR Cessiessreseneneeneensenserenenens © ° 123 - 2.3 3.5 k.8 12.8 ~ ez - - 15.4
© 07 Puerto Mean feevsreesees o151 - - 2.6 39.4 42.3 1.2 1.5 a- - - 15.7 .
N Othir Latin ABEFLCAD eeserereseerenees 308 1.1 0.5 42,0 46.1° 8.3 1.5 0.5 -- 0.1 10.4
5 ‘Won-HIEpARIC BLAcK eevveseneeforneeses is8 F2- 0. 3.4 43.4 13.8 2.1 0.3 0.2 0.4 16.8
L Mon-HASPABIC WRATE .ueeeneeeeerecenenes %67 —- = aes 4 5.6 0.5- 0.2 -- - 6.3

‘ Seniors - ¥
> Mexican-ABerican .ieciececccesccrcessess 863 - - 0.1 0.6 41.4 47.2 9.2 1.0 0.5 10.7 |
Cuban, .V iereerienereetiinnreeneneeenss 122 - - - 0.3 44,4 44,2 9.0 -— 2.0 11.0
PUSILO RICAN +ivveccrcrrsrccsrscrscenne 115 - < 1.9 2.3 30.1 54.9 7.9 0.4 2.5 10.8 -
: Other Latin American ..cc.iveecescecese ° 285, - - ‘0.7 2.3 41.9 48.3 6.8 0.1 - 6.9 .

7 . Mon-Hispanic black ..cceiecrriiiececnes 376 -— - 0.1 0.4 42.8 47.3 7.8 -2, v 0.4 9.4

co- *_ - Mon-Hispanic Whit® sievsescencrscnsnnss an - - —_ 0.5 ° 45.9 49.9 3.4 0.2 0.2 3.8

< h /, .

o 'm...‘ : : ) \ // s "

2 ©, [Percentagse are weighted. )

iv 1/ Jotal percent of students whose age 17 at least two years ahove thea!odul age for. the grade in the .popuhtlon as a whole (sophomore modal age = 15;

roL saniors = 17). This column is not included in the pcrccnt.dlggﬂbutlon.
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Table B.2.-~Pgrcent diatribution of age by population

subgroup for femalea: Spring 1980

seniors- = 17). . This column 1s not included in the percent distribution.

¢

\

: T Sub ‘ . Sesple | 130 ‘ 21 ana | A lesst
> ubgroup asp or . i [ 2 rs
i N . size younger 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 older dalya;:d L/
‘: % . " - . - . .
\ Sophomores - . . . ’ . . .
. Hexican-Americsn .......eeeeeccveceddlen 1026 0.3 1.1 42.8 45.3- -8.7 1.2 \ 0.2 0.2 0.2 10.5
‘ CUbAD . ..iriitrtcessccsoncsncccccrssess 168 - - 44.9 41.8 13.0 0.2 et - - 13.2
: Puerto RICES .. c.vvcererececnonnnsconns 189 1.2 1.4 46.3 43.4 6.1 1.6 - -- - 1.7
‘Other Latin American .......ceceeeeenn. 342 - 0.4 &4 .4 46.9 7.5 0.8 - - - 8.3
i .Non-Hispenic black .... eesseeescane 487 - 0.4 51.1 38.4 7.7 1.8 0.1 - 0.4 10.0
i . Non-Hispenic white ....ccvvveeeecccces 495 - 0.5 54.2 41.9 3.4 0.0 bt - - 3.4
R . .
Seniora .
Lt Hexican-Americon ....cevvveeireccccccos 940 - - - 1.5 4.2 42.4 7.6 1.0 0.4 9.0
. CuUbBN 4 iieiiiavotirctecnrocasccscnnnene 208 - - - 2.7 52.1 43.0 1.7 0.5 - 2.2
) PUGTEO RICAN +cvvecrorcccccenvcnnncooos 177 - - - 1.5 49.3 35.1 11.7 2,2 0.2 14.4
£ Other £atin American ...iv.eceeeceveenn. 301 - - 0.2 0.2 48.6 39.8 8.2 2.5 0.5 11.2
- Non-llhplnlg.bllck R S T T 528 -- -- 0.7 2.0 51.7 40.4 3.5 1.2 0.6 5.2
4 ‘Non-Hiapenic white eeeresccteccceroane 503 ~ - - 1.3 60.3 37. 1.0 0.3 0.1 l.&
¢ g fctcont.gu are weighted. } -
_ ’ 1/ Total percent of ltud‘enta vhoae age 18 ot least two years above the modal age for the grade in the populetion es s whole (sophomore modsl ege = 15;
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