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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

With the fall of Saigon in April 1975, the Unitecd States embarked on a
program of resettiement of Southeast Asian refugees which is now approaching a
total of three-quarters of a million. Beginning in September 1978, a second
major influx of refugees, including those Vietnamese and Chinese treated in
the press as the "Boat People,'" began arriving in the United States. These
more recent arrivals were moderately different in background characteristics
by comparison with their earlier cohorts. While the earlier arrivals were
largely Vietnamese who were educated, familiar with western culture, and pos-
sessed English language skills, those arriving in the Fall of 1978 and after
were more varied in ethnicity and their skills. In addition to Vietnamese,
this second wave cof refugees included Chinese from Vietnam, Hmong and Mien
from Laos, Khmer, Lao, and others. 0n average they were somewhat Iless edu-
cated and more limited in job skills, education, and English prcficiency.

In order to facilitate the resettlement of refugees, the Refugee Act of
1980 was enacted, establishing a permanent mechanism for the admission of
refugees to the United States and providing for a comprehensive and uniform
program of assistance and services. |n addition, the Act established the O0Of-
fice of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) within HHS to administer the domestic
resettlement program. Under the Refugee Resettiement program, refugees are
eligible to receive cash assistance, medical assistance, and supportive ser-
vices intended to ease their initial adjustment to the United States and to
help them become economically self-sufficient. Included under support ser-
vices are employment services, English language training, job trairiing, orien-
tation and other social services.

Currently, the information available on the economic status of refugees

who have been served under the Refugee Act is limited. The largest such group
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comprises the Southeast Asian refugees arriving since the Fall of 1979, with
their broad variety of cultural and educational background. Furthermore,
little systematic analysis has been conducted on the process of becoming self-
sufficient and the impact of refugee program services on thi- process. Final-
ly, no analytical models have been developed which explain the relationship
between refugee background, need for particular kinds and levels of service,
and the achievement of economic self-sufficiency. The puipose of the research
to be reviewed here was to address these issues.

In late summer, 1982, the Institute for Social Research, University of
Michigan, fielded a survey among Southeast Asian refugees who had arrived in
the United States from October 1978. The primary purpose of this study was to
determine the degree of economic self-sufficiency achieved by these refugees
at the time and the factors associated with it. Three groups of refugees
(vietnamese, Chinese from Vietnam, and lowland Lao) were interviewed in five
sites across the country-

¢ Boston

¢ (hicagc

®Seattle

* Houston

¢ Orange County, California.

The sites were chosen to represent the diversity of refugee communities
and socioeconomic situations existing in the United States. The interviewing
took place in the acepth of the American recession and the economies of all the
sites were suffering to one degree or another.

The survey resulted in 1384 household interviews conducted in the

respondents' native lunguages which yield data on 4160 adults (aged 16 and




over) and 2615 children. The adult population tended to be male {51 percent)

and young, with an average age among adults of 3I.

The household (that is, all the individuals living thereir) was 1ocused
upon as the unit of analysis. Our definition of economic self-sufficiency
looked at two different aspects: whether the household had anyone within it
receiving public cash assistance, and how the total income of the household
(including both assistance and earned) compared to the official poverty level
(ca. $800 per month for a family of four). As it turned out, these aspects
tended to be interrelated in regard to the economic self-sufficiency of the

refugee household unit. The sampling was drawn from a combination of ad-

ministrative lists and area probability sampling procedures.




{. Labor Force Participation

At the time of the survey, Lk percent (1,823) of the total adult pofpula-
tion were in the job market. The unemployment rate among these was L2 percent
(773) and 58 percent (1,050) had found jobs. This figure does not include the
56 percent (2337) of the total adult pepulation not participating in the }labor
force: those simply not looking for work (12 percent), students (2L percent),
housewives, the disabled, and the retired (20 percent).

While tne unemployment rate is high, it must be recognized that it is an
aggregate figure which includes ail refugees seeking work from the moment they
enter the United States. In order to gain a better understanding of the high
unemployment rate, it is necessary to look at both time in the United States
and site as variables affecting the rates. Figure 1 shows the sharp drop in
the unemployment rate from the first months of resettlement (almost 90 per-
cent) to over three years in the United States (about a third). Those
refugees who had been in the United States between two and three years had an
unemployment rate®under 40 percent. Among the five sites, two had high
unemployment rates for the refugees (Seattle 57 percent, Chicago 50 percent)
and two had relatively moderate rates (Boston 39 percent, Orange County 36
percent), with only Houston's rate being relatively low (25 percent). Among
the three ethnic groups, the inemployment rates were rather close: Lao 40
percent, Vietnamese 43 percent, and Chinese L5 percent.

Of those who were working, about two-thiras held low status jobs in the
peripheral as opposed to the core sector of the economy. The occupations in
the United States were consistently lower in status than the occupations neld
in Scutheast Asia, and there appears to have been little direct transfer of

the skills employed in Southeast Asia to the jobs obtained in the United

States so far.




The economic future of the refugee households sudrveyed would not appear
to lie in the movement of one individual up the ladder of success. In the
short time that tne refugees had been in the United States, the few refugees
who have moved from one job to another had not advanced their economic posi-
tion significantly, gaining on the average only a few cents an hour more: they
move laterally, rom one-entry-level job to another.

The mannsr by which refuger households get ahcad in the United States s
by increasing the number of its occupants who are working and bringing in
earnad income --that is, by a multiple-job strategy. When seen from the
standpoint of the household rather than the individual, 3 very diffarent ard
far more encouraging picture emerges. Figure 2 shows changes in the per-
centage of the household sample with no job, one job, or two or more jobs over
four month intervals. The steady, almost monotonic increase in the percent of
households with two or more jobs is a most significant feature. It is the
number of jobs per household rather than the character of tha individual jobs
themselves which makes the major difference in understianding the degree ¢
economic self-sufficiency gained by the refugees, that is, the support will-
ingness, cooperation, and diligence of a variety of household members to seek

out and hold any kind of jobs, in order to achieve economic independence and

to improve the economic standing of the household.
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Il Income Source

Virtually all Southeast Asian refugees begin their American lives on wei-
fare. For most, ge:ting off public assistance is a slow and gradual process,
one made more difficult by the relatively poor economy into which mary of
those surveyed were originally thrust. A majority of the householde in our
sample (65 percent) received some kind of cash assistance at the time or the
interview; L5 percent in this country over three vears stili got some cash as-
sistance.

Yet what is important here is not the mere fact of one household getiing
cash assistance or not. Rather, it is more important whether such assistance
is the only income received by the household. Our discussion will focus on
three patterns of household inzome, according to the scurce of that income.
The first pattern is transfer income --public assistance pure and simple; the
second is a comLination of public assistance (in whatever form) with earned
income; and the third is earned income alone. A combined income for a
household generally means that at least one individual is bringing earnings
into the househoid at the same time that at least one other individual s
bringing cash assistance into the same household. Occasional:y, though rare-
ly, the two cases might be the same person.

We should note at this point that the public assistance received by both
the transfer and combined income groups involves a8 number of different forms.
As noted above, 65 percent of the refugee households surveyed were getting
cash assistance at the time of the interview. This cash assistance was mainly
in the form of Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA) or Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC). Some also received General Assistance or SSi. RAlmost al. of
these households also received food stamps. In addition, another 10 percent

of the households received food stamps alone, and thus three quarters of the
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refugee population were receiving, at least in part, some form of public as-
sistance. Most of these households tended to receive more than one kind of
assistance simultaneously. Besides the 10 percent of the households receiving
food stamps alone. only 7 percent received one kind of assistance (RCA, AfDC,
or SSi), leaving 58 percent who receivz more than one type of public assist-
ance.

Of the 1384 houLseholds surveyed, 43 percent subs.sted solely on public
assistance (whether cash or food stamps), aimost a third (32 percent) combined
earnings and some form of public assistance, and a quarter (25 percent)
depended upon earrings alone. The importance of food stamps is illustrated by
the fact that 94 percent of the households on transfer income alone got them,
as did 79 percent of the households with combined income sources.

Not wuraxpectedly, the refugee households with earned income alone were
the ezrliest arrivals, having been in the United States an average of 32
months. They were also the highest in arrival English proficiency and in
education in Southeast Asia. The households with combined income¢ had been in
the United States an average of 26 months, had 2 higher percent of unrelated
singles living with them, and their composition was generally larger and more
complex. The households totally on public assistance had been in the United
States, on the average, only 20 months, were Jlowes* in arrival English
proficiency and in Southeast Asian education, and were more likely to have
come fiom rural areas in their homelands.

As the household members move from no jobs to one job and more enter into
the labor force, there is a greater and greater chance for self-sufficiency.
At the same time, there is an equally steady move from transfer to earned in-
come, with ¢r without 2 combined phase in between. Figure 3 shows the s:2ady

change, particularly in the first two years, for all three income groups.
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Households tatally on transfer income dropped from almost 80 percent in the
first four months to arour+t 30 percent after three years. Those on earned in-
come alone rose fairly steadily from 3 percent in the first four months to
about 50 percent after three years. The percentage of households with com-
bined income rose frcm almost 20 percent in the first four months to double

that from 16 to 32 months, before falling .ff to about 30 percert thereafter.
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111, Economic status

Fifty percent of the households sampled fell below the Federal poverty
level (about $800 per month for a family of four), and 8 percent had incomes
at 50 percent or less of the poverty level. On the other hand, 20 percent had
incomes which were at least twice the poverty level. Figures 4, 5, 6, and 7
show the number of households above and below the poverty line according to
income source. Clearly, the majority of households on transfer income were
below the poverty line (Figure 5), while those with combined income tended to
be just above the poverty line (Figure 6), and those with earned income alone
were spread out well beyoni the poverty line (Figure 7). Sixty-four percent

of tne transfer group, 28 percent of the combined group, and 12 percent of the

earned group were under the line.
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Once again, if we move from the aggregate data to a time line, we see a

steady growth in the ability of the households tc meet the minimum poverty

level and to go beyond it. As we might expect from Figure 3 above, the rise

of households with earned income is matched by the rise in the percent of the

poverty level met by the household income. Figure 8 shows that where

households in the United States only four months or less met 45 percent of the

poverty level requirement and those here four to eight months met 95 percent,

households here three years were close to 150 percent and those here four

years were almost at 200 percent. This change ties in with Figure 3 in
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poverty-level standing as well as with the number of jobs per household over
time (Figure 2). Thus, dramatic changes in economic status occur when ad-
diuv. . people take jobs rather than from changes in wages through the job
advancement of a single incividual in the househcld. Seventeen percent of the
households with no jobs were above the poverty level; 68 percent with one job
and 93 percent with at least two jobs were above the poverty line. The steep
rises in households witlr two or more jobs and the sharp advance in the percent
of poverty level met tog:ther mean that more people working per household im-
proves the standard of living.

Household comoosition is strongly associated with the potential to im-
provement n economic position. Table | shows that the nuclear family, the
household group which constitutes the largest proportion of the total sample
(about haif, in fact), has also had the highest percentage of those below the
poverty line. Sixty-one percent of these households did not obtain enough in-
come to meet this level. The second largest segment of the sample, households
made up of extended families, was somewnat better, 43 percent being below t*the
poverty level. The main element reflected in Table | is the number of employ-
able adults available in each type of household. Thus, those households with
unrelated singles living in them did significantly better than the same type
of household without such attached singles, 25 percent being below the poverty
lipe,

O0f wutmost importance to getting ahead economically is the mul tiple-wage
earner strategy illustrated earlier in Figure 2. When one person gets a job
the the household's ability to meet basic needs over the poverty-level stand-
ard is improved. But the big change in living standard occurs when a second
persch from the household finds gainful employsent. This is particularly im-
portant for the single nuclear tamily and demonstrating the importance of the

13
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multiple-wage earner strategies in the rapid adaptation to the work force and
in the achievement of early economic independence; it also demonstrates the
willingness of both spouses to participate in the workforce; and it carries

with it a policy implication -- namely, the possible importance of day-care.

TABLE 1

Tota! Mousehoid Compositizn by Povarty Level

Mousehold Composition
Percent Living Below
Sarple & Poverty Needs Standerd
Unrelated Singie{s) (5.3) 9t
Extenced Family and Single(s) (3.9) 203
Auitiple Family and Single(s) (3.9) 2%
Nuclear Family and Singie(s) (h.4) 29%
Single, 1iving Alone (5.3) 29%
Auitipie Family {2.2) (Yo}
Extencdec Family (26.4) L33
Nuc'ear Family (52.3) 612
Tota! Sample 1008

English pr.ficiency upon arrival in the U.S. i= second only to housenold
composition as a predictor to later self-sufficiency. For nuclear family
households, it is the best predictor. Even minimal English proficiency beyond
"none'' greatly enhances the likelihood of achieving self-suffiziency. Yet,
over half those sampled had no English proficiency upon arrival. Arrival
Englist, was a far better predictor than prior education, prior occupation, or
current English. Thus, it did not matter how a person acquired English
proficiency before arrival (i.e., educational or occupation.l background) nor

how much or by what means proficiency was improved by post-arrival experience.

1y BEST COPY AVAILRBLE



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

16

The important predictor of economic self-sufficiency, at least during this
early stage of resettlement, was proficiency upon arrival.

Other factors that did not play significant roles in determining economic
status were urban or rural background, ethnicity and sex, health, and second-
ary migration.

The research findings raise two issues concerning the effectiveness of
refugee service programs. First those who manage to avail themselves of such
services and programs are those who are already advantaged i.e. the better
educated and those free of immediate family responsibilities; conversely,
those who are unable to enter them are the persons who would benefit most if
rapid economic adaptation is the main goal of such programs.

The refugees who are in programs report that they value them and they
rank employment and language programs very high when asked what they see as
necessary to getting ahead in life. On the other hand, it is difficult to
point to specific outcomes which would attest to the value of these programs
to the attainment of economic self-sufficiency. We can say that vocational
training (the most/person-intensive) does result in some benefits. But we
would hesitate to say how much difference it makes and what its potential
would be if such programs were available to other than the more select segment
of the refugee population.

Possibly it is the resourcefulness of the refugees who do not have access
to service proyrams that makes program effects appear so weak. That is, their
ability to husband their own resources, mutual interdependence, etc. have
resulted in them being able to cope far more successfully with the adverse
economic conditions and the other problems associated with resettlement than

would have been erpected possible when left to their own devices, at least




17

with respect to the attainment of economic self-sufficiency during the eariy

phase of resettlement.
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NOTES TO RESEARCHERS

Iisted below are several methodological documents and other materials
relating to this study which are not included with this report but which
are available to researchers who might want to refer to them. All 9
items are available at the Institute for Social Research, The University
of Michigan, P.0. Box 1248, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106. Items 1-8 are
also available at the Office of Refugee Resettlement, 330 C Street, SW,
Switzer Bldg., Room 1229, Washington, D.C. 20201. These items may be
used at these locations. Items 1-~7 are also available at the Resource
Center of the Refugee Policy Group, 1424 16th Street, NW, Suite 401,
Washington, D.C. 20036. The Resource Center will make available copies
of any of the 7 items located tiiere. The number of pages of each item
are given to indicate a probable cost. Current (February 15°5) cost is
approximately $.20 per page and is subject to change.

1. Survey instruments

There are tw. Hasic instruments, a "Questionnaire for Respondent”
administered to the main respondent (133 pages) and a "Household
Member Supplement” questionnaire administered to the main respondent
but requesting a set of information about each of the other adults in
the household. (63 pages). The questionnaires are in English, Lao,
Vietnamese and Chinese.

2. Community Profiles (99 pages)

The Community Profiles are a brief description of each of the sites
(Seattle, Boston, Houston, Chicago, and Orange County) where the
interviewing took place. The Profiles include such information as
population characteristics, general features of the local economy,
social features -~ e.g. crime, available services, education and
health resources -—- and features of refugee resettlement -~ e.g.,
public and private resettlement programs, extent and types of
coordination among resettlement service providers, etc.




3.

4,

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Site Selection Criteria/Process. (25 pages)
Discussion of site selection criteria and process

Weighted and Unweighted Sampling Frames by Sites and Source, Plus
Sampling Source Codes by Site (15 pages)

Univariates: Codes, Frequency Distribution, and Percentages for All
Variables (479 pages)

Code Book (173 pages)
Lists all variables analyzed

Correlation Matrices (9 pages)

Includes list of variables with means and standard deviations
and two correlation matrix tables, 1 with two dependent
variables (percent of poverty needs standard earned aad
household receipt or non-receipt of cash assistance) and 1 with
the dependent variable r¥ English improvement.

Data Tape, Dictionary, Specifications, and Instructions

Interviewers Training Manual




CHAPTER |

INTRODUCT | ON

With the fall of Saigon in April 1975, the United States embarked on a
program of resettliement of Southeast Asian refugees which is now approaching a
total of three-quarters of a million. Beginning in September 1978, & second
major influx of refugees, including those Vietnamese and Chinese generally
treated in the press as the "Boat People," began arriving in the Uiited
States. These more recent arrivals were significantly different in background
characteristics by comparison with their earlier cohorts. While the earijer
arrivals were largely Vietnamese who were educated, familiar with western cul-
ture, and possessed English language skills, those arriving in the Fall of
1978 and after were more varied in ethnicity and their skills. In addition to
Vietnamese, this second wave of refugees included Chinese from Vietnam, Hmong
and Mien from Laos, Khmer, Lao, and others. On averzge they were somewhat
less educated and more limited in job skills, education, and English
proficiency.

In order to facilitate the resettiement of afugees, the Refugee Act of
1980 was enacted, establishing a permanent mechanism for the admission of
refugees to the United Sta‘es and providing for a comprehensive and uniform
program of assistance and services. In addition, the Act established th: O0f-
fice of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) within HHS to sdminister the domesiic
resettiement program. Under the Refugee Resettlement program, refugees are

eligible to receive cash assistance, medical assistance, and supportive ser-

vices intended to ease their initial adjustment to the United States and to




help them become economically self-sufficient. Included under support ser-
vices are employment services, English language training, job training, orien-
tation and other social services.

Currently, information available on the economic status of refugees who
have been served under the Refugee Act is limited. The largest such group
comprises the Southeast Asian refugees arriving since the Fall of 1979, with
their broader variety of cultural and educational background. Furthermore,
little systematic analysis has been conducted on the process of becoming self-
sufficient and the impact of refugee program services on this process. Final~-
ly, no analytical models have been developed which explain the relationship
between refugee background, need for particular kinds and levels of service,
and the achieveme of economic self-sufficiency.

A. RELATED STUDIES

Several surveys of Southeast Asian refugees have been conducted in the
past five years. These include: (Aames et al., 1977; Meredith et al., 1981;

Whitmore et al., unpublished; Kim and Nicassio, 1980; 0SI, 1981; BSSR 1982,

and Jones, 1982. ((Data are only partially available from Whitmore et al. and
Jones.) Table i.1 (pages L-5) gives the design parameters and major findings
of each study, especially with regard to indices and predictors of economic
self-sufficiency.

Comparisons are difficult because studies of refugee resettiement in he
U.S. tend to use different kinds of data as indicators of employment, inc me

and assistance.! Together, however, the various studies suggest that roughly

LO percent of Southeast Asian refugee household heads are employed, most at

'for example, although the 0S| study gives estimates of the proportion
of income attributable to both assistance and employed income, it is not clear
in their data that all income sources have been included. Kim et al. reports
low response rates on items dealing with dollar amounts of public assistance.

L
\




near minimum-wage level, and that approximately two-thirds of refugee
households receive some form of cash assistance, foodstamps, or both. This
does not mean, howevear that 60 percent are "dependent'' and 40 percert gelf-
sufficient.” Many of those totally dependent on support are the most recent
arrivals, and many of those totally self-sufficient came here in 1975. It ap-

pears that the "typical" refugee household combines both earned and transfer

incomes.
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N (Households)

N (Total persons)
Sample Source
Date

Location

Method

Waves

Nationatlity

Economic Status
Measures

Major Predictors of
Self-Sufficiency

Table 1.1

PARAMETERS AND MAJOR FINDINGS FROM OTHER STUDIES*

Aames et al. (1977)

829

4,188

N/A

1977
Callifornia

Personal interviews

Al

Vietnamese
Lao
Cambodian

Dichotomous:

receipt of government
transfer paymants,
excepting Food Stamps,
qualifies household as
non-sel f-sufficient

English fluency,
car ownershlp,
family size

*Complete cltations of these works are

listed in the Reference section, p. 246 below.

Kim et al (1980) 0s1 {1981)
1,627 1,032
d.k. 4,586

INS/Agencies/MAA

1979
iliinois

Mail Questionnaire &
Personal interviews

All

Vietnamese
Lao
Cambod ian

index of ''socio-
economlc adjustment'
composed of employ-
ment, income level,
transfer payments,
housiing, appliance
ownership, etc.

English fluency,
motive to accultu-
rate, no immediate
family left behind
~-family size not
important; this
index correlated
with indexes of
“psychological’
and '"‘cultural"
adjustment

INS Records
1980
National

Phone interviews

Al

Vietnamese
Lao
Cambodian

Sepa-ate variables:
labor force partici-
pation, employment <of
those "in labor force")
transfer payments,
income

English fluency,
education level,

(for males), occupation
in Vietnam not
significant

Meredith et al. (1981)

115

586

N/A

1981
Nebraska

Personal interviews

Al

Vietnamese
Lao
Cambodian

N/A - was ''needs
assessment’ asked
opinions of Income
adequacy

N/A, but English fluency
and transportation rated
as ''problems'’ by refugees

du




N (Mouscholds)
N (Total Persons)

Ssmple Source

Date
Locatlion

Method
Waves

National ity

Economic Status
Measures

Major Predlictors of
Self-Sufficliency

BSSR (1982
N/A

£0v

INS Reccrds

IJtJ
Seversal Sltes

Personal interviews

1975-1979
Vietnamese
Lav
Cambodlan

N/A

N/A

TABLE 1.1
(cont inued)

Jones (1982)

1,530
6,592

Joint Commlttee for

Vietnamese Refugee Lists

1982
Unlted Kingdom

Mcil Questionnaic
Personal Into-view

Atl

Vietnamese

See pag? 8 below

See page 8 below

4

Whitmore et ai. (Unpubl ished)
421

1920

%/A

1980
Michigan

Personal Interviews

Al

Vietnamese
Lao

Dichotomous.

recelpt of gove 1. .nt
transfer payments
qualified as nor se’f-
efficlent

Data not yet avaiiable




Statistically, the most powerful predictor of economic performance has
been ‘'date of arr‘val." But, the earlier refugee arrivals appear to differ
substantially from more recent refugees on what might be termed 'preparedness"
factors -- such as English proficiency, educational level, job experience,
familiarity with Western culture, etc. at the time of their arrival -~ and no
study has estimated the relative contribution of these factors compared to ac-
culturation processes that occur in this country "naturally" with the passage
of time. We do not know whether the critical skills are those "naturally” ac-
quired in time (Englishk preficiency, knowledge of American culture, etc.), or
those which are not likely to show dramatic short-term improvement (general
educaticnal level, compiex job skills or experience, etc.). At this point, we
simply know that those who arrive with greater skills are currently faring
better, as are thcse who arrived earlier. The studies also suggest that al-
though  there are important differences among ethnic groups, the extent to
which these differences may be attributed to different arrival dates, dif-
ferences in relatively ameliorable skills and knowledge levels, or relat’vely
immutable factors is uncertain. Aames et al. did not include ethnicity in
their multivariate analysis, but they did find sizable differences in the
regression coefficients of their self-sufficiency model for each nationality
group.

The findings of these studies point toward several central predictors of
self-sufficiency. The Aames et al. and Kim and Nicassio studies provided the
best data available to date. First, these studies consistently point to the
overriding importance of English language proficiency. The cuirent study went
beyord such findings, examining both how much difference English proficiency

makes and how refugees become proficient in English -- e.g. through sponsors,

¢




[SL classes, instruction from an MAA, on the job, or through informal accul-
turation and socialization processes.

The earlier studies also found education to be an important predictor of
self-sufficiency. The current study examined this variable with some
specificity. In particular, we need to investigate to what extent education
differences are correlated with factors such as English competence and Jjob-
related skills. A crucial variable that we could not measure was the extent
to which the wide variety of educational opportunities in this country were
available to refugees, and the impact of such programs and institutions on
refugees' strategies for attaining self-sufficiency.

Finally, none of the earlier studies appears to have examined the pos-
sible impact of the refugee experience itself (its ease or difficulty, dura-
tion, etc.), but at least one (Kim and Nicassio) found that refugees who have
close family members still residing in Vietnam, and those who held out hope
that their immigration would be temporary, tended to fare less well on indices
of emotional, cultural and economic "adjustment'" in this country.

It is useful to compare these studies with a recent study of Vietnamese
and ethnic Chinese refugees in Great Britain conducted by Peter R. Jones for
the Home Office of the United Kingdom. The study had two major areas of in-
quiry: the effectiveness of the refugee programs <. resettlement status. The
study is based on the mail questionnaires and personal interviews.

The major findings of that study follow.

1) The lengths of time in the reception stage is negatively correlated

with the refugee's becoming more self-sufficient.

2) The majority of the efugees tend to settle in the urban regions, par-

ticularly where refuge= concentrations already exist.

44




3) A small proportion (5 percent) of the refugees interviewed possess a
high level of English proficiency, the major predictor of self-
sufficiency. Women, particularly women with families, are the least
proficient in English.

k) The unemployment rate is high for the refugees: Only 16 percent of
those who were employable were employed when interviewed.

In general, these studies imply that the focus on economic performance
requires greater precision in the study of economic self-sufficiency and the
determinants of the fac.ors related to it. Only in this manner can the ef-
fects of programs be distinguished from those of “natural" processes. Even
the best studies were designed to produce a dichotomous self-sufficiency/
dependency measure, rathar than a more fine-grained index of economic perform-
ance. The studies with data available (Rames et al., Litwin and Gim, and Kim
and Nicassio) investigate progra~ involvement only by asking refugees if they
have had contact with programs and for their opinions of the services they
received. There 2ppear to be no adequate measures of program involvement, and
these remain t- he developed. There are, by contrast, several good series of
items concerning pre-immigration status and pre/post-discrepancy. Finally,
while all these studies use the household as the economi¢ unit, they consider
the foca: respondent as the bearer of its resources. In other words, while
they include income earned by and transferred to other family members, they do
not includ~ the English competence, job skills, program involvement or educa-
tion level of other family or household members in the predictor variables.

B. THE CUKRENT STUDY

The data reported here are derived from a survey of 1384 households of
Vietnamese, Sino-Vietnamese and Lao refugees who arrived in the United States

after October 1978. The interviews were conducted during the late summer and
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fall of 1982 in five sites: Boston, Chicago, Houston, Seattle, and Orange
County.

In each household one person was identified to be interviewed on the
basis of sampling procedures. That person was also asked to provide informa-
tion on all othe: members of the household. In all, we have data on 6,775
individuals in 1,384 households. The data on the person interviewed (i.e.,
"respondent") is, of course, more extensive than that for other household mem-
bers. We have used households, and when appropriate, individuals as the unit
of analysis. In some instances we have data only on the main respondent and
in those cases the 1,384 main respondents constitute the unit of analysis.

The main differences between the respondents and other adults in the
households (N=2,776) is that the main respondents are slightly older (34.5
years of age versus 28.9 F=103.7, p<.01). The other adults do not differ from
the main respondent on date of arrival and are very likely members of their
extended family. Although this difference in age is a statistically reliable
difference, it is not of practical significance and therefore generalizations
made to all adults (1,384 + 2,776 = 4L,160) should hold for main respondents
and other household adults alike. Bivariate and multivariate analyses both
show age is not a key variable in economic achievement except at the extremes,
i.e. the very young and the very old.

Site-specific effects can Le identified and are discussed as such where
relevant. In some instances, however, we have combined the data across sites
even when not using multivariate procedures. We have done this because: (1)
The analyses indic te greater similarity among refugees and their resettlement
experience than initizily expected; (2) factors specific to the sites are of-

ten so powerful that they can be easily isoiated by applying deductive logic

to simple bi-variate analyses using the combined data; and (3) the combined
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data set allows for the detsction of weak effects (including site) and more
precise description of sample characteristics than would be possible using a
site-by-site approach to the analysis.

The data are presented unweighted. We have run many analyses wusing
weighted data (weighted by probability of selection by sampling frame for each
respendent) and, with only minor exceptions, the weighted and unweighted
analyses show the same pattern and magnitude of relationships. Not only s
this important because unweighted data are far easier to present and under-
stand than weighted data, but it means that the combination of area
probability and other sampling procedures have resulted in a data set rela-
tively free of sampling bias.

One additiona! ccmment on the relative importance of site characteris-
tics. The site that is most distinct from the others on important variables
such as employment and cash assistance is Houston. It is also the site where
we had the greatest difficulty locating respondents. This sometimes makes it
difficult to distinguish differences in policy (e.g., cash assistance) at the
site level from irdividual differences among refugees. Compared to refugees
in other sites, those in Houston whom we interviewed have fared well. But we
caution against rushing to conclusions regarding Houston since we know too
little about those refugees who either left the site or, for whatever reasons,
could not be traced by our interviewers.

The data reported hers have approximately 7 percent missing data cases on
some of the dependent variables. This falls within tolerable limits, but s
still less than ideal. Most of the missing data have resulted from the
process of aggregation, in which information on all household members is com-
bined into a household-level variable. For the present, we have defined a

household as missiry data if we lack information on any of its members. Typi-
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cally, this occurred when respondents failed or refused to report on other
members of their households. Values have been implied to those individuals
(following procedures which preserve means and variances), so that household
values could be computed and the information we have on other household mem-
bers preserved.

The focus of the survey is on the economic self-sufficiency of the
Southeast Asian refugee housshold. Our definition of this dependent variable
includes whether the household received any cash assistance, whether the
household received any earned i.come, and whether the total income of the
household was above or below the federal poverty level. This is discussed in
more detail in Section [V.A below.

1. SITE SELECTION

The procedure fcr seiecting the five sites of the survey (see Appendix
I11) was meant to achieve a variability in a number of primary and secondary
criteria. We wanted sites which were major resettlement areas for Southeast
Asian refugees who had arrived in the U.S. after September 1978 and which had
significant communities of at least two of the three refugee groups being
studied: Vietnamese, Lao, and Chinese from Vietnam. We recognized that only
five sites would not provide an area probability sample for the entire
country, representative of ethnic Vietnamese, Chinese, and Lao refugees who
were recently resettled in the U.S. Yet we thought it possible to make a
selection of sites which would maximize tte opportunity for findings with a
meaning broader tnan just the five sites themselves even though the validity
of each generalization would be difficult to assess by analyzing the strict
rules of sampling statistics alone.

The wvariables we 1iooked at in selecting the sites included the charac-

teristics of (1) the refugee population at the site, 2) the site as a whole,
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and 3) the site's refugee service programs. Thus, we first examined the eth-
nic component of each refugt: community and the ratio of recent arrivals to
earlier arrivals (pre-October 1978). We then took into consideration the
demographic, economic, and public assistance situation of the site as a whole,
and finally we looked at the types of vocational programs designed specifical-
ly for the refugee population at the site.

By gaining as much variation as possible in these site rharacteristics,
we hoped to broaden as best we coula the coverage of experiences undergone by
the Southeast Asian refugees in this country.

We began by selecting 32 counties across the country which had major set-—
tlements of recent Southeast Asian refugees.? We then reduced the number of
counties to 14 by looking more closely at the numbers of recent refugees and
more specifically at ethnic Vietnamese, Chinese, and Lao at the sites, as well
as the npature of the site population and its location in the country. For
these 14 sites, we looked at their economic and assistance characteristics
(unemployment rate, AFDC and Refugee Cash Assistance eligibility and benefits,
and refugee vocational services). We also examined (1) the nature of the lo-
cal Southeast Asian refugee population (Did the population consist more of
earlier nr later arrivais? Had many moved into or out of the site to or from
elsewhere in the U.5.?); (2) the existence of other minority groups at the
site and the site's general population and employment growth or decline; and
(3) whether job devr lopment programs existed for the refugee community.

The final five sites were then chosen in the effort to gain variation in
a'l the criteria, primary and secondary. One each of the five sites had to be

in California and Texas, since half of the 14 sites were in these two states.

*Drawn from NACR, iInc., "Summary of Data on Counties Most Heavily Im-
pacted by Southeast Asian Refugees and Cubar/Haitian Entrants', October 1981.
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The five sites chosen represent, we believe, a good balance of the criteria by
which we nariowed the field from 32 to 14, a good variation of the primary
criteria, and a good range of the secondary criteria.
The final choices were:

Boston, Massachusetts (Suffolk County)

Chicago, I1linois (Cook County)

Houston, Texas (Harris County)

Seattle, Washington (King County)

Orange County, California

2. FIELDING THE SURVEY

a. Survey Instrument. The questionnaire designed for the study is both

descriptive and inferentia!. The descriptive goals of the research are to

learn bas:c facts about those refugees who arrived in the U.S. after | October
1978, and their adaptation to life in this country, particularly with respect
to economi¢ status and the achievement of self-sufficiency. We sought infor-
mation on educational and occupational backgrounds, household composition,
family size, secondary migration, English proficiency, health problems,
employment status, and the use of various forms of income and program assist-
ance services. The inferential goals are to learn why some refugees do well
and others do less well or not well at all. Therefore, one purpose of the
intervi.~ was to gather information which would allow us to identify factors
which promote or hinder refugees in the quest for economic self-sufficiency
~-- for example: how dc¢ factors such as education, family size, health,
English proficiency, etc., affect unemployment and economi¢ status? In addi-
tion to the interview used for the main respondent, a supplement, or shortened
version was used to gather data on other househoid members (see Appendix I)

voth versions are organized as follows:
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Section A - Household Information: This section contains questions

about background information on each household member and on the
householc in general. Pp. 1-8.

Section B - Empioyment: This section focuses on jobs and employment

characteristics for those refugees who are currently in the labor
force. Questions about income earned through employment are also
contained in this section. Pp. 9-17.

Sections (C,D,E,F, - Unemplovment: These sections contain work-

related questions for those who are currently (a) unemployed but
looking for work, (b) unemployea and not looking for work, (c) stu-
dents, and (d) not working because they are retired, disabled, or
housewives. Pp 18-2B.

Section G - Employment History: This section ccntains questions

about previous jobs the main respondent may have held. These ques-
tions are not asked of other household members. Pp. 29-322.

Section H - 1Income: The gquestions in this section are desigrad to

help us estimate the household's income from all sources other than
employment such as assistance from voluntary agencies or individuals
and government support programs. Pp. 33-41.

Section J - Expenses: This section contains questions about the =s-

timated househcld income, the pattern of expenses, aid household

strategies to become self-sufficient. Pp. L2-bi.

Section K - English Ability: The questions in this section concern

level of English proficiency and environmental factors which promote
or hinder that proficiency level (e.g., ESL classes vs. work vs.

speaking English at home, etc.). Pp. 45-53.
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B. Section L - Employment Serv'ces: This section contains gquestions

designed to determine what kind of assistance refugees have received
in learning about jobs, evaluating job skills, finding work, etc.
Pp. 54-57.

9. Section M - Vocational Training: The questions in this section con-

cern the amount and the types of vocational and on-the-job training
received. Pp. 58-65.

10. Section N - Health: The questions in this section are about health

problems, health care and insurance coverage. Pp. 66-68.

11. Section R - Attitude and Social Behavior: This section contains

questions on the process of resettlement, and refugees' perceptions
of their status, the problems faced, and their progress in resettle-

ment. Pp. 69-7k.

b. Site Coordinators. We began the data gathering procedures with the

search for a competent study coordinator in each site who would be familiar
with social science research and would possess a good knowledge of the culture
of the three ethnic groups and the community in which they live, The selec-
tion of five coordinators was followed by a one-week, twelve-hour per day
workshop held at the Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan.
The workshop's program focused mainly on interviewing techniques and was con-
ducted by the staff of the Institute's Survey Research Center. The coor-
dinators were also introduced to the study: its methodology, objectives, and
importance. |In addition, all five coordinators participated in a discussion
of cultural considerations in doing survey research on the Southeast Asian
refugees, and various types of government assistance programs available to the

post-October 1978 refugees.
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¢. Interviewers and Training. A program to hire about 15 bilingual

interviewers at each site was immediately instituted following the workshop.
First, formal letters were sent to various local agencies such as community
colleges, voluntary agencies (VOLAGs), and Mutual Assistance Associations
(MAAs) to publicize the study in the community and to invite those interested
in participating as interviewers to attend meetings about the study and to ap-
ply. The ISR staff and the local coordinators worked to discuss the study
with community leaders and to secure their cooperation, both to find quality
interviewers and to gain as broad an acceptance ac possible within the com-
munity.

Interviewers were selected accerding to the following criteria:

1) literacy and proficiency in native language;

2) literacy and proficiency in English;

3) general education level (some college and familiarity with social

science concepts ard research);

L) gooed standing in the community;

5) ability to work without supervision;

6) Concern for detail and accuracy;

7) availability for full-time employment;

8) access to car or other transportation;

9) past experience in related work;

10) willingness to interview in all a eas of the refugee communicy

11) appreciation of the study's ¢oals;

In the final selection, the study coordinator in each site selected 15

interviewers (Lao, Vietnamese and Chinese-Vietnamese). These interviewers

would also assist in sampling.
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.

The study coordinator in each site also conducted a six-day training
pProgram for the new interviewers. The format of the training was similar to
the Coordinator's training held earlier at the Institute for Social Research.
't included (1) a further explication of the study anc the survey research
methodology by members of the Ann Arbor-based project staff; (2) presentations
on the local assistance programs avaijlable to the refugees at each site by lo-
cal and state welfare department staff; and (3) training in interviewing tech-
niques and practice interviews with the actual questionnaire. In the train-
ing, the manual followed was prepared by the Survey Research Center's staff:

Genera) Interviewing Technique (Survey Research Center, The University of

Michigan - July 1982).

d. JTranslations. Next, the citerviewer training sessions were also used
to test and to improve the quality of the three questionnaires: (1) inter-
Viewers conducted practice interviews in their native languages using the
translated versions; (2) interviewers commented on the translations and of-
fered suggestions for improvement, and (3) study coordinators collected these
suggestions and sent them to the Institute for final changes. The English
version of the questionnai ‘e was translated into the three languages -- viet-
namese, C(hinese, and Lao -- by native speakers of each language. Second, the
Vietnamese, Chinese and Lao version were backtranslated into English by other
translators and compared. Finally, several rounds of translation refjnements
were nade by native speake”s in Ann Arbor immediately before the survey began.

During the six-day training, a considerable amount of attention was
placed on the importance of developing ¢ood rapport between interviewers and
respondents to minimize potential age and class differences. Furthermore,
since speculated the purpose and concept of social-scientific survey research

on a large scale might be unfamilijar to most of our respondents, and this lack
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of understanding might lead them to refuse to cooperate, study coordinators
had interviewers conduct practice interviews in the refugee community. Spe-
cial sessions were organized in which the study coordinator, Michigan-based
research staff, and interviewers participated in discussions to develop
strategies to deal with .pecial "cultural” problems and difficulties that be-
came apparent during these practice interviews. Thus, interviewers were
trained not only in basic interviewing techniques but also in strategiec for
dealing with special problems.

Actual interviewing began in early July, 1982, and lasted until October
1982. A1l interviews were conducted in the respondents' homes. Coordinators
closely supervised the work of the interviewers. They gave the interviewers a
package of materials for each household that included questionnaire supple-
ments for the other adult household members. 9n completing each of their as-
signments, interviewers edited the completed questionnaires and translated the
responses into English. Completed interviews were then turned over to the
study coordinators.

when interviewers encountered a respondent who refused to participate or
cooperate in the interview, the study coordinators generally sent out a second
interviewer, and finally, a third attempt was made. After three attempts, if
cooperation was still not forthcoming, the respondent was declared as a non-
response case.

e. Verification and Quality Control. After the interview was completed,

another interviewer verified it to determine the following: (1) whether the
interview had actually taken place, (2) whether all appropriate questions had
been filled out, and (3) whether the interviewer had completed all the neces-

sary editing and translating tasks for the respondents' responses.
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1ne first three in erviews of every interviewzr were verified and ex-

amined for quality. After that, the verification procedure wvent as follows:

1. Every fifth respondent was selected for verification.

2. The selscied respondent's name was assigned to another interviewei of
the same ethnicity.

3. The verifiration interviewer phoned the responde (or nade a per-
sonal visit, if. R had no phone) and asked the questions on thz
verification form.

L. The verification form .:llected information on household members;
this information ~as used to check if the proper number of household
member supplements were completed and contained accurate information.
Al1] intervicws wer: reviewed for quality control by the site super-
visors. The data gathering srocedure” were finalized when study
coordinators logged completed interviews and sent them back to the
Institute for analysis.

Experienced coders at the Codi..g Section at the Institute for Social

Research coded the interview responses into numerical measures for later
statisti-al analysis. Profest:onal members cf the research staff and trans-

lator; for the three languages worked with code;s during the entire coding

operation.
3. SAMPLING
Tv.> types of sampling frames are used for this study: 1) iists com-

prised of data from government agencies, Volags. hAA organicat ", ana sup-
port service organizations; and (2) area probability frames.
a. List rcames. Lists of refugees maintained for administrative purposes

offercd certain advantages. Tii.} could provide respondent addresses and ad-
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ditional information, such as dc - of arrival and ethnicity, which could be
used to stratify the sample.

In each of the five sites, an effort was made to determine what ad-
ministrative lists existed, their comple. :ss, their currency and their
availability. We are most grateful for the generous aid provided in this for
us by the personnel of the service agonries, (see Appendix Il for a 1list of
these agencies). After obtaining the lists, we estimated (1) the prop»rtion
of the site universe covered by the names on 2.1 the lists, (2) the proportion
of the site universe covered by the names on each ‘ndividual list, and (3) the
extent of overlap among lists. Such information provided the basis for
dev:loping procecdur>s for selecting respondents from each list. After the
sampling procedures were instituted and interviewing began, the information
from the 1lists was continually updated to improva the accuracy of our
probability estimates and the area probability frames for each site.

To make certain that there were enough people with service experience in
the sample, we initially oversampled service provider lists and weighted these
subsamples wher aggregating the data.

Often, there were statistical and practical problems associated with
using the lists. Each list provided only partial coverage of the studv
population. Furthermore, the addresses and other informa.ion provided on the
lists might not be current and concerns about confidentiality either prevented
the staff from getting access to lists or required that the agency contact the
eligible respondents to find out if they would be wiliing to be included in
the sample.

Having encountered such difficulties, it becane necessary to resort to

area probability sampling earlier and more heavily tnan originally expected.
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Weighting proved largely unnecessary because the major portion of the sample
came from the area frame.

b. Area Probability Sampling. The areca frame is a consistent, well-

structured tool for developing probability samples of general household
populations. However, it is costly and time consuming. |t requires thai one
use household enumeration and screening methods. With the aid of dispropor-
tionate sampling methods, the efficiency of the household screening can be im-
proved, but it still remains a relatively costly and time-consuming procedure.
If conducted properly, *he area frame approzch provides the best coverage of
the survey population and permits more generalizable vindings and safer in-
ferences. In studies 1like the present one, where lists for a variety of
reasons had their limits, the area probability approach is the only supplemen-
tal sampling procedure that should be relijed upon to maintain scientific in-
tegrity. Thus at each site, when the limits of available lists were reached,
or if conditions precluded the practical use of the lists, the staff shifted
to area probability campiing.

Theoretically, area probability methods can offer complete coverage by
identifying areas where persons with certain similar characteristics can be
linked (usually through their area of prim.-y residence). Most probability
samples are stratified multi-stage cluster samples. The samples are
stratified int. distinct groups and each group is sampled independently to im-
prove the precision of the estimates. The design ensures that each of the
groups are presented in the sample in the proper proportion.

In the present study, those proportions were determined on the basis of
the degree and type of success achieved by sampling from lists by site. The
multi-stage cluster nature of the sample refers to the successive sampling and

subsampling of area units in order to group sample persons close together.
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Such stratification was used in the pre.ent study to locate areas within each
site containing high, medium and low-level densities of eligible persons. The
team used local informants and cross-reference Fiione books to develop this in-
format®-n and rel;ed on community leaders to spread the word about the nature
and value of the survey.

As Appendix || shows, there is variation from site to site in the per-
centages of respondents drawn from the List Frame and the Area Probability
Sample. Three sites had a high percentage of respondents draw. from a list
frame (mainly from local affiliates of voluntary agencies): Boston 65 per-
cent, Seattle 60 percent, and Houstoa 50 percent. 1In the other two sites, a
high percentage of respondents came from an area prcbability sample: Chicago
L9 percent and Orange County 65 percent. No site had its respondents drawn
totally from either a list frame or an area probability sample.

The procedures used for listing households and for determining eligible
respondents were worked out with the individual agencies. The actual enumera-
tions and screelings were concducted by the interviewers under the sipervision
of field coordinators and university-based staff. The problem of determining
how many and which persons shculd be interviewed by area probability
prncedures was based on the success of the list sampling frame at each site.
where necessary, by relying heavily upon the area probability sampling and by
reducing dependency upon available lists for single selection, there c2n be no
doubt that sampling error was reduced. Any departure that increases the
amount of area frame over list frame is generally a positive step in achieving
optimal allocation to dual frame designs. Out of necessity, we had to take
that step in order to locate eligible respondents. Appendix || also provides
the relevant statistical analysis to determine the differences between

weighted and unweighted resulls for our assorted sources. Because the results
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are virtually the same, we have chosen to ccnduct and present the analyses of
the study using unweighted procedures (as noted above, page 8)

How representative is our sample for the refugee communities of the Viet-
namese, Lao, and Chinese from Vietnam in the .nited States? This is difficult
to say. Our site selection procedure (Section 1.8.) above, pages 11 to 11)
focused on counties having high concentrations of Southeast Asian refugees and
the five sites chosen are all arcas of urban and suburban nature. Our sample
appears to be fairly representative of the Vietnawese, Lao, and Chinese from
Vietnam who live in large American cities and the suburban areas surrounding
them. The results of this survey may not carry over to refugees living in
medium and smal] towns or in rural areas. Nevertheless, the findings reveal a
great amount of commonality for the refugees across all five sites and,
therefore, indicate a broader relationship and greater generalizability than
initially foreseen.

Only the data for Boston raise particular questions with regard to length
of time in the United States, household composition, and the characteristics
of its Southeast Asian -efugee population. The sample here was somewh~t dif-
ferent from those in the other four sites (being more heavily based on local
voluntary agency lists). Yet, list and area probability samples are statisti-
cally very similar. Thus, we feel confident thai our sample is not out of the
ordinary f r Boston.

At p aces in the tables and f.gures below, the numbers used will vary.
This 1s because all 1,384 questionnaires do not contain uniform data fer all
their questions. Indeed, the resporndents were told they did not have to

answer any question they did not want to. Thus, any one topi¢c is likely to

have missing data from certain questionnaires. The N will represent those
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househclds or individuals for whom data exist in the questionnaires on the

topic under discussion.
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CHAPTER 11

THE REFUGEES: BACKGROUND VAR!ABLES

The analysis of the survey data in this study is primarily based on
multivariate analysis, the sinultaneous processing and interrelating of many
variables in relation to self-sufficiency measures. In this chapter are
presented the more significant variables linked to the refugees' personal
characteristics, their existence in Southeast Asia, and their personal and
programmatic situation in the United States. Their work, economic status, and
income in this country are examined in Chapter |l| and the importance of the
predictor variables in in Chapter IV. The refugees studied in this survey are
from three ethnic groups (Vietnamese, Chinese from Vietnam, and lLao), live in
five sites (Boston, fhicago, Houston, Seattle, and Orange County, California),
and arrived over the span of four years (October 1978 - October 1982).
Described below are the sample's characteristics which form a background to
their economic situation.

A. SITE

The five sites covered in this survey represent a variety of locations
throughout the country, two being in the Sun Belt, one .n the Northern Pacific
Coast, one in the Midwest, and one in the Northeast Corridor. Two of the
sites -- Orange County, California and Houston ~- have majo’ settlements of
the 1975-1978 Southeast Asian refugees and heavy secondary migration. In con-
trast, the refugee communities in Chicago, Seattle, and especially Boston con-
sist of a higher percentage of post-1978 arrivals with relatively fewer sec-

ondary migrants. The five Community Profiles contain more specific detail and
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may be found in in Appendix IV; here, we discuss in a comparative way charac-
teristics of the five sites and the situations in which the refugees found
themselves.

1. Community

Chicago (Cook County) has a large urban population of 5.3 million,
Seattle (King County) and Houston (Harris County) medium urban populations of
1.3 and 2.k million respectively, Boston ‘Suffolk County) & small urban
population of .65 million, and Orange County a medium suburban population of
1.9 million. Houston and Orange County have been growing (38% and 36% in-
creases since 1970 respectively); Seattle has had a slight gain (9.5% in-
crease); and Chicago and doston have been shrinking (by L% and 12% respective-
1y). Chicago and Houston have high percentages of minority population (over
30 percent), Boston, Orange County, and Seattle medium pe.centages (15 - 30
percent). Yet the size of the Asian communities is generally small in Boston,
Chicago and Houston, and medium in Seattle and Orange County.’ Local Asian-
American organizations have, however, been particularly active in aiding the
refugees in Chicago, Boston, and Seattle.

The growing Southeast Asian refugee communities form an increasingly
large part of the local Asian population. Both Houston and Orange County have
well over 30,000 refugees. Thay form most of the local Asian communities.
The refugee populations of Chicago and Seattle are less than half the size of
those in Houston and Orange County and exist within larger Asian communities.
Boston has a smal: refugee populuiion =- less than half of Chicago's and
Seattle's -- as well as a small Asian community. Houston, «~ith one of the
oldest Southeast Asian refugee populations, and Boston, with the newest, both

have a strong predominance of Vietnamese. Seattle has the most ethnically

3pC-80-S1-5, U.S Bureau of the Census, published October 1981.
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diverse refugee population (Vietnamese, Chinese, and Lao among others) of the
five sites. Chicago and Orange County have a higher percentage of Vietnamese
in their refugee population thun Seattle, but a greater ethnic mix than Hous-
ton and Boston.

The existence of refugee organizations among the Vietnamese, Chinese, and
Lao varies by site depending upon the length of time the refugee community has
existed at the site and the ability of 1ocal refugees to get things going. In
addition, federal and state efforts to form Mutual Assistance Associations
(MAAs), especially in Seattle, have helped bring about such local organiza-
tions. Thus, ethric organizations exist to some degree in four of the five
sites. Only in Boston, with the most recent refugee community, were the local
refugee organizations still in the nascent stage. Only 16% of the households
in the survey reported members belonging to a club or organization. Most of
these belonged to only one organization, which was, ha!'f the time
(52%) specifically an ethnic association. Others were religious (20%), job or
sports related (6% each), and tccholastic (PTA, 4%). Forty-six percent of the
reported organizations were Lao, 34 percent Vietnamese, and 8 percent Chinese.
(Ten percent had no ethnic link). Almost half of the households (L6 percent)
reported spending no more than an hour a week on such activities, almost two
fifths (38 percent) two or three hours a week, and about 15 percent anywhere
from four to twenty hours a week.

The refugees in these sites, including Orange County, live in urban set-
tings. Houston, with its own particular geography, appears to have the most
scattered refuges population, while Orange County's refugees are concentrated
in a number of urban centers (Santa Ana, Garden Grove, Westminster, etc.).
The refugees in Seattle and Boston are in scattered parts of the cities

-~ generally in the poorer areas with mixed minority groups (such as Rainier
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Valley and Dorchester respectively). Both cities also have some refugee set-
tlement in and around the already existing Asian communities (the Inter-
national District for Seattle, Chinatown for Boston). Chicago has a more con-
centrated refugee settlement: the Vietnamese mainly in the poorer Uptown
area, the Chinese in the Chinatown area of Southtown, and the Lao in the sub-
urbs of Elgin and Hanover Park. All three of these sites have fairly depenuu-
ble public transportation -- the subways of Boston and Chicago, and the buses
of Seattle.

Houston had the highest Consumer Price Index* figure (317.6) of the five
sites in the fall of 1982, up almost 6 percent from the year before. The
costs of food, housing, clothes, medical care, 2id especially utilities were
highest among the sites, and only transportation cost was lowest. Boston had
the lowest CPI figure (282.9) as well as a low percentage increase (less than
L percent). The costs of food, housing, and medical care were Ilowest, and
transportation highest, among the five sites. The other sites rangad in be-
tween these two extremes (Seattle 302.2, Chicago 294.4, and Orange County
289.5). Chicago was close to the national average, but its rise (almost 7
percent) was highest ar 3g the sites. Orange County's util’ ies were lowest
and rental housing highest, while rental housing and clothes were lowest and
public transportation highest in Chicago.

The educational situations of the five sites were reasonably beneficial
for the Southcast Asian refugee communities., Chicago and Boston are probably
the best; both sites have a variety of good public facilities which are easily

accessible by subway. English &nd vozational training are available in these

‘The Consumer Price Index is a relative measure of general and specific
"breadbasket'' categories of expenses for different standard metropolitan
areas. The CPl's are published monthly by the Bureau of Labar Statistics in
tne Monthly Labor Review, U.S. Department of Labor.
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schools, particularly in Chicago. Seattlie has botk public and private schools
for vocational training, though the bus system‘may not provide as easy access
as Boston and Chicago furnish. The two recently growing areas, Houston and
Orange County, have newer community ccllege systems, though access to them s
more difficult because of the need for cars.

Tensions between Southeast Asian refugees and the communities in which
they live existed at certain times and places, but negative feelings have not
dominated overall relations with the refugees.

2. Economy

The major recession of the early 1980s affected all five sites. Chicago
had already feit it in the late 1970s. Manufacturing, once its major economic
sector, fell off in seven of the ten main job areas. Blue collar jobs dropped
greatly and white collar jobs fell slightly. Seattie was hit hard in 1981 and
1982. Timber, construction, and the aerospace industry all suffered. In Bos-
ton, the old manufacturing sector had long been in deciine, but the rise of
the high technology industry around the city and the strength of the banking
and insurance fields downtown meant that the local economy did not suffer like
the economies of many of the other northzastern cities. Orange County's
economy had perhaps the steadiest grow*h in the country since World War ||,
with modern industries like aerospace and electronics leading the way. The
recession, however, hit almost every iIndustry, particula 'y comstruction,
slowing what was otherwise a healthy economy. Of all the sites, Houston had a
booming economy, based on petrochemicals and a8 good deal of construction. The
worid oil glut ended the boom suddenly in the summer of 1982, and the work
force began to suffer.

Overall, the unemployment rate rose steeply in 1981 and 1982 in four of

the five sites. in Housto., it doubled, going from 4 percent to B percent in
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a year's time -- a rate almost duplicated in Orange County (from 4.5 percent
to 8 percent). Chicago saw an increase from under 8 percent to over 11 per-
cent, while Seattle went from under 8 percent to almost 11 percent. Only in
Boston was the economy perfcrming well; while the unemployment rate rose from
just over 6 percent to almost 8 percent, it then dropped off again to almost 6
percent.

Jobs the refugees have been able to obtain tend to be low level. Earlier
immigrants had relied on the old industrial sector for jobs, but in the loca-
tions of this sector, like Chicagc and Boston, such industry was in decline.
The new industrial sector -- including aerospace, electronics, and high tech-
nology, in Orange County, Seattle, and Boston =-- was difficult for the
refugees to break into so soon after their arrival, though some jobs in light
industry (electronics, sewing) were available. Houston, with its booming
petrochemical industry, had supplied many jobs, but even this industry began
having problems.

Already existing Asian communities have offered other possibilities for
the newly arrived refugees. Thus, the stores and restaurants of the
Chinatowns in Boston and Houston, the International Cistrict in Seattle, and
Southtown in Chicago, have provided some employment opportunities for the
refugees, but nowhere do these opportunities seem to have been very great.

In recession-ravaged Chicago and Seattle, refugees (mainly Vietnamese and
Chinese) have set up small enterprises, including restaurants, neighborhood
stores (handling such items as foodstuffs and jewelry), and import-export
businesses. In Houston, with its long-standing refugee community, refugees
have become dominant in running convenience stores like Wrangler, Totem. and
7-11. An entire shopping arcade called '"The Glass Palace" consists of twenty

to thirty shops owned by Vietnamese. Orange County, however, has the most ex-

bo
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tensive development of refugee businesses, given the length of time the com-
munity has existed and the nature of the community. Hundreds of stores, even
large Vietnamese shopping centers, provide not only the above tynes of
businesses, but also medical and dental ciinics, herbal and acupuncture par-
lors. Boston has had little growth in this direction, owing mainly to the
recent arrival of most of the community.
3. Refugee Services

The development of services specifically for the refugees paralleled the
growth of the refugee communities themselves. Initial efforts for the 1975
refugees laid the foundation for expanded services once the post-l978 surge of
refugees arrived. Thus, in all five sites a number of the first national
voluntary agencies (VOLAGS) involved (such as Catholic Charities) continued
through the slack period of 1976 and 1977, to be joined by other agencies
(International Rescue Committee-IRC, Church World Service-CWS, etc.) in 1978-
1979 through their local branches. Chicago had a strong program start with
the eariy formation of the Refugee Social Services Consortium (centered around
the Jewish Federation of Metropolitan Cnicago), and Seattle had strong early
state support. The heavy secondary migration into Southern California led to
continual local program development in Orange County. Only in Boston, with
its late formation of a refugee community, were local support offices late tc
arrive.

The upturge of refugee arrivals after 1978 thus built on the earlier lo-
cal efforts. At thos same time the massive influx of refugees required a
greater federal effort, and this grew using state government agencies as
intermediaries. The Refugee Act of 1980 formalized the federal government
participation in serving the refugees (through the 0ffice of Refugee Resettle-

ment (ORR) Department of Health and Human Services) and brought imp ted state
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governments more direc.ly into the operation. Federally funded local refugee
programs emerged in all the sites, selected and administered by state refugee
offices. These programs, many at community colleges, offered a variety of so-
cial and vocational services, including inglish language training.

A1) five states seek to help the refugee become self-sufficient, ecoriomi-
cally and socially, as rapidly as possibla. Each state has by statute a
Refugee State Cpordinator, an office which focuses on the refugees and with
which th. particular Regional Office of ORR works. The administration of the
refu;se programs varies from site to site. In Orange County, the county ad-
ministration handles these programs. Cfeattle's Refugee Service Center is set
up by the state for the city, and the city administration is actively in-
volved. In Chicago, the Consortium of private agencies takes care of refugee
programs as directed by the staie, while in Boston the state agency deals
directly with the individual agencies involved in the refugee effort. Houston
has local offices of the Department of Human Resources which oversee direct
delivery of services to the refugees.

The services -- language, social, and vocational --offered in the five
sites in 1980-81 were cut back considerably in 1981-1982 due to the problems
of the recession and state and federal budget reductions. |In the process, the
main prio ity of the refugee programs came increasingly to be employment
rather tha: broader social aid. Even in programs related to employment, such
as English and vocational training, budget restraints often forced restric-
tions in time and access. In Orange County, for example, priority went to
refugees in the U.S. less than three months or more than 36 monihs.

The basic effort for refugee resettlement continues to come from the
private agencies, generally local affiliates of the national Volags. Some,

like [|RC, wuse funds from their nationa! 2ffices to offer broad social ser-
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vices, infoimation, referral, and some employment aid to the relugees they
resettle. Others, as noted above, also sign cortracts witi the state fer
specific services. The local private agencies themselves may be divided into
those favoring & local, congregational model of resettiement (as Lutheran
Internationa! Refugee Services (LIRS), Church World Service (CWS), and World
Relief Refugee Service (WRRS) and those with an agercy model of professionally
accreditead service providers 1like United States Catholic Conference (USCC),
Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society (HIAS), IRC and American Council for Nationality
Services (ACNS). In both cases, they supplv initial resertiement services
(housing, food, utensils, etc.), orientation. counseling, and =ferral. In-
dividual agencies at particular sites may aiso offer specific services like
English classes, job development, or programs for women or the elderly. Many
of the local agencies have Southeast Asian staff with the language and cul-
tural capabilities for aiding the~ir feilow refugees.

Each of the sites has its own system to _-ovide inglish languaga training
and employment services for the refugees. In Houston and Chicago, loc.| col-
leges provide the m=in English classes (Houston Community College and Truman
College respectively). Bostun has the International Institute, a local af-
tiliate of ACNS, while in Seattle, the state contracted with the Superintend-
ent of Public Instruction to provide English classes through subcontracts with
local institutions. Thus, several Seattle community colleges hold classes, as
do some private vocational sc.wols. Llocal resettlement agencies in Orange
County conduct English classes as 1o Rancho Santiago Community College and lo-
cal school districts.

ne employment programs aiso vary greatly from site to site in terms of
the type of agency contracted to run them. Everywhere but Seattle the major

emplcyment programs are administered by local branches of the Volags, and in

by
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Seattle such a br,nch ran the program until 1981. In its piace, the state
selected Economic Opportunity Center, Inc. for job courseling, orienrtation,
preparation, development, placement, and follow-up. In Orange County, the lo-
cal diocese of the Catholic Church runs the Job Center and the World of Work;
In Chicago, the Jewist Vocational Service handles the Indochinese Employment
Program; in Boston, the International institute provides employment services
and vocational training; and in Houstcn the YMCA supplies the major program in
Job counseling and development. A variety of other programs invelving job-
related activities can be found in the five sites, particularly at local col-
leges. Vocational training in Orange County has been strengthened by develop-
ing on-the-job training (without pay) with local employers.

The pattern of coordinating refugee-oriented activities also differs from
site to site. Texas has a 167-member statewide Refugee Task Force, and Hous-
ton itself has an active Refugee Council with 25 members who include represen-
tatives from a variety of interested parties. California azlso has a State
Council with up to 25 members from throughout the state, as well as the Gover-
nor's Refugee Task Force, a Citizen's Advisory Committee, and a Forum on
Refugee Affairs, consisting of renresentatives from local forums. A Refugee

Affairs Management Team in Orange County aids the interaction of public and

private agencies. Washington has a state Refugee Advisory Council (22 mem-
bers) as well, and Seattie has both the Refugee Forum of King County and a
resettiement agencies' monthly round table. A special assistant to the mayor
is invelved in these meetings. Because most of I1linois' refugees reside
within Chicago or the immediate area the meetings of the Consortium have be-
come the major form of cooruination. The Consortium has existed since 1975,

and the meerings include representatives of its constituent private agencies

and public offices at the city, state, and federal levels. To an even greater
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extent than Chicago, Boston has federal, state, and local offices in close
proximity. Constant changes in the goverrment have hampered coorditation ef-
forts, and most activities involve direct contacts between the state office
and the individual agencies. Only a steering coumittee existed for the Boston
area.

Publ ¢ assistance programs vary somewhat from site to site, a fact partly
reflectiva of differences in State philosophies on social welfare in
general. The primary public assistance program is a joint Federal-State
program, Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), which provides as-
sistance to single parent families or families in which the second parent is
“unemployable'" (incapacitated). Monthly payment levels for a family of four
on AFDC in the study sites are approximately $601 in California and $118 in
Texas, with Washington ($541), Massacnusetts ($445) and I11inois ($36R) fall-
ing between these two extremes. Massachusctts, lllincis, and Califcrnia also
have the ''uremployed Parent (UP)' option in AFDC which allows eligibility for
famities with both parents living in the household, if the parent who s
designated a= primary wage-earner meets criteria which demonstrate his or her
temporary unemployed status.

Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA) is a federal program mzde available through
States at the State-established AFDC payment levels as above to refugees who
do not meet the family comﬁosition requirement of AFDC or AFDC-UP, but who
otherwise meet 2l! of the income ai..d resource eligibility criteria for AFDC or
AFDC-UP. RCA is now available to eligible refugees during the first 18 months
after their arrival in the United States (until mid-1982 during the first 36

months) and takes into account the inappropriateness of the family composition

poiicies of AFDC to the goals of the refugee program. Payment levels are
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slightly more restrictive than those for AFDC, but otherwise, the benefit
structure is the same.

The greatest variation among sites with regard to assistance exists in
the area ot State or local General Assistance programs. whereas AFDC and RCA
are of federal origin and involve federal funds, GA programs originate in
State or local laws, and therefore provide for the needs of poor residents in
differing ways and to greater or lesser degrees.

A1l five -ites also require some form of unemployment registration for
those receiving cash assistance. In Houston, the refugees musi register for
work with the Texas Employment Commission. In Orange County #~d Chicago, they
must report periodically to job cwunsellors and demonstrate that they are
seeking work. In Seattle, the application for assistance requires a refugee
service worker to interview all adults in the household, with the result being
a Perzonal Employment Plat,. Once they receive cash assistance they must
report monthly to the EOC emplnyment program. In Boston, almost all employ-
able adults (aged 16 to 65) on cash assi. ince have employment forms at the
Depar tment of Employment Security which are updated weekly.

In mid-1982, the Federal government began to require everyone on AFDC and
RCA to submit monthly reports on their eiigibility. Only Washington had im-
plemented this requirement by the time of the survey. The complexity of the
form resulted in a good deai of confusicn amond the refugees, and some 15C
families lost their eligibility that fall because they did not submit the
proper forms (Seattle Times, 10/L/82: 10/19/82).

B. ETHNICITY, SEX, AND AGE

The survey includes interviews with 1,384 main respondents and, hence, an

equal number of households (Table 'I.1, page 38). We located i, 160 adults in

a—

these households, including the main respondents, and the sample includes
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2,615 childrea (under the age of 16), for a total sample of 6,775 individuals.
0f the adults in the sample 2,079 were Vietnamese, 836 Chinese from Vietnam,
and 1,230 Lao.?® Thus half were Vietnamese, almost a third Lao, and a fifth
Chinese. Among all adults, 6! percent (2,526) were male and 1,608 female. As
indicated by the distribution section of Tab' 1.1 (page 38), there are high

numbers of refugees in their twenties. The mean age for all adults was 30.8

(fArr Chinese 33.0, Lao 31.5, and Vietnamese 29.5). The children were more
evenly divided between mal!e and female, with 1,429 boys and 1,168 girls, and

averaged eight years of age.

3The Lao sample includes only lowland Lao and none of the wupland
Laotians (Hmong, Mien, Tai Dam, et al.).
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Table 11

Site Demographics

1

Viet- Chiy- Fe- Chii-

HH Adults namese Lao nese Mate mate dren 1-95 6-11 12-15 16- 12 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60+

Bostor. 310 1214 70% 22% 8% 72% 28% 100% 47% 4% 19% 14% S1% 18% 6% ax 1%

Chicago 298 825 46% 25% 29% 58% 42% 100% 36% 40% 24% 18% 40% 19% 11% % 6%

Hous ton 188 470 SI% sy 9% 53% 47% 100% I ‘% 29% 13% 6% 28% 19% 8% 2%

Orange 304 855 45% 8% 18% S53% 46% 100% 29% 40% 1% 15% 29% 28% 13% 8% s%
County w
o]

Seatt e 284 796 28% I 9% 55% 44% 100% 36% 3s% 28% Ve%k 8% 22% 12% 6% 6%

Totat 1,384 4,160 S50% o% 20% 617 39% 2615 36% asx 26% 15% 4a1% 22% 1% 6% 4%
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When examined according to site, Beston stands out for jts youna, male
refugee population. Almost three quarters of the sample there were men, and
over half of the sample were in thair twent'es (barely more than one-tenth
were forty or highei). Orange County, on the other hand, shows the flattest
distributior. across the adult age group.

C. TIME IN THE UNITED STATES

From the summer of 1978 to the summer of 1982, the pattern of Southeast
Asian immigration into the five sites varied from month to month. Neverthe-
less, the movement of the refugees from camps to the United Statrs took place
in three well-defined pu.riods, and the characteristics of each period relziive
to the five survey sites are displayed in Tables 11.2 through I1.4 (pages LO-
L1).¢ The first periou began in October 1978 and ended in June 1980. During
Period One, the vast majority of refugees came from Vietnam and in all sites
except Seattle (where the proportions were approximately equal) the refugees
from Vietnam made up at least two-thirds of the total. The remainder were
from Laos. Orange County received the greatest number of Southeast Asian
refugees during the first period (averaging 178 arrivals per month) and Boston
the fewest (with oniy 26 per month).

Table 11.3 (page 41), covering the period from July 198G through Septem-
ber 1981, shows that both Orange County and Boston retained their ranking
among tne five sites in terms of the number of arrivals they accepted monthly,
but that the pace increased in all sites. Although the -ates of immigration
throughout this period were more consistent, there was more diversity with

regard to the countries of origin of the immigrants. Cambodians ard Laot;ans

‘This discussion is based on our analysis of county arrival statistics
provided by 0RR. The data do not differentiate Chinase Vietnamese from other
Vietnamese or Lao from Hmong and other highland Laotian groups. Alsc, al-
though Cambodians were not surveyed in the present study, their arrival pat-
terns are described here for comparative purposes.

b
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made up a greater percentage than in Period One, but those from Vietnam
remained the majority in Boston, Orange County and Houston. Ir both Chicago
and Seattie, refugees from Vietnam made up kL percent of the total who were
resettied there; in Chicago, over a quarter were from Cambodia.’

The third period (see Table Il.k, page 41), from October 1981 through
March 1982, witnessed a significunt decline in the numbers of Southeast Asian
refugees coming into the United States. Also, the proportion of refugees from
Cambodia was much higher, with a decline in the percentage from Laos. Hous-
ton, rather than Orange County, accepted the most refugees per month during
this period.

Table 11.2

Patterns of Southeast Asian Immigration Into the Five Sites
Period One: October 1978 to June 1980

Chicago | Boston | Seattle | Houston Orange County
Average Number 99 26 103 ! 118 178
Per Month
Percent from 62% 70% 51% 8L% 63%
Vietnam
Fercent 38% 30% L9% 16% 36%
from Laos
Percent 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
from Cambodia

Source: ORR County arrival Statistics

"The refugees from Vietnam and Cambodia include Chinese as well as,
respectively, Vietnamese and Khmer. Those from Laos include Hmong and other
highland groups as well as lowland Lao.
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Tabie 11.3

Patterns of Southeast Asian Immigration Into the Five Sites
Period Two: July 1980 to September 1981

Chicago Boston Seattle Hous ton Orange County
Average Number 214 204 288 383 Lis
Per Month
Percent from LL3 53 LL3 63% 70%
Vietnam
Percent from 30% 263 N3 17% 18%
Laos
Percent from 26% 22% 15% 20% 12%
Cambodia

Source: ORR County Arrival Statistics

Table 1.4

Patterns of Southeast Asian Immigration into the Five Sites
Period Three: October 1981 Through March, 1982

Chicago | Boston | Seattle | Houstor | Orange County
Average Numle, 129 141 151 217 186
Per Month
Percent from % 50% L6% 61% 60%
Vietnam
rercert from 7% 9% 26% 5% 12%
Laos
Percent from 56% h3 28% 34% 28%
Cambodia

Source: ORR County Arrival Statistics
Our sample drew somewhat more heavily from the first period (L4 percent),
while L2 percent arrived in period two and | percent in the last period. By

year of entry, L percent of our respondants arrived in 1978, 21 per-

Ee)

specific




L2

cent in 1979, 37 percent in 1980, 31 percent in 198I. and only- 8 percent in
1982. Iwo percent of all adults in the households had ar+;ved before 1978,
and they were included in the general adult sample.

v terms of ethnicity (Table 11.5, page 43), the Chinese from Vietnam
tended to arrive earliest with 63 percent in the U.S. for more than two years.,
The Lao were the next highest in this regard, with 55 percent here over two
years, while only 43 percent of the Vietnamese had been here that long. The
Chinese registered the must arrivals in the first periot and the Vietnamese
the most in the third period. Thus, 57 percent of our Vietnamese respondents,
L5 percent of the Lao, and only 37 percent of the Chinese arrived between mid-
1980 and mid-1982. The Chinese had thus been in the U.S. an average of 28.5
months; the Lao 25, and the Vietnamese 23.

The mean ages at the time of the interview of the main respondents
derline with each of the three periods. Those in the first period were about
36.8 years old, those in the second 33.7, and those in the third 30.8.

Tne average length of time the refugees have been in the United States
va-i=s by site. At the time of the survey, refugees surveyed in Houston had
beenr .- this country for over two and a half years (31 months), those in
Orange County, Chicago, and Seattle between two and two and a half years (28,
27, and 25 months respectively), and those in Boston less than a year znd a
half (17 months). Table 11.6 (page 45) shows the variation of time in this
country for respondents by site. Bos‘.on stanus out once again, with over a
third of its refugees here less than a year (and less than a twentieth here
over three years). Almost half of the sample in Houston had been here between
two and three years, and over 40O percent in Scattle between one and two vears.
Again, Crange County shows a relatively flat distribution among the four

cohorts.
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Table II §

Ethnicity by Time in the U.S (Main Respondent)

Months in the U S.

£y

' 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40 44 48 48+ Totals

Vietnamese 3.5% 7.8% 13 7% 19.7% 8 4% 11.8% 1.1% 11,19 9.5% | 3.8% | 4.2% | 2.7% | 0.4% 100.0%
{24) (53) (93) (79) (s7) (80) (75) (75) (64) (26) (29) (19) (3) (677)

Chinese 0 3% 3.1% 5 2% 9 6% 8 9% 9.9% | 12.4% | 13.a% | ‘a.8% | 7.9% | 7.9% | 4.9% | t.2% 100. 0%
(1) (9) (15) (28) (26) (29) (39) (39) (43) (23) (23) (12) (4) (291)

Lao 1 1% 4.6% 6 1% | 12.4% | 10 4% , 108% | 16.9% | 15.6% ] 10.9% | a.6% | 2.2% | 3.5% | 1.4% 100.0%
(4) (18) (24) (49) (41) (43) (67) (62) (43) | (18) (8) | (14) (5) (396)

Totals 2 1% 5.93% 9 7v 11 4% 9.1% 11 1% 13.1% 12.9% 10.9% 4.9% | 4.5% 3.2% ]| 0.8% 100 0%
(29) (180) (132) (156) (124) (182) (181) (176) (150) (e7) (60) (45) (12) (1.364)
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Table 11.6

Percent of Refugees in Each of the Sites by
Different Spans of Time Since Arrival

(N=}, 384)
1-2 2-3
<| year Years Years >5 Years

Boston 343 33% 29% L%
Chicago 143 31% 37% 1%
Houston 10% 2L L9% 17%
Orange 13% 263 g 20%
County

Seattle 15% L2% 35% 7%
Total 18% 32% 37% 13%

Chi square = 128.78 p= .00

D. SPONSORSHIP

In t-eir placement at the local level, 510 (38 percent) of our respond-
ents were sponsored by relatives, 388 (29 percent) by local branches of the
voluntary agencies, 207 (16 percent) by locai churches, 108 (4 percent) by in-
dividual Americans, and 102 (8 perce:t) by an unrelated Southeast Asian (Table
i1.7, page 45). The pattern of sponsorship suggests a tendency for earlier
arrivals to have more individual, local sponsors {churches, American families)
in a manner sim:lar to that which pertained in 1975. As the influx grew, the
burden of sponscrship shifted more directly to local offices of the wvoluntary
agencies and to previously settled refugee families. This pattern is
evidenced by the fact that 46 percent of the earliest arrivals were sponsored
by local American individuals and churches. |n contrast, Vietnamese, who had

more relatives alreacy here, had only 16 percent thus sponsored, while L6 per-
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cent were sponrored by relatives and .9 percent by l'ocal offices of the volun-
tary agencies. Individuals and churches sponsored 20 percent of the Lao, while
L2 percent were settled by local voluntary agencies, and 30 percent by rela-
tives. Among the Chinese, 33 percent were sponsored by relatives and only 12
percert by the local voluntary agencies. Tnus, as the refugees continued to
migrate to this country from 1978 on, sponsorship tended to shift awiy from
individuals and churches to more .ustitutionalized efforts, particularly that

of the Volcgs.

Table 11.7

ber and Percert of Refugees by Resettlement Sponsoring Groups

Sponsorship N Percent
Relatives 519 38%
Voluatary
agencies 388 29%
Local
churches 207 6%
Amer icans 108 9%
Unrelated
Southeast
Asians 102 6%

E. TIME SPENT IN THE CAMPS

Only 3 percent of the respond ts were in the camps for less than three
months. Almost two-thirds (64 perceni) had spent from three months to a year
awaiting their move. The remainirg third waited from Jjust over a year for up
to Tive years and more before coming to the United States (Table 11.8, page

Le) . If we break these figurs. dow. according to ethnicity, w can see that
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the Lao were in ihe camps the longest. On the average, they spent over a year
and a half (almost 20 months) in the caups of northeast Thailand. The Chinese
were in the camps arouri the South China Sea for an average of 12 months,
while the Vietnamese were in these same camps for an average of only nine
months. Indeed, 81 percent of the Vietnamese were in the camps for a year or
less, compared to 62 percent of the Chinese and 47 percent of the Lao.
Thirty-six percent of the Chinese, 31 percent of the Lao, and only 18 percent
of the Vietnamese spent between one and two yea.s in the camps. Twenty-three
percent of the Lao spent more than two years i) the camps, compared to less

than 3 percent of the Chinese and just over | per.ent of the Vietnamese.

Table 11.8

Time in Camps by Ethnicity

T More Than

Jthricity 1 Year 1-2 Years 2 Years Totals
80.8% 17.9% 1.3% 100%

Vietnamese (n=551) (n=122) (n=9) (n=682)
61.5% 35.7% 2.7% 100%

Chinese (n=179) (n=104) (n=8) (n=291)
4L6.8% 30.5% 22.8% 100%

Lao (n=187) (n=122) (n=9 1\ (n=400)
66.8% 25.3% 7.9% 100%

Total. (n=917) {n=348) (-=108) (N=1373)

F.  URBAN/RURAL

Over three-fourths of the adult refugees in the survey (77 percent) come
fr irban areas in Southeast Asia (by their own definitic:) and the remainder
in the countryside. The Chirese incl. -0 the highest percentage of city

dwellers (27 percent) followed by the Vietnamese at 83 percent, while the Lao

8.4
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had the smallest percentage (62 percent). Thus, the Lao comprised the
highest proportion from rural areas (38 percent), representing half of al)
those in the survey from the countryside. Seventeen percent of the Viet-
namese and 13 percent of the Chinese were rural.

G. EDUCATION IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

When we examine the background charscteristics of the ethnic groups in
the sample, the Vietnamese appear to have attained a higher educational level
than the Chinese or Lao. Men were also more likely to have higher education
than women. A  ble 11.9 (page 48B) illustrates, over three quarters of tie
Lao adults had not advanced beyond the primary level of education, compared to
57 percent of the Chinese and only 36 percent of the Vietnamese. An almost
equal prooortion of Chinese and Vietnamese han attended some secondary school
wi*hou' graduating (27 percent and 2L percent respectively), while just 12
percent of the Lao had achieved this level of education. For those who had
graduated from high schkool and those who had had same highe. :ducation, the
relatively greater extent of Victnamese educazion is mnst apparent, with a
much greater percentage of Vietnzmese at all advanced levels. Leoking at all
those whc had gone beyond primary school. exactly half of the Vietnamese had
received secondary education but no more and another 14 percent had studied at
a university., For the Chinese, the figures are LO percent and 4 percent, and
for the Lao, 17 percent and 5 percent. Orly a third of the women in  the
sar:le had gone beyond elementary school, while this was true of dust over

halt (55 percent) of the men. Males were predominant at all levels of ad-

varced education.




L8

Table 11.9
Education in Southeast Asia by Ethnicity
(A11 adults)
Levels of
Education Vietnamese Chinese Lao Totals
None 1.6% 6.5% 21% 8.3%
(30) (49) (234) (313)
Elementary 34.5% 50.3% 56.6% Ly, 2%
(657) (381) (631) (1.670)
Secondary 27.4% 4% 1 12.2% 22.2%
(521) (182) (136) (839)
High School 22.6% 15.5% L.9% 15.9%
(L30) (117) (55) (602)
College 7.9% 2.2% L% 5.6%
(150) (17) (46) 213
follege Graduate L.8% 1.3% .3% 2.8%
(92) (10) (3) (105)
Advanced Degree 1.1% L% 7% .B%
(20) (M (8) (29)
Totals 100% 100% 100% 100%
(1903) (757) (1114} (3775)

H. OCCUPATION IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

Table 11.10 (page 50) presents the occupations held by the adults in
Southeast Asia and shows that the Vietnamese refugees tended to hae higher
status occupations in their homeland more often than the other ethnic groups
(e.g., professionals: doctors, architects, professors, judges) . The greatest
proportion of farmers and housewives were Lao (17 percent in each category),
while the Chinese often held urban jobs =-- 31 percent were proprietors,
clerks, assistants, construction workers, auto mechanics, machine cperators,

and factory v .rkers.
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A great man; of the respondents (31 ~ercent) were classified as s:iudents

in Southeast Asia. These comprised aboLt an equal propcrtion of each of the
three ethnic groups in the study: 33 percent of the Chinese, 32 percent of
the Vietnamese, and 2] percent of the Lao. In general, the occupational
status of the refugees confirms che relatively rural nature of the Lao and in-
dicates patterns of urban residence among the Chinese. The Vietnamese we
interviewed came from coastal as well as urban areas -- a characteristic that
is reflected in the higher proportion among them who worked in the fishing in-
dustry.

Women predominated as nurses, teachers, in business, secretaries, clerks,
maids, and barbers. Women and men were about equally likely to have wnrked as
farmers, proprietors, and factory workerc. A quarter of the women were stu-
dents as compared to a third of the men. In Section IIl.A., we shall discuss
the refugees' previous occupations as they relate to their current oc-

cupational status in mcre detail.
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Table i1.10
Occupation in Southeast Asia

by Ethnicity (A1l Adults)
Vietnamese Chinese Lao Totals
Professional 10.6% L.3% 7.5% B.4%
(201) (33) (8L) (318
Officer L.2% R 1.0% 2.5%
(82) (3) (1 (96)
Manager 5.3% 12.9% 2.8% 6.1%
(100) (98) (31) (229)
Student 3 .9% 33.4% H 27.2* 30.8%
(605) b s (304) (1,163)
Clericals 1.8% 1.8% 1.9% 1.8%
(34) (14) (2m) (59)
Sales 3.7% 6.1% 2.5% 3.8%
(70) (46) (28) (144)
Crafts L.6% 8.0% 1.5% 5.2%
(87) (61) (50) (198)
Operative 7.0% 1.1% 3.0% 6.6%
(133) (84} (L) (251)
Military 8.8% 2.5% 12.2% 8.5%
Enlisted (166) (19) (136) (321)
Service 8% 1.1% 1.2% 1.0%
(16) (8) (13) (37

]

Farmer 2.5% 1.4% 16.8% 6.7%
(55) ARD (188) (254)
Fisher 8.1% 5% % L,2%
(153 (L) (N (158)
Laborer 6% 7% L% .6%
(12) (5) (4) (21)
Totais 90.3% BL 2% 80.9% 86.2%
(1714) (640) (905) (3259;
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I. HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

In this sectior we shall focus at length on the composition of the
refugees' households for several reasons. One is that the refugee households
are now constituted differentl> than they were in Southeast Asia. Also, cer-
tain differences exist among their households from the "average' American's in
terms of extendad families, temporary or transitional arrangements, and single
parents. Finally, we provide this detailed description of household composi-~
tion because it is one of the most important decerminants of economic perform-
ance.

In our analyses of selt-sufficiency, we meascred household composition in
two ways. First, we used a variab which classifies households as consisting
of: a single respondent; a group of unrelated singles; a nuclear family; a
nuclear fami'v plus unrelated single(s); an extended family; an extended fami-
ly plus unrelated single{s); multiple families; or multiple families plus un-
related single(s).* Second, we used a similar variable which represents the
percentage of employable adults -- that is, the ratio of putential or current
workers tc all household members, including dependents. Relow, we shall dis-
cuss the characteristics of our sample according to these dimensions because

of their importance not only for the current circrmstances of  the refugees,

—— . —— . o———r —

sDefinitions (as detarmined from the main ~esponaen.'s reply):
Single(s) - unrelated single individual (s)
Nuclear Fomily - Husband and wife
parent (s) and child(ren)
possibly one grandparent
Extended - combination of nuclear family + nthers related by blood
or marriage or a household of relateds without 2a

nuclear family being presert.

Multiple - any combinatinn of un-elated second carent/child or
husband/wife or any comvination of unrelated + extended
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but also for their potential future. in characterizing the nature of
house olds in the somple, we comment upon ethnic differences and conclucde by
comparing each of the five sites with respect to household composition.

Despite more complex patterns of social organization in their homelands,
the rules of immigration into the United States allowed only the immediate
family to enter together. Thus, initial households tended to consist of just
such nuclear families. With the passage of time, secondary migration and
family reunification brought divers embers of the large family organizations
together. Thus, 1,713 of the adults in the respondents' households are im-
mediate family members {spouses, children, siblings, parents, and
grandparents) ; there are 187 relatives outside the nuclear family (aunts/
uncles, cousins, nieces/nephews, 2t al.), and 158 in-laws. In addition, 698
in our sampie live alone or are unrelated to other household members with whom
they share yuarters.

The overwhelming majority of the adults in our sample live in nuclear
families (39 percent) or extended families (31 percent). Another 2 percent
live alone and 6.5 percent with other tnrelated singles, Table 11.11 (page
53) displays this informzcion for all adults, and also shows the distribution
of the sample when ihe household is the unit of analysis. The proportion of
all adults who are unrelated singles is not large --less than one-sixth, but
the total proporticn of households which include a single or singles is 22
percent, or nearly a quarter of the households in the sample.

Virtually all the households we surveyed include two or more adults (per-
sons aged 16 or older, and tkus potentially employabi_); only 9 percent of the

househclds nave one adult, 4O percent have two and the remainder at least

three adults.
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The children in the sample are important for several

reasons. For

one

thing, the number of children is significant because with little earning
power , the refugees will have trouble supporting them. But the ages of the
children in our sample, their presence alone, may be crucial to the

refugees' current or potential self-sufficienc’, since young children in

the

home may pre.'ude the opportunity for adults (especially women) to prepare for

or

take jobs.

will report the characteristics of the children in the sample.

Table 11.11

Household Composition for All Adults and All Households

Throughout our discussion of hcusehold composition, then, we

Percent of Percent of
All Adults All Households
(N=4, 160) (N=1,384)

Single (one) 1.7 4.7
Unrelated Singles 6.4 5.5
Nuclear Family 39.0 L8.2
Nuclear Family 6.5 5.1
Plus Single(s)
Extended Family 31.2 27.2
Extended Family 7.4 4.8
Plus Single(s)
Mult.ple Families 3.9 2.6
Multiple Families 3.8 1.9
Plus Single(s)

Puovt 70 percent of the households include at least one child (less than
16 years old). Only 4 percent (55) are single-parent households. Among the
en'.ire sample 17 percent of the hous=zholds hs e one child, 20 percent have

two, 'L percent have three and an.ther 14 percent have four or five; 5 per-
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cent of the housenolds include between six and nine children. Forty-two per-
cent (577) of the households had children under the age of six and thus needed
someone -- presumably 2n adult bhousehold member - to czare for their pres-
choolers. |f we assume that children six years and older do not need full-
time adult supervision, and add the number of c.ildless households to the to-
tal, we find that in 58 cercent of the households the need to care for
children should not, in theory, be a hindrance to libor force participation by
the adults (unless they are over 65, disabled, etc).

Another way of considering how household composition may influence
emplovment is by calculating the percentage of '"employable" household mem-
bers. We counted any household member betr..en the ages of 16 and 60 as
employable, unless he or she were retired or disabied. Further, if there were
presctedl children age five or younger i+ the household, we assigned one adult
per household as a child caretaker rather than a potenti 1 worker.? Using
this messure, we found thzat 52 percert of the members in our sample's average
hoiisehold are "employable."

When we examine household composition by ethnicity of the respondents,
other di ferences emerge. Tawle |1.12 (page 55) shows the distribution of tne
household composition variable for each of the three groups. On this dimen-
sion, the Vietnamese refugees are most likely to have households which include
a single person -~ one household in four, compared to 13 per:ent for the
Chinese households and 11 percent for the Laoc. On the other hzd, 12 percent
of the Vietnamese refugee population in the sample live in househelds consist-

ing only of a single person or unrelated singles and are therefore less likely

'We checked to be sure that when those who did not meet our criteria
were emplcyed, we counted them as ""emplosable." Clearly, Jisablea persons are
not alwa;s 'uremployable," and outside care for preschoolers is occasionally
available. We therefore adjusted our rigid "employability" criteria when the
situation required it: employed people were considered ‘employable."

<
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than the other two ethnic groups to live in nuclea” families. The high aumber
of zingles in Boston (see Table I1.14, page 58 below) partly accounts for
this fact: neverthsless, the Vietnamese households still have a tendency in
this direction. The households are otherwise indistinguishable from those of
the Chinese on variables such as household size, the ratio of adults to
children, and thus, the percentage of employable adults.

Table 11.12

Household Composition by Ethnicity
(N=1, 384 Households)

Vietnamese Chinese Lao
(N=690) (N=294) (N=100)

Single (one) [1 7% 3%
Unrelated Singles 7% 5% 3%
Nuclear Family LiL% 50% 5L%
Nuclear Family 6% L% 5%
Plus Single(s)
Extended Family 26, 29% 28%
Extendedi Family 7% 3% 2%
Plus Single(s)
Multiple Families 2% 1% L%
Multiple Families 3% 0% 2%
Plus Single(s)
With regard to household composition, Chinese responderts live alone a

little more often. and most often constitute extended fzmilies. When extended
families and single(s) are included, however, their majority in this regard is
lost to the Vietnamese. Among the three groups, the Chinese hcuseholds are

smallest, the number of youngsters aged one to five the fewest, with the
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youngest child in the average household over six years old. They include
comparatively more adults and fewer children.

Conversely, as Table I1.13 (page 57) shows, the Lao tend to ha.: larger
households, with an average Of 5.5 (p < .01). Twenty percent of the Lao
adults 'ive in households with nine to 19 people, as opposed to only 13 per-
cent of the Vietnamese adults and 11 percent of the Chinese adults. The Lao
have slightly more adults per household (2.9). They alse have more children
(2.5) . and the most children aged one to five. Indeed, in €very age category,
the Lao have more children, and their children tend to be younger.

Consistent with these observations, there is a statistically significant
difference (p < .01) among the three ethnic groups in terms of the percentage
of household members who are employable. In Vietnamese households 56 percent
of all members are employable -~ almost equal to the peccentage in Chinese
households. The Lao 1 1d to have the lowest percentage (43 percent), which
means that they have fewer pecp>le available to get jobs. |f a.d when they do
find work, they must support more people. Important differences also emerge
when we compare household composition in each of the five sites, although
there are only a few clear patterns. lising the households as the level of

analysis, we draw the following observations from Table Ii.14 (page 58).




Characteristics of Household Composition by Ethnicity

Table 11 13

N=1{,384 Hous?holds

Average Average Average Average Average
Average Number Number Number Number Number Average Age Percent of
Number of of Children of Children | of Children | of Children of Youngest pPercent of "Employable”
Ethnicity of Persons Adults (1ess than 1§16} {age 1-5)} (age 6-11) {age 1.-15) rhildg Adul ts Household
in in per rer per per in Household in Household Members
Household Household Househo td Household Househo!d Household
Vietnamese 47 28 17 63 65 .42 5.0 70% 56%
Chinese 4.5 2.7 16 44 65 € 2 T1% 57%
Lao 5.5 29 25 .Q3 .85 .65 48 60% 43%
(p <.o1) | (ns) (p < 01) (p < 01) (< 0o1) (p < 01) (p < 0O1) (p <.01) (p <.01)
ot
N=
€
Jo

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table |1.14

Housetl 1d Compesition by Site
(N=1,384)

Orange
Kouston | County | Chicago | Seattle | Boston

Single (one) 7% 3% 6% L3 L3
Unrelated Singles 6% 22 32 5% 12%
Nuclzar Family 50% 643 53% 51% 26%
Nuclear Family 6% 22 3% [ 4 10%
Plus Single(s)

Extended Family 27% 26% 31% 31% 22%
Extended Family 2% 1» LX 3% 4%
Pius Single(s)

Multiple Families 2% 3% 0.3% 2% 6%
Multiple Families 1.1% 0% 0% 13 7%

Plus Single(s)

a. Families without Unrelated Singles. Nuclear famiiies without singles

are the norm in all sites except Boston, where only a quarter (25.5 percent)
of the households are thus constituted. Conversely, in Orange County, the
households comprised only of nuclear families represent almost two-thirds of
those sampled. Boston a'so has comparatively fewer extended families (without
singles), but extended families are an important group in all sites. In both
Chicago and Seattle, they comprise nearly a third (3) percent) of the total.
Multiple families together in a household are uncommon, but nearly half are in
Boston. As noted in Section |.3, the Boston sampling procedures differed

somewhat from those in the other sites; yet the comparison of list sample and

area probability sample shows them to be sufficiently similar to rule out sam-
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pling error as being responsible for the differences between Boston and the
cther sites.

b. Unrelated Singles. In virtually every household composition clas-
sification, the presence of singles in Boston is remarkable. Although Houston
has the highest percantage'of households in which a single respondent 1ives
alone, nearly half of the households in Boston (47 percent) include at least
one single, and fully 16 percent of the households there are comprised of a
single or unrelated singles living together.

In Tables |1.14 (page 58) and 15 (page 60), we may compare the sites on a
number of dimensions which give depth to our understanding of the circumstan-
ces in which the refugees now find themselves, and which have implications for
current or eventual self-sufficiency.

¢. Household Size. The households in Boston tend to be significantly
larger than those in the other sites, with an average of 5.6 people in each.
As Table |1.16 (page 61) shows, in Boston, almost 80 percent of the households
include at least four persons, almost a fifth contain eight tc ten people, and
L percent have over ten people sharing living quarters. Roston's houseshold
density is unique among the sites due to the high number of unrelated singles,
while Seattle had the highest percentage of households with four to seven
people (over 60 percent). The lowest extreme (Houston) had almost 4O percent
living in households of three or less. The average household in Houston was

smalest, with L.4 persons.
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Table I1.15

Characteristics nf Household Composition by Site

N=1, 6384 Households

Average Average Average Average
Average Average Number Number Number Number Average Age Average Average
Number Number of Children | of Children of Children of Children of Youngest Percent of Percent of
Site of Peirsons | of Adults (1ess than) (age 1-5) (age 6-11 (age 12-15) child Adul ts "Employable”
in in per per per per in tn Household
Household | Household Household Household Househo 1d Household Household Household Menbers
Houston 4.4 2.5 1.9 .60 .77 .55 6.1 .66 53
Orange County 5.0 2.8 2.2 .63 .84 .69 5.7 .63 46
Chicago 4.6 2.8 1.8 .67 .73 .44 4.9 68 52
Seattle 4.6 2.8 1.8 .65 .64 .51 LI 66 48
Boston 5.6 3.9 1.7 .78 .58 .32 3.8 74 62
(p <.U1) (p <.0%) (p <.05) (ns) (p <.0t) (p <.01) (p <.01) (p <.01) (p <.01)
N =

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 11.16

dousehold Size dy Site

Household Size

Totals

1-3 47 8-10 N+
Bos ton 213 57% 18% L3 100%
(65) (77 (55) (13) (310)
Chicago 313 51% 1B L 1 2% 100%
(109) (151) (33) (5) (298)
Houston 35% 50% 10% 1% 100%
(74) (94) (19) () (188)
Orange 29% 57% 12% 2% 100%

County .

(89) (173) (36) (6) (300)
Seattle 30% 62% 7% 1% 100%
(84) am (20) (3) (284)
Totals 30% 563% 12% 2% 100%
(b21) (772) (163) {28) (1,384)

d. Children and Adults. On the average, adults form the majority of the
household in each survey site, with Orange Courty's percentage the lowest (63
percent) and Boston's the highest (74 percent). Consistent with these obser-
vations, t1he number of children per household is largest in Orange County and
smallest in Boston. Yet Boston households have the Yyoungest children, and
more of them, with the most children aged five or less (though the difference
is not statistically significant) and the least in the older 3age classifica-
tions. Orange County has the most children between the ages of six and seven-
teen. The average agc of the youngest child in Boston is less than four years
oid; in Houston the youngest is over six. Chic ,0 shares with Boston a
younger age distribution among children; in both sites the youngest child is

still too young to attend school.
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J. HEALTH

Health problems potentially preclude individuals from successfully enter-
ing and staying in the labor force. Therefore, we asked main respondents to
report on their health needs as well as on their medical problems upon ar-
rival. We also asked them about health insurance coverage, or lack thereof,
for every individual in their households.

Less than a quarter (22 percent) of the main respondents report medical
problems upon their arrival in the U.S., ranging from flu-like symptoms to
severe and permanent war injuries. This breaks down fairly evenly across both
ethnicity and sex. Twenty percent of the Vietnamese, 24 percent of the Lao,
and 26 percent of the Chinese said they had medical problems, and 21 percert
of the males and 29 percent of the females reported such problems. A strong
correlation exists between age and health on arrival. Ten percent of those
still in their teens had heaith problems when they came here, as did 19 per-
cent of those now in their 20s, 18 percent of those in their 30s, a quarter of
those in their LOs, 37 percent of those in their 50s, and more than half of
those 60 or older (51 percent). The percentage reporting ilinesses by site
run from a low of 17 percent in Houston and Orange County, to a high of 29
percent in Chicago. The major problems were active and inactive tube ‘tlosis
(43 cases), affecting all age groups, and stomach ailments (51 cases), mainly
affect’ "~ those now in their 20s. Other ailments of note (11-30 casesi in-
¢luded colds, hypertension, malaria, kidney, head, eye, dental, and lung
problems, and arthritis.

Fifty-seven percent of these individuals (175 - 13 percent of all
respondents) have not recovered from the health problems they had when they
immigrated, and about the same percentage of those with and without health in-

surance report persisting problems, met or unmet. Because the reported ail-
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ments range so widely, there is no clear pattern with regard to the types of
chronic illness. Among the most commonly cited problems, however, only 15 of
the 43 reported cases of inactive T still test positive, while 38 of 51
stomach problems and all cases of hypertension are said to continue.

Despite the minority who report the persistence of arrival heaith
problems, the Medicaid-insured refugee population does appear to have need of
health care. i the month prior to the interview. it was reported that 68
percent of the main respondents used their Medicaid cards.

Eighty-four respondents (7 percent) said they had noninsured medical ex-
penses within the past year, and these ranged in cost from $10 to $3000.
Another 11) respondents (8 percent) reported unmet health needs, most commonly
dental problems (39). (Only 147 respondents have dental insurarce as part of
an employer-paid benefit package, 22 percent of those with such packages.)
The onset of unmet health problems appears to be relatively recent (i.e.,
post-immigration), with most beginning in 1981 (22 percent of those with unmet
health problems) and 1982 (33 percent). For 74 respondents, health problems
go untreated because they lack the resources either money or medical coverage.
Not surprisingly, as Tables 11.17 (page 6L) shows, a greater proportion of the
366 respondents (26 percent) lacking health insurance had both noninsured
medical expenses and unmet health probiems (even though few overall cited such

difficulties) than the 1,017 respondents (73 percent) with health insurance.
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Table 11.17

Health Insurance Coveruge by Prevalence of Health Problems
{Main Respondents, N=1,384)

With Health Insurance
(N=1,017); 73 percent)

N P
Non--Insured 53 5%
Medical Expense
Unmet Health Needs 60 63

Without Health Insurance
(N=366; 26 percent)

N P
Non-insured 31 8%
Medical Expense
Unmet Health Needs 51 148

Most respondents (87 percent) who have been in the U.S. 18 months or less
are likely to have some form of coverage (Medic2id or private insurance).
Eighty-two percent of those are covered by Medicaid. O0f those in the U.S.
longer than 18 months, only 4O percent have Medicaid coverage, an additional
30 percent are covered throughy employer paid plans, and the remaining 30 per-
cent are without coverage. Siice only 70 percent of those in the U.S. longer

than 18 months are insured, they are more likely to have both noninsured medi-

cal expenses and untreated health problems (see Table 11.18, page 65).
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Table 11.18

Time in U.S. by Prevalence of Health Problems
(Main Respondents, N=1,384)

In U.S. 18 Munths or Less
(N=448; 32 percent)

N P
Non--linsured 13 3%
Medical Expense
Unmet Health Needs 22 5%

in U.S. Over 18 Months
(N=916; 66 percent)

N P
Non-insured 7 8%
Medical Expense
Unmet Health Needs 88 10%

When we asked refugees about '"financial setbacks,” 41 (3%) respondents

spontaneously mentioned heaith problems. In this category, medical problems
were second in number only to a general "lack of money" among the 175 who
reported financial setbacks. Additionally, 11 percent of the main respond-
ents said medical services were among the most important they received upon
arrival. Finally, while slightly more than half (53 percent) of the main
respondents said there were things they wanted but could not afford, access to
heaith care was mentioned only 14 times.

The data on the health insuran ¢ coverage held by everyone in the sample
-~ 6,769 individuals -- show that 67 percent have some kind of health in-
surance. Of these, B0 percent are covered by Medicaid, 14 percent by

employer-paid plans and 1 percent by a miscellany of “other'" kinds of third-
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party coverage. Coverage for adults and for children break down in the fol-
lowing way.

- Among all adults, 70 percent have medical coverage. Medicaid is the
principal third-party payor for 53 percent, employer-paid plans for 16
percent, and "other" sources cover 1 percent.

= The majority of children are covered by health insurance (64 percent).
Eighty-three percent of the insured children in the sample are covered
by Medicaid, only 16 percent through a parent's or guardian's employer-
paid plan, and l1ess than | percent by "other" insurance.

Thus, nearly a third of the refugees in our sample lack health insurance
coverage. However, only one in ten of the uncovered population reported
having unmet health needs. A minority report they had medical problems on ar-
rival which still persist. Over half (57 percent) of the refugees with jobs
have some kind of health insurance (see Table 111.A.10, page 134 balow).
Overall, there is little appearance that health problems affect labor force

participation significantly.
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K. SECONDARY MIGRATION.

Once refugees were piaced with a local sponsor, they could choose to
migrate to &nother city or another part of the couniry. An unknown number of
refugees have migrated since their arrival, tending to go South and West.
Among the main respondents in the survey, 212 (15 percent) had moved at least
once. Of these, 23 had moved twice and seven had moved three or four times,
Forty of the 251 total moves were within the same site, 32 from a different
site in the same state, and almost three quarters (179 - 71 percent) from a
different state, including 23 (13 percent) from Texas and 10 (6 percent) from
California. Close to half the moves (L6 percent) were made between June and
September, possibly because children are usuaily out of school during those
months. More than three quarters of the moves (79 percent) were in 1980 and
1981. By ethnicity, we see similar levels of secondary migration -- slightly
more Chinese and Vietnamese having moved than Lao (17 percent, 16 percent, and
13 percent respectively).

Another source of information on secondary migration derives from an ex-
amination of data collected when our interviewers could not locate potential
respondents. i1 143 instances when the refugee had moved, our interviewers
were able to discover his or her destination, and a pattern emerges from these
examples. California was the goal in L1 percent of thes cases, 20 percent to
Seattle, 15 percent to Houston, 6 percent to Bostou, and 19 percent to other
locations). Chicago's sampling procedure did not allow us to glean such in-
formation. In three of the states -- Texas, Washington, and California (and
perhaps Illinois, as well) -- refugees moved to another place within the same
state. Massachusetts appears to be an exception to this situation. This pat-

tern is also reflected in our data on those who have moved by site: 29 percent

of the respondents in Orange County had moved, while the percentage for Hous-
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ton (14 perzent), Chicago and Seattle (13 percent), and Boston (8 percent)
are, at most, not even half as high.

The reasons for these moves varied from family, work, and education, to
better climate 2nd soc.ocultural situations. Those most cited were to go to «
pbecter climate (19 percent), and to join other family members or to get work
(each 17 percent). Another 13 percent mo--4 for educational reasons and 10
percent to be near other members of their own ethnic group. Small numbers
moved because of poor or good finaAcial situations (k-5 percent each), to ob-
tain vocational training or to get into 3 better neighborhood (2 percent
each). Only 1| percent said they moved to get publ.c assistance.

When we asked the respondents what plans they hal to move, 8% indicated
they were thinking of doing so in the following 12 months. Some (L percent)
were planning to move later in 1982, and 3 percent at some time in 1983. Of
the possible destinations listed by these respondents and others who planned
to move later (12 percent in all), L1 percent were within the same site, 12
percent to another site in the same state, and 47 percent out of sta.e (18
percent to California and Ik percent in Texas). Cetting work (L5 percent) was
the major reason for a possible move given by 14 percent of these respondants,
while good or bad finance (10 percent each), better climate (8 percent), fami-
ly (6 percent), education, and better neighborhood {each 5 percent) were

others. Again, only 1 percent reported public assistance as a reason for pos-

sibly moving.




L. ENGLISH

While in the Asian camps, some of the refugees had the opportunity to

study English. Twenty-three percent (310) of the main respondents took
English classes there -- 24 percent of the 1,108 male respondents and 20 per-
cent of the 176 female resnmrdients. Those who “ook the classes were almost
five years younger than those who did not (31, as compared to 36) . Twenty-
six percent of the Lao and 25 percent of the Vietnamese took advantage of

these classes, compared to only 14 percent of the Chinese. the classes in the
f

camps. A“5V¢“f5
1. Arrival English

In Table 11.19 (page 70), we employ three measures which illustrate the
level of English for the whoie sample. In Tables 11.20 (page 70) and I1.2]
(page 71) this information is displayed by ethnicity and site. The first two
measures are derived from our index of arrival English proficiency. First, we
asked how well all aduits read and spoke when they arrived in the United
‘tates. The responses to these closed-ended questions cou:ld range from one
-= "pot at all," to five -- "very well." OQOur index also includes the respon-
ses to seven other questions relating to specific tasks in which English might
be necesiary, also scaled from one to five. W. took the average score on
these seven items, added them to the scores ... the ‘'reading" and ‘'speaking"
scale, and divided by three. Thus, cur index is also scaled from one to‘five.
and it is from this that we derive the measures appearing in Tables 11.16-18

(page 61, 64-65).
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Table 11.19

Arrival English Proficiency for All Households
(N=1,384)

Percent Which Had
Someone Who Knew
“"Some'" English

Percent Which Had
Someone Who Knew

English At least

"Fairly Well®

Percent of Households

in Which At Least
Half the Adults

Knew "Some" English

51%

13%

27%

Table 11.20

Arrival English Proficiency for All louseholds by Ethnicity
(N=1, 384)

(significance

Vietnamese | Chinese Lao level)
Percent Which Had 68% L7% 45.5% (p <.01)
Someone Who Knew
"some' English :
P.7cent Which Had 182 8% 9% (p <.01)
Someone Who Knew
English at Least
“"Fairly Well"
Percent of Households 37% 17% 18% (p <.01)

in which at least
Half the Adults
Knew '"Some"English
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Table I1.21

Arrival English Profictiency for A1l Households by Site

(N=1,384)

Hous ton Orange County Chicago Seattlie Boston (significance Level)
Percant which Had 61% 51% e7T% 52% €3% (p <.05)-
Someone Who Knew
*Some" Englith
Percent Which Had 229, 10.5% 12% 8.5% 16% (p <.01)
Someone Who Knew
English At least
“Fairly well"
Percent of Households 37% 27% 2% .5% 22% 26.5% (P<.05)
In Which At Least
Half the Adults
Know "Some" English

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The first item in Tables 11.19-21 (page 70-71) shows the percent of the
households in whaich eomeone had “any" English ability -- that is, the propor-
tion of households in which at least one individual scored better than one
("not at all"). We can see that in nearly two-thircs of the households
sampled, at least one household member had some familiarity with English upon
arrival. In the seccnd item, we use the same in@ex but more narrow criteria
to show that only 13 percent of the household sample contained someone who
knew English at least "fairly well."

The third item in the tables uses the same measure of English proficiency
on arrival but here we are interested in the percentage of the adults in the
bousehold whose English ability was above minimum -- more specifically, the
proportion of households in which at least half the adults had "any" English
at all. Table II.19 (page 70) shows that only 27 percent of the households
sampled meet this standard; in other words, in nearly three-fourths of the
households, the majority of the adults, by their own reports, had ro English
ability when they arrived.

More specifically, only 36 percent of the individual adults in the survey
had English ability at all when they arrived here (see Table 11.23 below, page
75). Of these individuals with English on arrival, close to two~thirds (23
percent of all adults) harcly spoke the language, and another quarter (9 per-
cent of all adults) did not speak it well. Thus, barely more than a tenth of
those who had any acquaintance with English said they spoke it reasonably well
-- a mere 4 percent of all adults. Tleir reading ability (see Table 1I1.24,
page 75) was slightly higher, 5 percent of all adults saying they could read
it adequately ou arrival. As Table 11.25 (page 76) shows, about 30 percent of
all adults said they could have shopped for food and gotten arouad in the city

when they arrived here, but less than a fifth (18 percent) said they could
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have asked for help from the police or fire departments. Thirteen percent
{elt confident about applying for aid at an agency, |l percent could have
described health problems or read a newspaper, and only 6 percent felt they
could have held jobs in sales.

The overall measure of general English proficiency on arrival for the
adult refugee shows a somewhat higher level: 6 percent of a1l refugees had at
least a reasonable grasp of the language, 10 percent did not know it well, 20
percent knew it hardly at all, and 64 percent had no proficiency at all.

In Tables 11.19 through 11.21 (pages 70-71) we use the household as the
unit of analysis because our findings support the view that the refugee
household represents 3 collection of resources upon which each individual may
draw. Initially at least, all household members can survive if only one of
them knows enough English to shop for food, or to interact with people such as
agency personnel and landlords. (To a lesser degree, this is also true if
only one member has job skills.) While this situation is hardly ‘deal, our
approach here incorporates the practical realities of the transition the
refugees are undergoing.

Table 11.20 (page 70), which zompares the three ethnic groups on these
measures, Shows that the Vietnamese have consistently higher scores than the
other groups (significant at p <.01 on all three measures). The Lao and
Chinese share equally low scores. in over a third of the Vietnamese
households, the majority of adults knew 2t least some English when they ar-
rived.

The site comparisons, in Table 11.2] (page 71), are less dramatic, and it
is only when we compare the percentage who knew English at least “fairly
well" that the differences are statistically significant (at p <.01). Never-

theless, the Southeast Asian households in Houston, with fewer adults, appear
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to have had a slightly higher percentage with the majority of the adults know-
ing "some" English than in the other sites; they were in sharpest contrast to
the refugee households in Seattle.

Overall, few households had persons who knew English when they arrived,
and the overwhelming majority of adults had none. The Vietnamese arrived with
greater English skills than the Chinese or Lao; refugees who settied in Hous-
ton had more English ability than those at other sites; men reported higher
proficiency than women; former urban dwellers more than rural residents;: those
in their 30s and LOs more than either older or younger refugees; and those
with higher levels of education and occupational status (especially profes-
sionals and military officers) {iad much greater proficiency on arrival than
those of lower educational and occupational backgrounds.

2. Current English

Thus, nearly two-thirds of the adult refugees rfeported knowing no English
when they arrived in the U.S. Another 20 percent knew "hardly" any English,
and 17 percent reportsd some proficiency. As a group, they have learned a
considerable amount of English (only 12 percent report they currently know no
English), but appear far from having a command of the language (a third know
"hardly" any English, and less than 5 percent report speaking it "very well').
Tables 11.22-25 (pages 75-76) thow comparisonc of arrival and current English

proficiency.
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Table 11.22

Arrival and Current English Proficiency

Some English No English
Ability Ability
On Arrival 37% 63%
(N=3930)
Current 88% 12%
(N=2947)
Table 11.23

Arrival and Current Ability to Speak English

Very Fairly Not Very Not

Well Well Well Hardly at all
Arrival 1% 3% 9% 23% (1% 1
(N=3923)
Current 3% 17% 31% 36% 13%
(N=33L4)

Table 11.24
Arrival anZd Current Ability to Read English

Very Fairly Not Very Not

Well Well Well Hardly at all
Arrival 1% L3 10% 19% 65%
(N=3919)
Current L 20% 28% 32% 17%
(N=3936)

We also asked whether respondents possessed sufficient English proficien-

¢y to pe~farm the "daily living" tasks.

now know enough

fire departments.

As Table 11.25 (page 76) shows,

most

to shop for food, travel in their city, and phone police or

But fewer than half can read a
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newspaper,

explain

their
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health problems to medical personne!, apply for public aid, or hold a job as a

salesperson.
Tabl: 11.25
English Abitity for Daily Life Tasks
("'3'9‘9)
Percent With
English Proficiency Sufficient
Task to Perform These Tasks
Arrivsl Current

Shop for Food 32% 92%
Travel in City 30% 81%
Phone Police or Fire Depts. 18% 65%
Apply for Aid 13% Ls%
Explain Health 1AL 1 %
Problems to 2 Voctor
Read a Newspaper 1RE 32%
Hold a Job as a 6% 23%
Salesperson

As noted above, we constructed indices of English proficiency at arrival
and current English proficiency from parallel series of questions as the mean
of self-reported (1) speaking ability, (2) reading ability and (3) the average
of the seven daily-life tasks items. The relationships between these indices
and relevant background factors are displayed in Figures 11.1-8 (pages 79-86)
and may be summarized as follows:

Ethnicity: While the gap between Vietnamese arrival English and that of
the Chinese or Lao appears to have diminished somewhat it remains
statistically significant for current proficiency as well as arrival

proficiency (see Figure I1.1, page 79).
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Site: Refugees in Houston arrived with better than average English, and

those in Seattle with worse (p < .01). These differences attenuate over
time, but refugecs in Orange County where it is easier to have lijttle
contact with English speakers remain slightly but significantly less
Froficient (p <.01) (see Figure I1.2, page 80).

3ex: Men arrived with significantly petter English skills than women (p
<.G1}, and this gap has ‘ncreased over time (p <.01) (see Figure 1.3,
page 81).

Urban/Rural: Refugees from cities arrived with significantly better
English than those from the countr side (p <.01), and this difference
remains associated with current English skill (p <.01) (see Figure
1.4, page 82).

Education: Educated refugees arrived with a much greater command of
English than those with little or no educatior (p <.01), and this dif-
ference remains for current proficiency (p <.01) (see Figure 11.5, gpage
83).

Occupation in Southeast Asia: Former professionals, military personnel,

clericals and students arrived with significantly better English (p
<.01), and those differences. are increased in current proficiency (p
<.01) (see Figure 11.6, page 84).

Age: Refugee: over 50 arrived with significantly less skill in English
(p <.01), and the effects of age differences increase dramatically for
current proficiency, with the youngest learning the most (p <.01) (see
Figure 11.7, page 85).

Yime in_the U.S.: Thoge who arrived before 1978 (people living in the
households of our post-1978 main respondents) had slightly but sig-

nificantly better English skills when they arrived than those who ar-

117




78

rived later (p <.01). In terms of current English, those who have been
in tne country longer ure, of course, significantly more fluent (p <.01)
(see Figure 11.8, pege 26).

In sum, refugees who were more advantaged in Southeast Asia (with regard
to gender, educatior ~3tion and urban residence) arrived with considerab-
ly better English proiiciency, and this gap has widened in current proficien-
cy. At the same time (and as could be expected), the young have learned much

more rapidly than older refugees.

118




ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

2,0

].5 u

1.0 |
(NONE)

-]

ARRIVAL AND CURRENT ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

W04
\J

BY ETHHICITY
(N=3,919)

_
Vtotno.oop

_
Chtneoo Lae

ETINICITY

Figure 11.1

119

CURRENT

ARRIVAL



ARRIVAL AND CURRENT ENGLISH PROFICIENCY
BY SITE
(N=3,919)

5.0 o

4,5

4.0
2
B 3.5 ™
s
& 3.0°F
2 2.5
g 7 CURRENT
- \

2,0

1.5 3 : oeletse 3 I|I .l -- _:: . . :

RN :I: II:-: :- o8 X! I-- ::. I: . 3 ARRIVAL
1.0 L R ' -
(NONE) Chioego Boceton Seattle Houeton Orange Ce
SITE
Figure 1.2

1.V



5.0

4.5
lllo

3.5

3.0
2,5

ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

2,0

1.0
(HONE)

1.5

.

ARRIVAL AND CURRENT ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

BY SEX
(K=3,919)
CURRENT
i ARRIVAL
Nen Women
SEX
Figure 1!.3

121



ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

5.0

4.5+

4.0

3.5

3.0

2.5

2,0

15 ¢t

1.0

-

(NOHE)

ARRIVAL AND CURRENT ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

BY URBAN vs, RURAL RESIDENCE IN COUNTRY OF ORIGIN
(N=3,919)

Urbon Aurol

RESIDENCE AREA

Figure 11.4

12¢

CURRENT

ARRIVAL



CURRENT
ARRIVAL

o
= 2
] w
')
g
S = 3
Rl .
a. 2 oc
= = 3 A
. >
S o g 3
ek . =
=z $ S =
=z L S -
= - <2 e g 3
O M P-4 v
e — S 3
= £ © @
S8 C .
o - (.
o £ :
DW 2 e |
NE Iim ILL
A % 'y
b h -
- R q c
<€ S
> e
= ”
e
<

Elentry.

-

b h D L
0. 5 05 050
= M M o~y N = e

AIN31J1408d HSITONI




ARRIVAL AND CURRENT ENGLISH PROFICIENCY
BY OCCUPATION IN S.E, ASIA

(N=3,919)
5.0 =

| §

4|5
4;0

|

35 F

3.0 CURRENT

2.5 -

ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

2.0 ~

ARRIVAL

1.5 -

Sy :
(NONE)' Ret/Hev FiLeher Loborer Crfieen CL
Fermer Service Oprtiv. Coles Honager Enletd Prefeen

OCCUPATION

Figure 11.6

124




ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

ARRIVAL AND CURRENT ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

BY AGE
(N=3,919;
5.0 =
4,5}
lho ™
3.5 F
3.0 1
2.5 [~
2,0 p
X ‘ﬂl.-l_ .
1.5 i X }“"--E ' ?? 0 : \ .
1.0t 16 to 20 21 te 30 31 te WO W)l te SO S1 to 60
(NONE)
AGE
Figure 11.7

125

_—

over 60

CURRENT

ARRIVAL




ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

5!0

4,5

v

QQO ~

3.5 [~

3.0
2.5 B

2.0 =

1.5 i

1.0 L
(NOKE)

ARRIVAL AND CURRENT ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

BY MONTHS IN THE U.S.
(N=3,919)

......
-------
nnnnnn
.......
------

.......
cccccc
e

------
ooooooo
nnnnnn
ooooooo

oooooo

O
"""""""""""""""
. .
''''''''''''''''''
.........................
.
-------

-------------------

....................
ooooooooooooooooooo
--------------------
ooooooooooooooooooo
oooooooooooooooooooo
-------------
oooooooooooooo
ooooooooooooo
oooooooooooooo

------

---------------------

oooooooooooooooooooooooo

----------------------------------------
--------------------------------

----------------------------------------

6 or Loee 19 te I8 25 te 30 37 to M2 ever 48
7 e 12 19 to 28 31 te 38

49 Lo N0

MONTHS IN U.S.

Figure 11.8

120

CURRENT

ARRIVAL




M. PROGRAM USE

1. English as a Second Language (ESL)

Respondents were asked which of several strategies they had followed in
order to develop their English. Roughly 10 percent said that they chose to
live in a predominantly American area; LO percent that they practiced with
Americans; 10 percent thzt they employed 8 tutor; 20 percent that they prac-
ticed with members of their own household; 66 percent that they watched T.V.
and listened to radio broadcasts; and 75 percent that they attended ESL clas-
ses. This mi: of learning technicies must be kept in mind when considering
the nature of English improvement.

Forty percent of all adult refugees are currently attending ESL classes,

for an average of 28 weeks and 13 hours per week. Of these, 4] percent are

taking classes at the nelementary level,' L1 percent “intermediate," and 12
percent “advanced.' Providers of these classes are shown in Table 11.26.
Table 11.26
Enrol Iment By Provider of Current ESL Classes
(N=1541)

Provider Percent Enrolled

VOLAG 9%

Public School District 313

Community College 363

Refugee Association 53

Other 19%

Only main respondents were asked about ESL classes attended in the past.
Fifty-eight percent reported past ESL training, and about a third of those

are currently in classes as well. This means thai about half of those cur-
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rently in ESL also took it in the past. Those with past ESL reported an
average of 600 hours of attendance (N=749) . Thus, slightly over three-fourths
of the main responderts either had or now have ESL, and at the time of the
interview had attended an average of 620 hours. Sixty-five percent took
“elementary' class, 25 percent “intermediate," and 10 percent "advanced."

To the extent that we can extrapolate about past ESL among household mem-
bers other %han main respondents (and we have little reason to expect the per-
centage of these groups to differ with regard to ESL attendance), it appears
that most adult refugees (probably around 70 percent) have had ESL instruc-
tion.

Main respondents who attended ESL in the past do not differ from those
who did not by ethnicity, arrival-English proficiency, months in the U.S., oc-
cupational skill (Southeast Asian), or household composition. They do differ
from those without pist ESL in the following ways:

- a higher percentage of men (61 percent) than women (46 percent) reported
past ESL (p <.01);

- those with no education were less likely to report past ESL than those
with some (p <.05), although college graduates and those with advanced
degrees also had past ESL less frequently; and

- those who reported past ESL were slightly younger, averaging 33 years of
age, than those reporting no past ESL, who averaged 36 years of age.

This means that women and those with no pre-immigration education, all of whom
entered the country with less proficiency in English, are le.s likely to have
had past ESL.

Those currently attending ESL classes do not differ from others by eth-
nicity, urban cor rural background, or currert English proficiency. (This is

according to data gathered on all adults, not just main respondents.) They do
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differ by site (in a manner possibly, and inversely, related to local economic

conditions), as Table 11.2]7 shows:

Yable 11.27
Current ESL Enroliment by site
(N=395L)
Site Percent Currently in ESL
Orange County 49%
Chicago L8%
Seattle 35%
Boston 27%
Houston 23%

Table |1.28 shows that younger refugees are more likely to be in ESL than
older. it should be noted that many of the teenagers attend ESL classes at

their high schools, where they are regularly enrolled students.

Table (1.28
Current ESL Enrolliment by Age
(N=3906)
Age Percent Currently Taking ESL
16-19 56%
20-30 29%
31-40 36%
L1-50 Lo%
51-60 313
Over 6 143
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in addition, as Table (1.29 shows, recent arrivals are more likely to be in

ESL classes than earlier arrivals:

Table 1i.29
Current ESL Enroliiment by Months ir the U.S.
(N=3806)

Months in the U.S. Percent Currently Taking ESL
6 or less 57%
1-12 56%
13-18 £2%
19-24 38%
25-30 35%
3°-35 32%
37-42 273
L3-48 27%
over 48 15%

Refugees currently taking ESL also differ from those who do rot in the follow-
ing ways:

- men (42 percent) are more likely than wemen (35 percent) to be in ESL
(p <.01);

- those with ro educition (30 percent) and those with college degrees' (20
percent), are leis likely to be in ESL than those with other levels of
education, ranging from some elementary to some college (4O percent) p <
.01);

- refugees who were students in Southeast Asia (46 percent) are more 1like-
ly, and housewives and retired persons (27 percent) less likely than

other occupational groups (4O percent) to be in ESL (p <.01);
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- those with less Engiish proficiency on arrival are more likely to be

taking ESL (p <.01).
Thus, the refugees who have taken or are now in ESL classes generally appear
to be those more in need (i.e., who arrived with little proficiency -- which
also means the less educated) . Nevertheless, women, those with no education
at all, and older refugees appear ﬁnder-reprcsented in ESL classes.
2. Employment Services

The category 'employment services”" includes a broad array of services
ranging from general orientation to the American job market and workplace
practices, and from assistance in locating potential jobs to actual placement
in specific jobs. It does not include vocational training or Vocational
English as a Second Language (VESL). The extent of assistance provided to
refugees who used 2mployment services differs widely. Some refugees reported
receiving no more than a card to fill out or the classified section of a
newspaper; others received counseling, referrais, preparation for interviews,
transportation, and intercession with employers when problems arose. In
general, however, the information is insufficient to make discriminations of
this sort concerning either the precise nature of the services received or the
quality of assistance. As with ESL, then, we will focus simply on the use or
non-use of employment services.

in addition, no distinction was made in the questionnaire between “eur-
rent" and "past" employment services, since virtually all such services are
episodic and "past." |t should be kept in mind, however, that some refugees
may have received employment services in the very recent past. To the extent
that reported services are really “eurrent," their effectiveness will be

underestimated, since we can expect current users to be unempliyed.
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Thirty percent of all adults reported the use of employment services.
0f these, 31 percent received services from VOLAGS, 31 percent from government
agencies (such as social service or welfare offices, state employment scr-
vices, etc.), 18 percent f-om .chools (high schools, community colleges,
vocational programs, etc.), and 20 percent from an assortment of other
providers. As Table 11.30 shows, half or nearly half of the refugees in
Chicago and Seattle have received employment services; the percentages in
other sites are considerably smaller, in an apparent inverse relationship to

local economic conditions.

Table 11.30
Reported Past Use of Employment Services
by Site

Site All Adults
Chicago 50% (406)
Boston 20% (228)
Seattle 46% (360)
Houston 9% (40)
Orange County 22% (163)

" Those who have received employment services differ from those who have
not in several respects. Fewer of those who were students, farmers,

housewives or retired have received employment services than other refugees,

as Table (1.31 (page 93) shows.
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Table 11.31

Reported Past Use of Employment Services
by Southeast Asian Occupation

Occupational

Group All Adults
Professionals 38% (113)
Officers 383 (35
Enlisted ng (129
Manager 39% (88)
Clerical 35% (23)
Craftsman 42% (83)
Sales 35% (49)
Service 35% (49)
Student 28% (312)
Operative 35% (87)
Farmer 20% (49)
Fisher Lox (61)
Laborer 30% (61)
ousewives, Retired, etc. 19% (82)

And 1s Table 11.32 (page 94) shows, those with no education received employ-

ment services less frequently than others:
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Table 1.32

Reported Past Use of Employment Services
by Southeast Asian Education

Educational

Level All Adults
None 17% (52)
Elementary 328 (516)
Secondary 32% (256)
High School 348 (199)
Some College 36% (72)
College Graduate 39% (39)

Other differences in the use of employment services a.2 as follows:

a higher percentage of Chinese (kO percent) used employment services
than Lao (29 percent) or Vietnamese (28 percent);

a higher percentage of men (34 percent) than women (25 percent)
report employment service use;

those using employment services have been in the U.S. slijhtly longer
than those who have not (an average of 27 months vs. 24 months);

users of employment services have slightly better English proficiency
than non-users (p <.0i), but the two groups had identical English

skills on arrival.

While site Is the primary determinant of whether or not refugees receive

any kind of employment services, these services appear to be used somewhat

more by those from advantaged backgrounds (i.e. those who have at least some

education, who had higher status occupations, and who are male). This dif-

ferential usage also appears to be somewhat greater than for ESL.
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3. Vocational Training

Roughly 7 percent of all adults were currently enrolled in some type of
vocational training program when interviewed. These are provided primarily by
government programs such as CETA and Job Corps (16 percent), schools -- large-
ly community colleges -- (58 percent), a variety of other programs identified
only as '"vocational school" (presumed to be private) or “vocational training"
(20 percent), and an assortment of unspecified agencies (6 percent). The most
frequently reported fields of study were electronics, computers, and electri-
cal assembly (33 percent) skillea trades such as auto mechanic, welding,
machine operation, and lathe operation (33 percent); and clerical or office
skills such as secretarial and accounting (9 percent). In addition to those
currently in vocational training, 15 percent of the main respondents repor ted
receiving such training in the past.

Table 11.33 (page 96) shows that compared to the average, a higher per-
centage of refugees in Orange County and a'smaller percentage of those in
Houston have taken or are currently enrolled in vocational training programs.

Table (1.34 (page 97) shows a strong relationship between enroliment in
vocational training programs and education In Southeast Asia: many more of
those with higher education recejved vocational training than those with
little or no education who rarely received such training.

Table 11.35 (page 98) shows that those with higher occupational back-

grounds more frequently received vocational training.




Table 11.33
Use of vocational Training
by Site
Percent of ! Percent of
Stte Adults Currently Main Respondents
Enrolted Enrolled in the Pas?
Chicago 6% 18%
(52) (%3)
Boston 5% 13%
(59) (40)
Seattle 7% 12%
(51) (33)
Hous ton a% 13%
(16) (25)
Orange County 11% 19%
(83) (59)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 17.34

U.e of vocational Training
by Education in Southea=: Asia

——

Percent or Percent of
Educatinn Aduits Cu~ent), Respondents Enrolled

Level Enrclied in the Past
None o% %
(2)
Elementary a% 0%
(61) (%56)
Secondary 8% 19%
(67) .59}
High Schoo!l Grad ta% 19
(30) (~2)
Some Ccllege 11% 22%
(22) (24)
College Graduate 13% 22%
(4) (1)
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Table 11.35
Lie of Vocational Training
by Occupation in Southeast Asia
Percent of Percent of
A1l Adults Mair. Respondents
Occupation Currently Enrolled
Enrolled in the Past

Professional 12% 18%
(36) (20)

Officers 12% 25%
(1) (6)

Enlisted 9% 21%
(27 (k2)

Students 8% 13%
(86) (32)

Managers 6% 15%
(14) (18)

Clericals 8% 8%
(5) (2)

Sales 3% 12%
(5) (7)

Craftsmen 7% 13%
(14) (16)

Operatives 5% 9%
() (9)

Laborers .c¥ 8%
(2) (1)

Service 0% 1%
(0) (2)

Fishers 6% 15%
(9 (10)

Farmers L 9%
(9) (6)

Retired and 2% 10%
Housewives 9) (5)
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Thus, while former professionals, military personnel, and students comprise
half of all adults, they make up 58 percent of those currently in vocational
training programs. And while those with high school educations and above com-
Prise a quarter of the sample, they make up half of those receiving vocatioral
training,

Those reporting vocational training also differ from those who do not in

the following ways.

= A higher percentage of men (9 percent) than women (3 percent) are
currently in vocational training programs (p <.01). This holds for
Past vocational programs as well, which were reported by 18 percent of
the men and 6 percent of the women (p <.01).

= A higher percentage of Vietnamese (9 percent) are curicently receiving
vocational training than Chinese (6 percent) or Lao (k percent)
== (p <.01). Ethnic differences in past vocational training use fol-
low this pattern, but are not statistically significant.

= Those currently in vocational training pregrams have greater English
proficiency and were more proficient when they arrived (p <.01, with
regard to both current and arrival proficiency). Main respondents who
received vocational training i~ the past also had better arrival and
current English (p <.01 for both compar isons) .

- Tiose currently in vocational training programs and those enroll;d in
such programs in the past have been in the U.S. roughly six months
longer than those who have not (p <.01 for all comparisons). This is
as expected: the majority of those currentiy in vocational training
have been in the U.S. between six and 24 months. Few got into these

programs immediately (2 percent of all adults in the first six

139



100

months) , and enroliment remains relatively stable -- roughly 6-7 per-
cert -- through 48 months.

in general, access to vocational training programs for all adults appears
to be limited to males with at least secondary school educations, higher oc-
cupational status or skills in Southeast Asia, and some English proficiency
when they arrive.

4, Comparative Conclusions

in reviewing our findings on the use of programs, it must be kept in nind
that the majority of refugees arriveud unable to speak any English. Slightly
fewer than half of the adults are currently attending ESL classes, and we es-
timate that two-thirds have received substantial ESL instruction since leaving
their homelands. Roughly a third of all adults have received cmployment ser-
vices of some sort, ] percent are currentiy in vocational training programs,
and 15 percent of main resrondents have received vocational training in the
past. Given the need, this level of services rendered is certainly inadequate
to bring "the refugees’ into the mainstream of Americar society. But given
the enormity o: this tisk, it ciearly represents a substantial effort: in 2
relatively short period of time, these services have been provided tc a sub-
stantial proportion of re.ugees.

The programs are not, however, equally available in all sites (Figure
11.9, page 102) or equally used by all refugees. Figures 11.10-12 (pages 103~
105) show tha*t program use differs little among ethnic groups, is heaviest
among those 2: to 50 years of age, and is gererally cumulative by time in the
U.S. The following figures tell a rather different story, however.

Figure 11.13 (page 106) shows that a higher proportion of men receive all
types of services than women. This is cause for ccncern, and not just because

it appears to violate the ideal of providing equal opportunity for both men
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and women. As w2z shall see, women constitute an important part of the refugee
work ‘orce and an important economic resource -- especially in view of the
finding that the majority of households require two employed persons to move
above the poverty level.

Figures 11.14, page 107, (showing program use by education) and 11.15,
page 108 (showing program use by Southeast Asian occupation) give cause for
concern of ancther sort. These demonstrate that those with little education
and who held low status or skill occupations in Southeast Asia are much less
likely to be receiving the services they need than the more advantaged
refugees. Th's is especially true for the most important service: vocational
training. While ESL appears most democratic in being available to all who
need it, employment services appear slightly more restrictive in that they are
rarely used by those with no education or by those who were housewives or
farmers. Vocational training seems to be most restrictive in that its use is
largely c-nfined to those with at least some secondary education, and who were
professionals, military personnel, or students.

This presents something of a paradox. On the one hand, it makes sense to
provide the services to those best prepared to make good use of them; on the
other hand, this pattern of use will hasten the assimilation of the more ad-

vantaged, and leave the less advantaged to their own devices.
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CHAPTER 111

ECONOMIC STATUS

With the background characteristics in hand, we now turn to the economic
situation of the Southeast Asian refugees in the United States. We approach
this topic here in three ways - the question of employment, anc¢ the source of
income for the housetold and the position of the household relative to tie
Federal poverty level. In this chapter, we present descriptive bivariate
profiles of certain economic situations in terms of the significant variables
linked to them, while in the following chapter we give the multivariate
analyses pointing to the major variables predicting to economic self-
sufficiency.

A, LABOR FORCE STATUS

Of the 4,160 adults in the sample, 1,823 adults (Lk percent) were in the
lator fo"ce at the time of the study-- 1,050 who were working and 773 who were
unemployed but seeking work. Thus, more than half (58 percent) of all adult
refugees in the labor force held jobs and the unemployment rate was 42 per-
cent. Figure I111.A.1 (page 110) and Table I11.A.1 (page 111) indicate the

current labor force status for all adults.
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Tabie [I1.A.]

Labor Force Status For All Adults

Employmert Status N Percent
Employed 1,050 26.3%
Unemployed 773 19.L4¥
Non-job Seehers#* 479 12.0%
Non-work ing Students 352 8.8%
working Students 182 L.6%
High School Studen:s L66 11.7%
tiousewives 568 14.2%
Retired 63 1.6%
Other#x 56 1.4%
Totals 3,989 100%

*Non-job-seekers are those who not working and not seeking work
*ktMainly the temporarily ill or permanently disapled.

We shail first exarine the situation of those in the labor force
(employed and unemployed) and then look at those officially not in the labor
force (not looking for work, students, housewives, anc the retired). WYe shall
next discuse .iae quality of jobs he!d by the refugees and the development of
refugee employment ovcr time.

1. The Employed and he Unemployed

a. Site. When broken down according to site, the unemgpioym.nt r-.e
among the refugees was much lower in Houston (25 per-.ent) than it was it the

other four sites. As Tahle {11.A.2 (page 113) indicates, Orang: County's rate
of 3€ percent was the second lowest, and Bosion (whose refugees had been here

the shortest length of time) registered 39 percent. Chicago's rate was much
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higher at 50 percent, while Seattle (whose economy was poorest of the five)
had the highest rate at 57 percent.

There are only 15 self-employed refugees in the entire sample, and seven
of these live in Houston.

The types of jobs refugees hav; found vary by te (Table 111.A.2; page
113). The jobs held by the refugees in Orange County appear to have better
potential for eventual success and job stabii.ty, even though slightly fewer
of the refugees are employed and their wages lag somewhat behind the other
sites. In contrast, and if current trends continue, Lea‘tle seems to offer
the grimmest employment picture for the future.

More than 16 percent of employed refugees in Orange County have profes-
sional or nanagerial positicns, as compared to 10 percent in Chicago and Hous-
ton, 7 percent in Boston and only 5 percent in Seattle. Also, a large number
(37 percent) work in the computer industry in Orange Countv, whereas only A
percent are employed 'n that field in Seattle; conversely, only 1 percent of
workers in Orange County work in the restaurant business compared to 23 per-
cent in Seattle. It follows, then, that Orange County has the FLighest per-
centage in high status jobs (19 percent), with the low o’ 8 percert in
Seattle. Orange County 2lso has the highest percentage in core-economy jobs
(68 percent), in contrast to Seattle which registers the lowest at 22 percent.

Those in Houston earn slightly higher wages -- $5.50 per hour --compared
to $5.40 in Chicago, $5.03 in Orange County, $4.60 in Boston and S$k.46 in
Seattle.!® The difference in hourly wages may be related to the length of
time on the job, but this relationship appears to be weak. On the average,
those in Houston have been employed 17 months, followed by 16 months in Orange

County, 15 in Chicago, 10 in Seattle and only 7 in Boston. The receipt of

1°A11 wages have been char.ged to hour' for ease in ccmparison.
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Table II1.A.2

Employment by Site (all adults)

—
—

Average
Unemployment High Core Mean Months Employment
Sites Rate Status Economy Wages/rour on Benefits
N=3, 989 Jobs N=1{,190 N=t,210 job N=1, 167

N=1,105 N=1, 193
Chicago 49.9 1% (223) 46% (106) $5.40 1% 71% (160)
Boston 8.6 10% (25) 46% (127) 4.60 7 s0% (133)
Seattle 56.9 8% (17) 22% (35) 4.40 10 46% (101)
Hous ton 24.9 1% (2 ) 44% (108) 5.50 17 78% (181)
Orange C. 36.4 17% (35) 68% (133) 5.03 16 74% (146)
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employment benefits may also be related, although again ratner weakly, to the
duration of employment: refugees in Boston and Seattle are less likely to have
employment benefits (50 percent and 46 percent, respectively), whereas 78 per-
cent in Houston have benefits, 74 percent in Orange County and 71 percent in
Chicago.

b. Sex. Overall, as Table (/i.A.3 shows, male refugees in the labor
force are less likely to have found jobs than female refugees in the labor
force (L4 percert unemployment rate for men, 39 percent for women), though
women often classify taemselve: as housewives when work is not available to
them. Women and men are about equally likely to have high status jobs (13
percent of women versus 11 percent of men), to be professionals or managers
(10 percent versus 9 percent), and to have been professionals or managers in
Southeast Asia (20 percent versus 17 percent), a not uncommon occurrence
there. Although tney have also been employed the same number of months as
men, women earn almost 20 percent less per hour ($4.40 versus $5.30) and are
less likely to have employment benefits (55 percent versus 66 percent) .

Table [11.A.3

Unemployment Rate by Sex

Number Unemployment Labor

Sex Unemployed Rate Force
Male 566 (7% 4 1,293
Female 207 39% 530

c. Ethnicity. Overall, the Lao are more likely to have found jobs than

the Vietnamese or Chinese-Vietnamese: 59.8 percent of the Lao are employed,
compared wi“h 56.7 percent of the Vietnamese and 55.2 percent of the Chinese-

Vietnamese. Thus, the unemployment rate for the Lao is &0 percent, for the
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Vietnamese L3 percent, and for the Chinese L5 percent (Figure I1I.A.5, page
126) .

The Vietnamese in the sample have been employed for the shortest time (12
months, as compared to 1k months for the Chinese-\ stnamese and 13 months for
the Lao), but they tend to have higher wages and better jobs than their Lao or
Chinese-Vietnamese counterparts. A greater percentage of the Lao have found
work, but they carn less than either of the other two groups and tend to be in
lower-status jobs. The Vietnamese have the highest wages ($55.26 per hour),
the Chinese-Vietnamese $L.89 per hour anc the Lac $L4.76 per hour. The Viet-
namese are also more likely to be professionals or managers (15 percent as
compared to 9 percent for ine Chinese-Vietnamese and 2 percent for the Lao),
and to have high-status jobs (17 percent versus 11 percent and 3 percent) .
However, the Lao are more likely to have employment benefits (73 percent) as
compared with 59 percent of the Vietnamese and 55 percent of the Chinese-
Vietnamese. Even though the Lao work more “ours per week than the Vietnamese
or the Chinese-Vietnamese (37.2 hours versus 36.7 and 35.2 respectively), they
are .nuch more likely to want teo work even more hours: 79 percent versus 56

percent and 61 percent (Table 111.A.L, page 115).

Table 111.A. 4
Employment By Ethnicity
(N=1,823)
High Mean | Average
Ethnicity | Unemployment | Status | Wage/ Months | Employment
Rate Jobs Hour oh Job Benefits

Vietnamese L33 17% $5.26 12 59%
Chinese L5} 1% $4.89 14 55%
Lao Lo% k4 $4.76 13 633
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d. Household Composition. If we look at the employment status in terms
of household composition, Table 111.A.5 (page 117) indicates that the
unemployment rate was lowest among those living alone (31 percent), hile the
rate among households comprised of unrelated singles or of nuclear families
was the highest (Lkh percent). Multiple families, with or without singles, had
lower unemployment rates than extended families (with or without singles)
which in turn had lower unemployment rates than the single nuclear families

(with or without singles).
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Table (11.A.5

Unemployment Rate by Kousehold Composition

Size of
Household Unemployment Labor
Composition Rate Force*
Single (1iving alone) 31.1% L5
(14)
Unrelated Singles L3.9% 139
(61)
Multiple Family 37.7% 53
plus Single(s) (20)
Extended Family 40.0% 110
plus Single(s) (bd)
Nuclear Family L2.2% 128
pluz Single(s) (54)
Multiple Family 36.5% 63
(23)
Extended L2.5% 557
Family (237)
Nuclear h3.9% 727
Family (319)
Totals L2.L% 1822
(772)

*Labor force here means thcse employed or unemployed (but available for work).

e. The Unemployed. Cf the 773 refugee adults currently unemployed and
looking for work (see Table iii.A.1, page 111), almost half (49 percent) have
been looking for three months or less, and most (76 percent) have been 1’ 3kiny
for six months or less. The most common types of jobs being sought are assem-
bly workers (8 percent), factory workers (8 percent), waiters (7 percent), cnd
janitors or maids (6 percent); 31 percent report that they will take any work

they can find. Most seek help in finding jobs from friends or relatives (25
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percent), or from the state employment agencies (10 percent), while 33 percent
rely on their own initiative. Only 12 percent pick up any kind of pay on the
-‘de.

¢. The Non-Employed

The non-employed population in the sample consists of those whc are pot
in the labor force.

First, let us examine the adults in the sample: 479 (male-373, female-
106) are currently unemployed but not looking for work; 352 (male-277, female-
75) are non-working students; 182 (male-130, female-52) are working students;
L66 are high school students; 568 are housewives; and 63 (male-30, female-33)
are retired.

0f those not currently looking for work for whom there are data, B} per-
cent intend to enter the labor force (i.e. to look for work) in the future.
Most are studying English or doing some schoolwork.

(f those who are not classified as potential workers, (i.e. the retired,
disabled, and housewives), 59 percent (primarily housewives) intend to par-
ticipate in the labor force in the future. Ten percent of these are waiting
until their children are older. Nearly half (43 percent) are preparing for
work, mostly by learning English or going to school.

a. Nonemployed, Not Looking for Work. The main distirguishing feature of
this group of 479 adults appears to be the length of time they have béen in
the L S.: they tend to be the more recently arrived refugees. The mean num-
ber of months since arrival in the U.S. for this group is 15.8, compared to
23.1 for those in the labor force but unemployed, and 27.8 for the empl.ved.

b. Students. Of the 4160 adults in the sample, 1000 (24 percent) are
students. Of those, 182 classify themselves as doing some work, 352 as not

working, and £66 as high school students overall; 70 percent of the students
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are male and 30 percent female, as opposed to 61 percent and 39 percent for
the entire sample of adults. A slightly higher proportion of the Vietnamese
tend to be students: wherezs Vietnamese make up 50 percent of the entire
sample, the, constitute 59 percent of all students. The Chinese-Vietnzmese
are 20 percent of the sample and 23 percent of the students. The Lao are
least likely to be students, comprisirg 30 percent of all adults and 18 per-
cent of all students. Likewise, the proportion of students per site is not
directly proportional to the whole sample. As our sample would lead us to ex-
pect, there is a higher percentage of students in Boston (34 percent of the
total students versus 29 percent of the total adults) and a s'ightly 1lover
percentage in Houston (7 percent of the students versus |1 percent of the
adults) . The students average 22 years of age.

The majority (57 percent) of the non-working students are high school
students; 13 percent attend vocational schools, 12 percent attend community
colleges, and 11 percent attend four-year colieges. Most (93 percent) attend
full time. Aside from the high school and vocational school students. the
most popular main area of study is math and science. The majority ol students
(68 percent) do not pay for their schooling (primarily those attending high
school), hut those who do pay most often receive Basic Educatioral Opportunity
Grant (BEOG) funds (16 percent of all non-working students). The majority of
students found out about their programs either through friends and relaiives
(59 percent) or through their own initiative (16 percent). Of those students
who classified themselves as "working,"” 16 percent are in vocational education
and 3 percent are taking on-the-job training programs.

3. Jobs
a. Past and Present Occubation. Before turning to th: types of jobs

held by the refugees ii. the United States, it is important to have a perspec-
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tive on the jobs they held in Southeast Asia. The data (as described in Chap-
ter 11.8) show that almost a third of the adults (persons age 16 or older) in
the sample were students in Southeast Asia (N=1,163 or 30.8 percent). Out of
the total sample, 447 (11.8 percent) were housewives. The types of employment
which figure importantly in the sample are enlistment in the military profes-
sional, farming and machine operative. Past employment data are presented in

Table 111.A.6.

Table 111.A.6

Employment in Southeast Asia

Occupation N Percent
Professional 318 15.2
Officer 97 4.6
Manager 229 10.9
Clerical 69 3.3
Sales 1hb 6.9
Crafts 198 9.4
Operative 252 12.0
Enlisted 2 15.3
Military
Service 37 1.8
Farmer 254 12.1
Fisher 158 7.5
Labor 21 1.0
Total 2,098 100%
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The adults employed in the U.S. mentioned a multitude of occupations,
which we originally coded according to two-digit U.S. Census categories. But
for ease of presentation and discussion, we have collapsed these job types
(and those of the refugees' previous occupations) into the broadest census job
families, and routinely report upon them in this manner. Figure 111,A.2 (page
123) shows the occupations in which the refugees now work, and reveals that
most who are employed work as operatives, in service industries, or in
crafts.2?

We group the current job classifications into three major occupational
categories to show the percentages now employed either as “professional or
managers,' as ‘'clericals, salespeople or craftspersons," and as “operatives,
service workers, or laborers." Our purpose in presenting current occupation
information in this way is not merely for simplicity, but to illustrate the
extent to which the refugees have found lower level jobs. These jobs contrast
with the occupations respondents held in Southeast Asia, where ounly 14 percent
were operatives, service workers or craftspersons. In Figures 111.A.3 through
I11.A.8 (pages 124-129), we show current refugee occupations by refugees'
Southeast Asian occupations. These figures not only display the percentage
who consider themselves unemployed or non-working iiudents, but also show
their occupations. Thus, for each former occupational group, we have a com-
prehensive picture of the refugees' adjustment to the American economy .

Current unemployment rates vary somewhat depending on the previous oc-
cupation of the respondents, but as we observed eariier, among all former oc-
cupational groups, those who have jobs often work as operatives or in the

service sector. Managers, professionals, and clerical workers in Southeast

‘iMore specifically, 21 percent of the working refugees hold jobs in fac-
tories and 12 percent in restaurants, :] percent are janitors or maids, and &
percent are machinc operators or mechanics.
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Asia have had more success finding work in the U.S. than those in other oc-
cupations. Farmers, laborers, and fishers have the highest unemployment
rates, but when they do have jobs their occupational patterns approximate
those of other groups.

Table 111.A.7 (page 130) indicates that unemplicyment rates are about as
low for those who were operative workers, military enlisted, and service
workers in Southeast Asia as for those who were professionals, officers,
managers, and students. The unemployment rates are relatively high for those
who worked in Southeast Asia as clerks, salespersons and craftspersons; and
particularly for those who were farmers, fishers, and laborers (55.8 percent).
It is interesting to note that a number who were housewives in Southeast Asia
are working here (see Table 111.A.8, poge 131). Their unempioyment rate among
such housewives as noted on page 130 is 37.9 percent. Those who were retired

remain either "retired" or non-labor-force participants.
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Table 1{1.A.7

Unemployment Rate by Occupational Groups in Southeast Asia

Occupations in Unemployment
Southeast Asia Rate Totals
Housewives 37.9% 140
(53)
Professional/Officer/ 39.5% 349
Manager (138)
Student 39.7% 365
(145)
Operative/Mil. Enlisted/ L2.1% 368
Service Workers (155)
Clerical/sales/ W3 250
Crattspersons (120)
Farmer/Fisher/ 55.8% 206
Laborer (115)

Yet, even among the Southeast Asian occupational groups which have Ilower
unemployment rates, the jobs they hold tend to be at a lower level than those
held in Southeast Asia. For instance, as Figure 111.A.3 (page 124) shows,
farmers, professionals, officers, and managers may have a relatively low rate
of unemployment, but they also tend to work more as operztives (with in-
dustrial machinery) than in any other occupational category. That is, while
former professionals, officers, and managers do find work more often than
other groups, the work they find is often of lower status than their original
occupation. This holds true for other former occupational groups as well -
lower status occupations generally hazve higher percentages for each gro., at

present, even among those which had fo-merly held higher status jobs. (Figure

I11.A.3-8, pages 124-129).
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Table 111.A.8

Current Occupations of Those Who Were ‘'iousewives
in Southeast Asia and Now Werking
in the U.S. Labor Force

Types of Job N Percent
Professional 0 0%
Manager ] 1.1%
Clerical L L%
Sales 0 0.0%
Crafts 1 1.1%
Operative 56 62.2%
Service 23 25.6%
Labor 3 3.3%
Not Mentioned 2 2.3%
Total 90 100%

These figures suggest that at this stage in resettiement, current
unemployment and underemployment among the different Southeast Asian oc-
cupational groups may be a rather poor guide to their eventual self-
sufficiency. They have not, as yet, been able tc ing their background
skills fully to bear on their circumstances. The occupationil groups which
have better employment rates in the U.S. appear to have lowe, ~level or lower-
status jots in the U.S. -- Figures I11.A.3-8 (pages 124-129) suggest that the
transfarability o/ skills is low at present. An ironic illustration is the
employment and occupational status of former operatives. Despite the strong

tendency for employed refugees to find jobs as operatives in the U.$., those
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who worked as operatives in their homeland are comparatively unsuccessful at
finding jobs here --only 25 percent are employed.

For the sample as a whole, unemployment rates seem to vary somewhat
depending on the refugees' previous employment, but there are uniform oc-
cJpational patterns among those who have found jobs: regardless of their
previous occupation, the refugees tend to be both unemployed and under-

employed.

b. Job Status. In order to estimate with more precisicn the refugees'

prospects for stable employment and advancement, we constructed indices of oc-
cupational status and economic sectors. For the first, we assigned Duncan
Socio-Economic  Index!? (SEI) job prestige scorss to each occupational
category.

The second derives from recent work by 'dual labor market''*3 economists
who hold that the American economic system is split into two sectors: a
'"core" sector of stable or rising industries in which employment tends to be
full-time and .stable, and a "peripheral” sector of less stable or declining
industries in which work tends to be irregular, seasonal and part-time. Typi-
cally, white males tend to be employed in the core, and women, teenagers and
minorities in the periphery. The industries in which refugees work have thus
been coded core or periphery {according to the factor-analytic work of Tolbert

t al.).

13See the Featherman et al. (Appendix VII). The Duncan SEI is based on
the occupation2] education and income characteristics, as ini.i2lly estimated
by C.D. Duncan for the 1950 Census classification system.

13These economists hold the view that johs in the labor market csn be
roughly classified as ‘'core” or 'gnod" -~ providing high pay. security, and
ample promotion possibilities -- or 'peripheral" or "bad" -- lacking in these
characteristics with little movement for upward economic mobility. For an ex-
cellent review of the literature, see Glen G. Cain, "The challenge by Seg-
mented Labor Market Theories to Orthodox Theory: A Survey'" Journal of
Economic Literature, Dec. 1976, pp. 1215-1258.,
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As defined by the Duncan SEI scores, the overwhelming majority of those
refugees who were working (71 percent) hold low-status Jjobs, while only 10
percent have high status jobs. Also, those in the 1labor force tend to be
employed in the periphery of the economy (53 percent) rather than in the core
economic sectors (47 percent). Table I11.A.9 (page 133) shows the type of
Jobs held by refugees according to our two criteria, and the hour ly wages as-
sociated with each. These analyses lead us to conclude that in addition to

being unemployed and underemployed, the refugees tend to hold "dead-end" jobs.

Table 111.A.9

Employment Status and Sector

Status Percent Periphery Core
Low: 71% Percent of total Lo3% 31%
Hour ly Wage $4.50 $5.00
Medium 19% Percent of total 1% 8%
Hourly Wage $4.5 $6.00
High 10% Percent of total L3 63
Hourly Wage $6.60 $6.80
Totals 100% 55% L5%

Over three quarters (78 percent) of the employed iefugees in our sample
verk full-time (meaning 35 or more hours a week), reporting an average 'work
week of 37 hou-s, and 17 percent wo-k overtime. Twenty-two percent have part-
time jobs (34 percent of these attend school). The majority (58 percent) said
they would prefer to work longer hours.

On the average, workers earn $5.02 an hour. Overtime pays an averaje of
$8.09 per hour. There are site and ethnicity differences in pay rates, which

we discuss in separate sections below.
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c._Job Benefits. Most of the workers (63 percent) have employment

benefits -- most often health insurance, paid vacations, and sick leave (see
Table 111.A.10, page 134). & majority of full-time workers (75 percent) have
benefits, but this is true of only 21 percent of those with part-time jobs
(see Table I11.A.11, page 135). Benefits are provided for more than three-
fourths (78 percent) of the respondents whr work in core economic sectors, but
for only 50 percent of those in peripteral jobs (See Table I11.A.12, page
135). Job scores on the Duncan SEI show no reiationship to the provision of
benefits. 0f course, most of these key job characteristics vary somewhat
depending upon a respondent's occugaticn and employer.

Table 111.A.10
Availability of Job Benefits

N=1,197
Job Benefits
Type of Benefit
Yes No
Health Insurance 57% L3%
Life Insurance 343 66%
Dental Insurance 26% 743
Retirement Pension 243 76%
Paid Vacations 52% L8%
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Table 111.A. 1)
Job Benefi.s By Level of Employment

N=1,197
Employment Yes No
Full-time 75% 25%
Part-time 21% 79%

Table 111.A.12
Job Benefits By Economic Sector

N=1,197
Sector Yes No
Core 78% 22%
Periphery 50% 50%

Health Benefits: The availability of medical benefits varies by site.

Table 111.A.13 shows that health insurance is a more common benefit in
Chicago, hous:  znd Orange County, where over two-tliirds of those working are
covered compared with Boston and Seattle where less than half report coverage.
Also, there appears to be some variation in health coverage by ethnicity, (see
Table I11.A.14, page '36): the Lao report 65 percent coverage, the Vietnamese
55 percent; and the ‘zinese 49 percent. It is difficult to say at this point
why the Lao, with their low status and low paying jobs (Table 111.A.4, page
115), have the highest percentage of health insurance. Full-time employees
are over three times more likely to report health benefits than part-time
employees (69 percent versus 18 percent Table 111.A.15, page 137), and those

holding jobs in the core sector are far more likely than those in periphery
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sector jobs to report health benefits (71 percent versus 45 percent, TYable

111.A.16, page 137).

Table Y11.A.13
Health Insurance Benefits By Site

N=7kLk
Health Insurance
Site
Yes No
Chicago 67% 33%
Boston L% 56%
Seattie L2% 58%
Houston 72% 28%
Orange Ccunty 66% 343
Table 111.A. 14
Health Insurance Benefits By Ethnicity
N=74kh
Health Insurance
Ethnicity
Yes No
Vietnamese 55% L5%
Chinese L9% 51%
Lao 65% 35%
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Table 111.A.15
Health Insurance Benefits By Employment Level

N=7LL
Health Insurance
Level
Yes No
Full Time 69% 31%
Part Time 18% 82%

Table 111,A.16
Health Insurance Benefits By Economic Sector

N=74kL
Health Insurance
Sector
Yes No
Core % 29%
Per iphery L5% 55%
Retirement Pensiors: As shown in Table 111.A.10 (page 134), about a

quarter of the sample ieport retirement benefits. These vary across site
(Table 111.A.17, page 138) from the highest number (L0 percent) ir Orange
County to 9 percent in Seatt’e. About one quarter of the Vietnamese and Lao
respondents report such benefits comparea with 16 percant for the Cﬁinese
(Table 111.A.18, page 138). L.so, over ha!f again &s many of those with core
sector jcbs report such henefits over those with periphery sector jobs (31
percent versus 19 percent, Table I11.A.19, page 139).

Fa:d Vacatiuns: These are reported by half of our respondents and, |ike

other peneits, vary by site and other relevant factors. Paid vacations were

most ‘requently reported by our Houston ru pondents (71 percent) and least of-
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ter cited by those in Seattle (26 percent). The Lao are most likely to report
such benefits (59 percent), followed by the Vietnamese (50 percent) and
Chinese (45 percent).

Table 111.A.17
Retirement Pension By Site

N=729
Site Yes No
Chicago 27% 73%
Boston 17% 83%
Seattle 9% 91%
Houston 30% 70%
Orange County 0% 60%

Table 111,A.18
Retirement Pension By Ethnicity

N=729
Retirement Pensions
Ethnicity =
Yes No
Vietnamese 26% Th%
Chinese 18% 82%
Lao 25% 75%
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Table til.A19
Retirement Pension By Economic Sector
N=729
Retirement Pensions
Economic Sector
Yes No
Core 31% 69%
Periphery 16% 813

k. Time and .abor Force Participation

On the average, once they arrived in the U.S., it took our respondents 11
months to ” their first job, although this varied and will be discussed
later. Generally, those who were clerical workers in Southeast Asia took the
longest ts find a .fob (about a year and a hal ,. Former students, who com-
prise atout 20 percent of the employed, rejuired sbout a year to find their
first job. Former enlisted military peop'., who aiso constitute about a fifth
of the sample, also took about one year to find their tirst job. Education in
Southeast Asiz seems more consistent!y (p <.05) to influence the chances of
finding a job relatively quickly. Those who had no education or had only at-
tended ele.entary school took longer n= (i average -- a year betwren arrival
and their first job. But college graduates lived in the U.S. for an average
of only ® ~onths before going to work.

As noted sbove, even where jobs are held by refugees, they iend to be low
in wages, status, and a~v possibility for 'oward mobility. Yet, the efforts
of refu( _s point toward a better future. ine need only observe the refugees'
economic achievement thkrough time in order to obtain a better sense of their
erployment pic ‘re. Figure 111.A.9 (page 141) indicates th: sharp drop in the

uemployment rate from the first months of resettlement (86 perceit) o the
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final months of the fourth year (30 percent). Thus, the employment status of
the refugees is not a steady condition, but one which is in a constant state
of change. To use the aggregate figure of 42 percent unemployment is quite
mis'eading.

a. Individual Llevel, Among the main respondents who held employmeint

since coming to the U.S., some had left Previous jobs 'voluntarily" (8 percent
due to low wages, B percent to go to school, 8 percent moved, 12 percent found
better jobs), but a substantial number (34.5 percent) “+d been 1ai¢ off. oOf
those who were laid off, a third (33 percent) are currently employed.

0f the 453 main respondents currently employed (55 percent of all
respondents in the labor force), 64 percent have had oniy one job <-- their
Current job =-- since their arrival in the U.S.; 26 percent have had one
Previous job in addition to wneir present Job: 6 percent have had two
previo.s jcbs in addition to their present job; ard 3 percent have had more
than two evious jobs (Table 111.A.20, page 142). Those with only their cur-
rent job have been employed an average of only 15 months in the U.S., wherczas
those with one previous job have beer. empioyed 21 months, those with two
previous jobs for 23 months and those with more than two Jjobs for 20 months.
Also, those with only current jobs have been ir the U.S. fewer months overall
== 2] months as opposed to 31, 32, and 33 for the other three groups respec-
tively. Apparently, however, those with a longer work history and more aonths
in the U.S. hase not profited substantialiy ,rom their greater experience.
Those with only their current job earn an average of $5.24 ner hour while
those with one past job -- with six more menths in the labor force and four
more monthe in the U.S. -- earn only $.06 more per hour, or $5.30. Those with
two previcus ,obs earn slightly more ($5.64 per hnur), but those with more

thi  two jobs earn substantially more ($6.86 per hour). However, the latter
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represent only 3 percent of all currently employed refugees. These data show

that the refugees in general sre not moving from poor-paying jobs into

prosperity by climbing from job to job (though a small number might be),
Table 111.4.20

Employment History
(Respoiwents only)

More Than
Current One Past Two Past Two Past
Job Only Job Jobs Jobs
N=339 N=135 N=3kL N=18
Current $5.24 $5.30 $5.64 $6.96
Houriy
wage
Months in U.S. 27 31 32 33
Total Months 15 21 23 20
tmployed

b. Household Level.

When the unit of analysis is the housashold instead

of the indiviiual, a very different and far more encouraging picture emerges

for the household as a whole than for the individual above.

that 57 sercent of the refugee households have at least one member with

sort of job.

working households (57 percent), while less than half of these households

Our sample shows

some

In the aggregate, only one job is held in the majority of these

(43

percent) have * > or more jobs. This would indicate that the household ievel

would not show much of an irprovement over the individual level. Yet, if we

take time into consideration, the number of jobs held in a househcld tends to

increase the longer the household is in the U.S. Figure 111.A.10 (page 14b)

shows changes in the percent of the household sample with no job, one job or

two or more jobs over four-month intervals. The steady, almost monotonic in-

crease in the perce t of households with two or more Jjobs is the most sig-
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nificant feature of these data and will be discussed in detail in later sec-
tions of this report. But clearly, no ad- ‘uate unde-standing of labor force
participation and economic advancement can be achieved by viewing jobs held by
individuals alone. Such data would reveal little pragress in economic
achievement because thc quality and earning power of the jobs held are not im-
pressive. What is impressive, however, is the effort to improve the economic
position with more than one person per household entering the labor force.
Aimost two thirds of those with jobs live in households with mere than one
job.

The point worth emphasizing is that the number of jobs per household
rather than the character of individual jobs or job advancement at the i..-
dividual level makes the major difference in achieving self-sufficiency. This
can be illustrated very simply by comparing the characteristics of individual
jobs in one, two, three and four or more job househslds. The differences,
where they exist, are comparativeiy small. In a limited job market, in-
dividual! initiative to advance in the job currently held or tn get a better
job will not work in moving the {amily ahead ~<onomically, either romparative-
ly or in an absoiute sense. What will make the difference is the capability
of more than one member of & household to secure employment.

Table 111.A.2! charts the level of employment (full-time or part-time)
for the single and nultiple job households. Note that the Chi-square is
statistically insignificant, mea ing that the distribution of full- to part-
time employment across these houteholds can be attributed to chance. About

three quarters of all jobs, regardless of the number of workers per household,

are full-time and one q-arter are part-time.
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Table 111.A.21

Number an' Percent of Jobs Per Household by Level of Employment

Jobs Per Househoid
Employment Totals
Level 1 2 3 A
Full-time 74.9% 77.6% 75.4% 69.9% 75.5%
(316) (391) (150) (95) {952)
Part-time 25.1% 22.L% 2L.6% 30.1% 2L .5%
(106) (13) (LS. (41) (309)
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(422) (504) (199) {136) (1,261)

Chi-square = 3,61
Probabititv = 0.3}

Hourly wage by jobs per household is given in Table 111.A.22 (page 146)
and ranges from an average of $5.07 per hour for the two-job households to
$4.42 per hour for the households with four or more jobs. Although the F cest
(aralycis of variance) shows the differences in hourly wage to be statistical-
ly significant, these aifferences are of limited importance substantively.
The hous=holds with three and four or mo-e jobs earn on the average about fif-
ty cents less per hour and show a smaller standard deviation than the one- and

two-job households.

Q -légti
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Table i11.A.22

Mean Hourly Wages by Number of Jobs Fer Household

Mean
Number of Jobs Number of Percent of Hour 1y Standard
Per Household Households Households Wage Deviation
1 nhe 34.5% $L.97 $2.00
2 481 39.8% L.o7 1.86
3 187 15.5% L.62 1.69
4 or more 124 10.2% L.42 1.05
Totals 1,210 100.0% $4.90 $1.83

F = 5,900
Probability (F) = 0.00

Differences between the quality of employment in these households probab-
ly account for the differences in hourly wages. Tables I11.A.23 and 111.A.24
(page 147) show that, on the average, jobs in the households with three and
four or more jobs are more often in the periphery rather than the core sector,
and are also lower i socioeconomic prestige level. But again th. Chi-square
is statistically insignificant. The point is that little d'““eren.e in job
quality exists whether the job is the first in the household or the fourth,
and that the important point is the sheer number of jobs in the household,

regardiess of their good or bad qualities.




147

Table 111.A.23

Number of Jobs Per Household by Economic Sector

Number Employed Per Household
Employment Totals
Level 1 2 3 4
Periphery 54.1% 52.9% 62.k% £59.7% 55.5%
(220) (252) (116) () (659)
Core 45.9% 4L7.1% 37.6% 40.3% Li.5%
(187) (224) (70) (L8) (529)
Tctals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(407) (L76) (186) (M9) (1,188)
Chi-Square = 5.99
Probability = 0,11
Table 111.A.24
Number of Jobs Per Houschold by Employment Status
Number of Jobs in the Household
tmployment - Totals
Status ' 1 2 3 "
T
Low 68.8% 65.1% 76.9% 76.2% 69.3%
(260) (291) (133) (80) (764)
Med1um 19.8% 20.6% 15.0% 21.0% 19.5%
(75) (92) (26) (22) (215)
High 11.4% 14.3% 8.1% 2.9% 11.2%
(L3) (64) () (3) (124)
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(1,232) (848) (301) (183) (1,103)
Chi-Square = 23.94
Probability = .05
188
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B. INCOME SOURCE

Virtuaily all Southeast Asian refugees begin their American lives on wel-
fare. For most, getting off welfare is ¢ gradual process that is greatly
dspendent on the general state of the economy into which they have been
thrust, because most refugees get 'ow-paying, low status jobs sensitive to
changes in the general economy and affected by “last hired, first fired" for-
ces of the labor market. Households, most of which (65 percent) were receiv-
ing some kind of cash assistance a the time of the interview, rather than
families or individuals, serve as the unit of analysis. Yet being on cash as-
sistance does change with the length of time the refugees have been in the

United States, depending upon such variables as arrival English, househvld

bl

compositicn, number of employable adults, etc., (as we shall see in the
results of the multivariate analysis to be discussed later). As Figure
111.8.1 (page 149) indicate~, the percentage of the households on cash assist-
ance at four-month intervals drops rather sharply from over 90 percen for
those here up to four months, to roughly 50 percent for those here over Lo
months. Nevertheless, 60 percent of the households here over three Yyears
still get some cash assistance. Less than 5 percent of the households have
never received cash assistance in any form. Variation also exists by site.
Table 111.B.1 (page 150) shows the percentage of households in each site
receiving cash assistance; Houston's Ilocw percentage (19 percent, or 36
households) reflects both its welfare policies and the fact that of tae five
sites, its refugee population has been in the U.5. the longest. Boston has
more recent arrivals, explaining in part its high percentage of households (80
percent, or 248) on assistance.

We shal! discuss these findings in more cdetail in this section, but it is

important to note at the outset that the receipt of assistance is not an all-

18y
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Table (11.B.1

Percent of Households Receiving Cash Assistance by Site

I SITE
Cash

Assistance Chicago | Boston | Seattle | Houston Orange C Totals
YES 74.2% 80.3% 62.7% 19.1% 70.4% 6k.9%
(221) (249) (178) (36) (214) (898)
NO 25.8% 19.7% 37.3% 8¢.9% 29.6% 35.1%
) 61) (106) (152) (90) (L86)
TOTALS 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
(298) (310) (284) (188) (304) (1,384)

CHI-SQUARE = 220.94 PROBABILITY < .01

or-nothing proposition. Thirty-two percent of the households in the sample
rely on bcth earnings and transfer sources. Allotments may be reduced as in-
dividuals enter the labor force and may be decreased over time as part-time
jobs expand to full-time jobs, or as wages increase. Yet the number of in-
dividuals who obtain both earnings and cash assistance is quite small. As
Table 111.8.9 (page 162) shows, 45 adults living alone receive both assi;tance
and earnings. Some adults who live with other adults or families also receive
both, but the percentage of all adults (less than tw. percent) is small enough
not to warrant further discussion. Of greater significance is the fact that
households rely on combinations of income, and just as household composition
may determine seif-sufficiency (see Section IV.C.), the makeup of the

household may also be the most telling single feature of dependency. For in-
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stance, households including elderly and/or disabled persons will be likely to
get SSI and to continue receiving it as long as the elderly remai. with them.
But these same househoids may also include newer arrivals -- perhaps young
singles -- who are initially eligible for RCA and likely to find and hold jobs
later.

As a result of variation in welfare programs, disparities emerge among
sites with regard to both the preportion of refugee households on assistance
and the prevalence of different kinds of assistance. Yet a major problem in
discussing the Jlatter question -- which sites gave what kinds of assistance
-- is that the interviewing took place when the eighteen-month cutoff of RCA
was being implemented in the different sites (see Appendix V). This situation
made difficult any effort to evaluate the impact of such variation.

Government financial assistance is part of the transition process for
nearly every refugee household. Over half of the households with earned in-
come (many of which still get assistance) relied on transfer income and/or
food stamps in tne past (58 percent). About a third who are on one type of
assistance now also received another form of assistance in the past (31 per-
cent) .

}. Combinations and Amounts of Assistance

The households reporting that they receive public assistance, both cash
and/or food stamps (75 percent of the sample), often depend upon more th;n one
kirug.34

Table 111.8.3 (page 154) amplifies our understanding of the extent to
which households receive different mean monthly amounts for each type of as-

sistance. It displays the monthly average amount contributed by the specifi¢

l14We asked the respondents for each household in tne sample to repo-*
whether household members received cash assistance and, if so, the source and
monthly amount of the checkZz emsch received.
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Table 111.B.2

Percent of Households [eporting
Different Combinations of Assistance

Type of Assistence Percent of Households
25%
No Assistance (342)
10%
Food Stamps Only (138)
3%
RCA Only (45)
L3
AFDC Only (52)
13
SS| Qnly (20)
13
Food Stamps and P/GA (20)
25%
Food Stamps and RCA (342)
19%
Food Stamps and AFDC (260)
3%
Food Stamps and RCA and AFDC (L0)
9%
Other (Misc.) Combined (125)
1003
Totals (1, 38L)

assistanqe type. For instance, we can see that households recciving AFDC have
an mean monthly transfer income from that source in the amount of $535. On
the average, where combined, each type of cash assistance is supplemented by

about $200 of other assistance, m.inly food stamps. Variation of payment ex-
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ists by site. As noted in Section 11.1.L, an eligible family of four offi-
cially receives $601.00 in Orange County, $531.00 in Seattle, Skik.50 in Bos-
ton, $368.00 in Chicago, #nd $118.00 in Houston. Table 111.B.3 (page 154)
thus underscores the importance of combinations of as;istance to a household's
survival, Apparent differences in amounts for households on the same type of

assistance are most clearly a function of household size and composition, a:

well as different levels of payment in each site.
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Table 111.B.3

Mean Monthly Household Income By Type of Assistance

(N=959)
N 4 AFDC GA $SI Food Stamps
Mean Monthly In- $546 $535 $283 $361 $170
come

2. Profiles of the Three Income Source Groups

Rather than dwell on whether or not households receive public assistance,
it is more informative to identify and discuss the characteristics of the
refugees within the sample who (1) receive unly transfer assistance (both in-
come and food s:-mps are included); (2) have some earned income but supplement
it with assistance; or (3) have earnings alone. By identifyirg the groups
which have assistance, earnings, or both, we are better able to focus .on the
features of the households which set these groups apart from one another.

Almost two-thirds of refugee households obtain public cash assistance,
but as we nhave noted, reliance on public sources is hardly an ali-or-nothing
proposition. While 43 percent of the households subsist »olely on aid
(whether cash or food stamps), 32 percent have both assistance ard some e:rned
income. Another 25 percent of the hcuseholds depend upon earnings alone.

Different types of assistance contribute to the two groups of assistance
recipients <-- cash assistance only or combined cash ssistance anc earnings.
RCA is an important income source to both groups, contributing to 4é percent
and 32 percent of the transfer and combined income househslds respectively.

About a third of all households which have earnings alsc receive RCA but two-

thirds of RCA-assisted households have no earnings. A5out the same percentage
of households (30 percent) supplement earned income with AFDC; 79 percent of

households cn this form of assistance have no earnini.. Although the nunbers
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are small, the majority of households receiving Gene-ral Assistance and SSI
also report some earned income

The importance of food stamps to the overall picture is clear. Seventy-
nine percent of the households that have both assistance and earned income are
food stamp recipients, and 94 percent of those receiving assistance alone get
fcod stamps.

The following are brief profiles of the characteristics of each ;ncome
source group based on the data avaii~ e and shown in Tables I11!.B.4-18 (pages
157-168) . (Whether a particular income group is disproportionately high or
low on a variabhle depends upon comparison with the " ials" percent.)

Transfer Payments Only

Site: Disproportionately low (5 percent) in Houston. Table I11.8.4,

Ethnicity: High for Vietnamese. Table 111.B.5.
Time in U.S.: Most recent arrivals (average=20 months). Table I1i1.B.6.

Urban/Rural: Most likely to have come from rural areds in Southeast
Asia. (26 percent). Tatle III.B.7.

Southeast Asian Education: Least educated. Table I11.8B.8.

Household Composition: Nuclea: families. Table 111.B.9.

Children: Highest in mean number of children under the age of
five (0.83). Table 111.8.10.

Employable Adults: Lowest in mean number of employable adults per
household (.41). Table I111,.6,12,

Labor Force Status: Highest percent unemployed (25 percent);. not
~mployed, not looking for work (20 percent); housewives (22 percent);
and non working students (27 peicent). Table II11.B. 1k,

Arrival English: Lowest on arrival English. Table IIl B.15.

Current English: Lowest on current English. Table 11..B.16

Household Size: High for those with 3-10 people. Table I11.B.17

Southeast Asian_Occupation: High for urban occupations (clerical,
sales, operatives, etc.) fishers and housewives. Table |11.B.18
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Comb i ned

Site: Slightly high for Boston and Seattle. Low for Orange County.
Table |11.B.4

Ethnicity: High for Chinese. Low among Vietnamese. Table |1].B.5

Jime in U.S.: Medium. Table 111.B.6

Household Composition: Disprovortionately high on unrelated singles
living together or with unreiated families and on extended familijes.

Table 11).B.9

Household Size: High for those with 5-11 people. Table 111.B.17.

Southeast Asian Occupation: High for students, farmers, and fishers.
Table 1!1.B.18.

Earned
Site: High for Houston. Low in Boston and Seattle. Table II1.B.4

Ethnicity: Nifferences are comparatively small wken considered against
total rep.esentation in totals. Table I11.8.5

Time in U.S.: In the U.S. longest of the three income groups, mean=32
months. Table I111.B.6

-

Southeast Asian Education: Highest in education on arrival. Table
11.8.8
Household C:mposition: Highest for singles living alone. Tabie 111.B.9.

Hourly Wage: Significantly higher than Combined ($5.4k versus $4L.55) .
Table 111.B.11

Adults Employed: Highest in percent of household adults employed (76
percent compared with 47 percent for Comdined). Table I1.8.13

rabor Force Status: Highest on percent employed (66 percent), low on
housewife (8 percent) and non working student (8 percent) categories.
Table 111.B.14

Arrival English: Highest on arrival English. Table 111.B.15

Current English: Highest on current English. Table I111.B.16

Household Size: High for those with 1-2 people. Table I11,.B.17.

e ————————

Southeast Asian Occupation: High for professional: military officers
and anlisted and housewives. Table 111.B.18

19/
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Table I11.B.4

Income Source by Site (Households)

Transfer Earned

only Combined only Totals

Chicago L9.4% 28.5% 22.1% 100.0%
(132) (76) (59) (267)

Boston N 4 39.7% 16.0% 100.0%
(97) 87 (35) (219)

Seattle Lh13 Lo.5% 15.3% 100.0%
(98) (90) (%) (222)

Houston 15.2% 28.7% 56.'% 100.0%
(25) (b7) (92) (164)

Orange County 55.13% 23.0% 21.7% 100.0%
(130) (54) (51) (235)

Totals 43.5% 32.0% 2h.5% 100.0%
(482) (354) (271) (1o7)

Chi-square = 138.98
Probability=<.01l

195



158

Table 111.B.5

Income Source by Ethnicity (Housenolds)

Income Source
Households Totals
Transfer Combined Earned

Vietnamese L8.1% 28.5% 23.4% 100.0%
(261) (155) (127) (543)

Chinese 40.7% 39.4% 19.9% 100.0%
(92) (89) (45) (226)

Lao 38.2% 32.5% 29.3% 100.0%
(129) (Mo (99) (338)

Totals 43.5% 32.0% 2k .5% 100.0%
(L82) (354) 271) (1,107)

Chi-square = 16.51
Prcbability = <.0,

19y
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Table 111.B.6

Income Source by Time In U.S. (Adults)%

Mean
Income Source Number Percent No. of Months
Transfer 1,239 4L0.7% 20.1
Combined 1,187 39.0% 28.5
tarned 620 20.4 32.4
Totals 3,046 100.0% 2k.728

F( 2,3043) = 194.247

Probability (F) =

*The N here is those adults in households of a particular income source.
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Table 1}.8.7

Income Source by Place of Residence in Southeast Asia (Households)

Transfer Combined Earned Totals

Urban L1.4% 32.9% 25.7% 100.0%

(357) (28L) (222) (863)

Rura! 51.5% 28.5% 20.1% 100.0%

(123) (68) (4€) (239)

Totals 43.6% 31.9% 24.5% 100.0%

{4,80) (352) (270) (1,102)
Chi-Square = 7.98
Probability = 0,02
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Table 111.8.8

Incoine Source by Southeast Asian Education (Househulds)

—-—

Income Source Number Percent Mean#

Transfer L3.4% 2.090
Combined 32.1% 2.415

Earned 2h.5% 2.607

Totals 100.0% 2.321

F(2,1100) = 15,320
Probability (F) = 0.00

#The mean figure (or all adults) for a household based on the following scale:

No education

Primary education
Secondary education
High school graduate
College education
College graduate
Advarced degree

VUi Wi — 0
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Table 111.B.9

Income Source by Household Composition (Adults)

Income Source

—4 Totals

Transfer Combined | Earned
Singles Living Alone 34.0% 31.3% 34.7% 100.0%
(49) (45) (50j (144)
Singles Living Together 32.8% 55.5% 13.7% 100.0%
(89) (145) (37 (271)
Nuclear Families L5.3% 32.8% 21.9% 100.0%
(862) (623) (416) (1,901)
Nuclear Family Plus Singles 35.1 49.6% 15.3% 100.0%
(87 (123) (38) (248)
Extended Family 31.4% L9.2% 19.4% 107.0%
(163) (256) (101) (520)
Extended Family Plus 32.6% 65.2% 2.2% 100.0%
Unr_lated Singles (15) (30) (1 (46)
Totals Lo.4% 39.0% 20.5% 100.0%
(1.265) (1,222) (643) (3.130)

Chi Square = 15,83
Probability = «.01

213
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Table 111.8B.10

Mean Number of Children Under the Age of Five
By Income Source of Households

Mean
Income Source Number Percent Number of
Children
Transfer only 482 4L3.5% 0.634
Combined 354 32.0% 0.571
Earned only 271 2-.5% 0.557
Totals 1,107 10C.C% 0.557
F = 11.473
Probability(F) = 0.00
Table 111.8.11
Mean Hourly Wages (Households) by Income Source
Mean
Income Source Number Percent Hourly Wages
Combined 520 52.9% 4.55
tarned only 463 L7.1% 5.44
Totals 983 100% 4.97

F -+ 58,039
Probability (F) = 0.00

204
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Teole 111.B.12

Mean Number of Empioyable Adults
By income Source (Households)

Mean Number of
Income Source | S Percent Employable Adults
Trancfer 182 43.5% 0.411
Combined 354 32.0% 0.570
Earned 271 24 .5% 0.607
Totals 1,107 100.0% 0.510
F = 47.254

Probability(F) = 0.00

Table 111.B.13

income Source By Mean Percent of

Adults Empioyed (Households)

Mean Percent
Income Source Number Percent of Adults Employed

Transfer 482 43.5% 00.0%
Combined 354 32.0% 46.9%
Earned 271 24.5% 76.4%
Totals 1,107 100.0% 33.7%

F(2,1104) = 67.358

Probability(F) = 0.00

Q 23()f5
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Table 111.B.14

Labor force Status Ly

Labor force Status Transfer Earned
of Adults in Household only Combined only Totals
Employed 0.o% L7.6% 62.4% 100.0%
(o) (383) (k22) (805)
Laid Off 31.0% 36.0% 33.0% 100.0%
Looking For Work (31) (36) (33 (100)
Unemployed 60.4% 32.2% 7.4% 100.0%
(319) (170) (39) (528)
Not Empioyed, Not 67.4% 29.9% 2.7% 100.0%
Looking for Work 248) (110) (10) (368)
Retired 52.1% 47.9% 0.0% 100.0%
(25) (23) (0) (L8)
Disabled 64.1% 30.8% 5.1% 100.0%
(25) (1) (2) (39)
Housewife 58.5% 30.8% 10.7% 100.0%
(273) (Vhb) (50) /)
Student 53.2% 38.5% 8.3% 100.0% ‘
Not Working (34k) (249) (54) (6k7) i
Student working 0.0% 74.0% 26.0% 100.0%
(0) (94) (33) (127
Totals Lo, LY 39.0% 20.6% 100.0%
(1,265) (1,221) (643) (3,129)
Chi-Square = 1,240.93
Probability = 0.00
AN is all alults in households with transfer jncome oniy, combined

or earned income only.

o
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Table 11!.B.15

Mean Arrival English Proficiency* by Income Source (Adults)

Income Source Number Percent Mean
Transfer 1,264 L0.5% 1.438
Combined 1,215 38.9% 1.567
Earnad 641 20.5% 1.925
TJotals 3,120 100.0% 1.588

*Means based on the following scale:
1 - Not at all

2 - Hardly any
3 - Not well
L - Fairly well
5 - Very well

F(2,3117) = 60.712
Probability(F) = 0.00
Table 111.B.16

Mean Current English Proficiency* by |ncome Source (Adults)

Income Source Number Percent Mean
Transfer 1,263 40.4% 2.543
Partial 1,219 39.0% 2.869
Earned (1Y 20.6% 3.136
Totals 3,124 100.0% 2.792

*Mears based on the following scale:
1 - Not at all

- Hardly any

= Not well

- Fairly well

- Very well

U &N

F(2,3121) = 76.710
Probability (F) = 0.00
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Table i111.B.17

Inzome Sourca by Household Size

income Source

Household Size Totals
Transfer Combined Earned

1 Person 29.2% 12.5% 58.3% 100.0%
(1) (6) (28) (48)

2 People 36.3% 25.9% 37.8% 100.0%
(49) (35) (51) (135)

3 People £9.1% 23.4% 27.5% 100.0%
(82) ‘39) (L6) (167)

L People 47.2% 27.4% 25.5% 100.0%
(100) (58) (54) (212)

5 People 38.5% 39.1% 22.4% 100.0%
(67) (68) 39) (174)

6 People L7.3% 33.8% 18.9% 100.0%
(70) (50) (28) (148)

] People 47.1% L.4% 11.5% 100.0%
(L1) (36) (10) 87

8 People 39.7% L6.6% 13.8% 100.0%
(23) (27) (8) (58)

9 to 12 People 47.2% 45.8% 6.9% 100.0%
! <h) (33) (5 (72)

Totals 43.6% 32.0% 2L L% 100.0%
(480) (352) (269) (n101)

Chi Square = 17.44
P = <.0l
2085
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Southeast Asian Occupation of Household with
Transfer Only, Combined, and Earned Only |ncomes
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Table 111.8.18

i ncome Source

Occupation Totals
Transfer Comb i ned Earned

Professional 42.3% 26.9% 30.8% 100.0%

(33) (21) (24) (78)

Officer 36.43% 18.2% 45.5% 100.0%

(&) (2) (5) (M)

Manager L6.7% 26.7% 26.7% 100.0%

(21) (12) (12) (45)

Student Lo.6% 36.6% 22.8% 100.0%

(155) (140) 87) (382)

Cierical 54.5% 29.5% 15.9% 100.0%

(24) (13) ¥)] (L&)

Sales 55.6% 28.9% 15.6% 100.0%

(25) (13) ¥)] (45)

Crafts 47.8% 30. 4% 21.7% 100.0%

() ¥)] (5 (23)

Operative 53.8% 28.8% 17.5% 100.0%

(43) (23) (14) (80)

Farmer 43.1% 35.33% 21.6% 100.0%

(22) (18) () (51)

Fisherman 50.0% 37.5% 12.5% 100.0%

(16) (12) (&) (32)

Enlisted 37.8% 2k .43 37.8% 100.0%

(7 (M) (7 (45)

Housewi fe 46.1% 22.2% 31.7% 100.0%

(77) 37 (53) (167)

Totals L. 7% 30.8% 2k.5% 100.0%

(L48) (309) (246) {1003)

Chi Square = 39.20
p= .08
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These profiles are drawn from a selected number of variable comparisons
showing stat -ri~ally significant differences across income groups. We place
them here for informational purposes, but warn against making causal inferen-
ces from them since the interactional effects among the variabies have not
been controlled. For example, in the profile of the group on transfer income
alone, the Vietnamese rank high (Table 111.8.5, page 158)). However, this
cannot be attributed to an ethnic qua ity; rather, it may be explained by the
next variable -- time :n the U.S. The Vietnamese as a group have not been in

this country as long as the Chinese or the Lao, and it is the length of time

since arrival here rather than ethnicity which best explains the statistic.

Whiie the above comparisons are useful in gaining perspective, the vari-

ables are intercorrelated and must be approached with caution. In Chapter IV
below, we present multivariate analyses which examine these variables and
determine which are most significant in differentiating the three income
groups.
3. Income Patterns, Site, and Time

Table 111.B.4 (page 157 above) displays the pattern of income source for
each of the sites.

Chicago, Boston and Seattle show remarkable similarity with respect to
the percentage of households receiving transfer income alone. In all three
of these sites, close to hilf of the households rely only on assistance. ‘Bos-
ton and Seattle also zhow spproximately equal percentages with combined and
earned income, but in Chicago, proportionally more refugees report that they
receive earned income alone.

Houston stands out in terms of both the percentage on assistance alone
-- at 15 percent, the 1lowest of @all five sites -- and the percentage of

refugee households earning a'l their income -~ at 60 percent, the highest

21V
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among the sites. However, it does not differ from the other sites in terms of
the proportion of combined income recipients. Orange County has the highest
percentage of those on assistance alone, a lower percentage on combined in-
come, and 21 percent of households relying on earnings alone.

Not unexpectedly, the refugees who live on earned income alone are, for
the most part, the earliest arrivals. On the average, those subsisting on
earnings alone have been in the U.S. for 32 months. The mean number of months
in the U.S. for those receiving both assistance and earnings is just over two
years (26 months), while for those who rely on assistance alone, the meaa num-
ber of months in the U.S. is 20. (Because Houston is unique with respect to
both emp oyment opportunities and for the preponderance there of earlier ar-
rivals, we also computed the mean without the Houston data. Nevertheless,
even with this site data excluded, the change ir the mean number of months in
the U.S. was negligible for all three categories of assistance dependency.)

An examination of earnings trends by those on combined income sugges:s
that the proportion of earned income contributing to total income may increase
over time in a ljnear fashion. Those households with combined income and com-
prised of refugees who have been in the U.S. for more than three years rely on
earnings for 70-80 percent of their overall income. This contrasts with the
relative contribution made by eatned income among those in the U.S. a year or
less, where earnings comprise about 55 percent of the housetolds' totai in-
come. For those households with refugees who have been in the U.S. between
one and three years (about BO percent of all households on combined income) ,
the proportion of earned income increases in steady and consistent increments
in association with the length of time in the U.S. Similarly, the longer the
household members have been employed, the greater the contribution their earn-

ings make to the household total. While these findings suggest a dependency/

Rl
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independency continuum, with an ever increasing reliance on earnings, we must
exercise caution in interpreting these statistics. The characteristics of
household composition, and changes in it, may confound the observation that
relationships between dependency and earnings are correlated over time. Ffor
example, some households (possibly those which can better afford to) include
both families and singles (18 percent). The singles may have jcined the
household in the recent past, bringing either earned income, transfer income,
or both to the household total.

Figure 111.8.1 at tha beginning of the section (page 149) shows the
decline of refugee households on cash assistance over time. !f we iook in-
stead at income source over t'me, the changes become much more apparent.
Figure I11.B.2 (page 173) shows a steady change, particularly in the first two
years, for all three groups. Households on transfer income alone dropped from
about 80 percent in the first four months to about 35 percent after three
years. The percentage of households with combined income went up from almost
. percent in the first four months to double that from sjxteen to thirty-two
months before falling off to around 30 percent thereafter. The percentage of
those living just on earned income rose fairly steadily from 3 percent in the
first four months to about 50 percent after three years.

A1l five sites reflect the general trerds through time of these three in-
come sources. Yet, whii¢ ths trends are similar, the angles of the three
lines differ to some degree for each site (see Figures 111,8.3-7, pages 174-
178) . While B88-90 percent of the refugee populations who had lived here up
to a year were on transfer incon.e alone in Chicago, Orange County, and
Seattle, the percentages in the second and third years drop off most sharply
for Seattle (perhaps due to the impact of the eighteen-month cutoff: see Ap-

pendix V), somewhat less so for Chicago, and much less so for Otange County.

o2 L
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Boston has a flatter curve for the drop in the percentage on transfer income
alone, a fairly steady and high rate for households on combined income, and a
consequent rise but low rate for those on earned income alone. Houston has
low rates of households on transfer alone and combined income and a high rate
on earned only, yet this site still maintains these general trends of decline
in the first, rise and fall in the second, and rise in the third.

The pattern for hous=holds with combined income in the five siies also
parallels the general trenc The sites saw a rise from the first -year into
the second and third years and a deciine in the fourth year. Only in Boston,
the site with the highest numoer of such households, was there anything
stightly different -- a much tlatter curve and a constant trend from the third
year into tne fourth. Boston and Houston both peaked in the second year,
though the differences between the second and third years were small.
Chicago, Seattle, and Orange County all peaked in the third year.

In regard to households with earned income alone, four sites had steady
rises from the first year through the fourth. Only Houston, with its high
employment rate, saw a drop from one year to the next (the first to the
second) ; however, there was a steady rise thereafier. Thus, in all sites,
regardiess of the state of the local economy and a slow start in some places,
there was definite improvement in the number of households able to bring money
in through earnings. Variations in degree of imp ovement were factors, both
of the sites themselves and of other variables wnich differ among the refugee
communities from site to site -- Boston's large and mixed households being a
major case in point.

One final comment: although we have tended to view those on earned in-
come alone as economically self-sufficient, it is misleading to do so. They

are, in fact, economically independent, but not all are self-sufficient. Of
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those on earned income only, twelve percent are below the poverty level. The

next section examines this point more closely.

C. POVERTY LEVEL STANDINS

Th :onomic status of the refugees studied is best indicat~d by the

degree to which household needs are met in relation to the poverty level over

time.15

15 "Poverty level,' "poverty line" and "poverty need ctandard" are used
interchangably in this report. The basic explanation for this measure is set
forth by Orshansky in "How Poverty is Measured" published in the Monthly Labor
Review (Orshansky, M. 1969). The poverty measure is calculated on the basis
of Department of Agriculture data on food needs by age, sex and family size
corrected for inflation. The poverty level is regularly updated and putlished
each month by the Department of Labor ’. the Monthly .abor Review.

The basic rules used to obtain the poverty level are as follows:
Assign weekly food amounts by age and sex

Multiply weekly food amount as follows:

3,33 ———- >to get total budget
4,3 ————- >to get monthly budget
2,88 ————- >to account for inflation
Y e — >to reduce to official poverty level budget

3,33 2. 4.3 x 2.88 x .8 = 32,99

"Household income" is defined as money income from Refugee Cash Assist-
ance, Aid to Families with Depender: Children, General Assistance, and Sup-
plemental Security Income as well as earnings, i.e., the sum of labor, capi-
tal, and transfer cash income of all household members. In-kind income (e.g.,
food stamps or Medicaid) is not included. Figures III.C.1 and III.C.2 (pages
182 183) show the income data, regardless of income source, in relation to the
poverty standard by time in the U.S. in four month intervals. (Again, note
that time in the U.S. is calculated as the mean for the household based on the
arrival dates of all adult members.)

The official federal poverty level for each household has been calculated by
standard procedures which assign a monthly need amount to each household mem=
ber by gradation of age and sex. This is then summed to a household total and
adjusted for household size (increased for units smaller than four; decreased
for those larger than four -- to reflect economies of scale). The poverty-
level standing has been calculated by simply dividing each househcld”s total
monthly earnings by its need standard. A household with a value of 1.0 on
this measure is therefore precisely at the poverty level; a value of «5 would
place it at one-half its poverty-level need staudard, and a value of 2.0 would
mean it earned twice ics poverty-level need standard. It should be pointed
out that this standard is a rather conservative estimate of self-sufficiency,
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Figure 111.C.1 (page 182) shows that 20 percent of the most recent ar-
rivals (those households in the U.S. for four months or less) reported incomes
above the poverty level. Those in the U.S., from four to eight months are
doing somewhat better (30 percent are above poverty), and so on. One-third of
the households with an average of one year in the U.S. are above the poverty
level, at two years there is a rise of about ten percentage puints to 43 per-
cent, and at three years 57 percent are above the poverty line. After about
four years, approximately 70 percent of the households are out of poverty.

While the general direction of change in economic status shown in Figure
111.C.1 is upward, the picture is not nearly as dramatic as might be expected
based on the data on changes in unemployment over time shown earlier (Figure
i11.A.9, on page 141). Nonetheless, if compared to official poverty standing
data for the U.S. over this same period, the refugees did quite well.

The official poverty rate for the total U.S5. population in 1982, at the
time of thic irvey, was 15.0 percent. (See U.S. Bureau of the Census. Cur-
rent Popi‘lation Reports. Series P 60 14L. Characteristics of the Population
Below the Poverty Level: 1982. U.S. Printing Office. 1984.) The Census
B reau data on poverty rate for specific segments of the population were:
‘hite, 12.0 percent; black, 35.6 percent; and Hispanic, 29.9 percent. By com-
parison, the refugee poverty rates varied from 80 percent for households in
the U.S. for four months or less to around 30 percent for those in tie country
the longest, i.e. around k4 months (Figure I11.C.1, page 182) . Thus, al-
though there is steady improvenent in relation to the poverty level ~ver time,
the poverty rate for refugees in our sample at any point in time is high com-

pared with the rate for the total U.S. population. But, those in the U.5. for

in that the monthly need standard for a '"typical" family of four is ap-
proximately 3800. Some relevant definitions follow:
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4L months or more show rates which are not significantly different from that
for blacks and Hispanics. More important, the census data showed evidence
that the poverty rate for the U.S. rose rather dramatically for the years 1979
and 1982. For example, the corresponding rates for these years are as fol-
lows: total 11,7 percent versues 15.0 percent; whites 9.0 percent versus 12.0
percent; blacks 31.C percent versus 35.6 percent and Hispanics 21.8 percent
versus 29.9 percent. Thus, the overall percent of persons living under pcver-
ty conditions rose in the period 1979-82, making the success in climbing out
of poverty by refug:es coming into the country during this same time period

all the more striking.

22%
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Those data, along with the steady increase in earned income shown in
Figure 111.8.2 (page 173) promise a more steady and steeply rising improvement
in economic status. The data on the numbers climbing out nf poverty shown in
Figure 111.C.1 (page 182} are less dramatic -- particularly among those in the
U.S. from 16 to 4O months, who average in the 4L0-60 percent range above pover-
ty. The steady increase in the number of two-job houscholds and the con-
comi tant reduction in the number of households without employment (Figure
111.A.9 on page 141) as well as the steady increase in earned income (Figure
111.B.2, page 173) do not translate immediately intr "mproved economic posi-
tion when measured by percent changes in households above the poverty line.
More in keeping with expectations based on the data shown earlier are the
results charted in Figure 111.C.2 (page 183). While Figure |1I11.C.1 shows
results based solely on whether or not households are above or below the
poverty line, the data shown in Figure I11.C.2 are based on the mean percent
of poverty level standard met for those same households. For those who have
been in the U.S. four months or less, the average percent of neesds met by cash
income is 46 percent of the poverty level standard, wnile Figure |I11.C.1 which
shows that only 20 percent of the households in this same time period have in-
comes above poverty. Thus, however measured, the economic standing of the
refugees during those early months is dismal.?*

Af .er the fourth month, the level of needs met rises rather steadily up
to alme t 200 percent of the poverty level for those who have been in the U.S.

for almost four years. Translated into dollars and cents, this would mean

1$The percent of needs met is this low because many new arrival
households had yet to receive any or only limited outside cash assistance at
the time of the interview. The difficulty is due to problems of getting on
the rolls properly, having applications processed and checks sent. In con-e-
quence, these are difficult months during which many of the refugees must
depend upon fiends and voluntary agencies for assistance (food, clothing,
shelter).
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that 2 household of a family of four with an income at twice the poverty level
would have $1440 a month (517,280 year) on which to live. While that amount
of money is insufficient to guarantee 2 comfortablz 1ife in today's economy,
it would be adequate for meeting basic needs and attaining a reasvnable life
standard.

The question that remains to be answered is which of the two figures
(Figure 111.C.1 or 2, pages 182-183) is more vepresentative of the actual
economic position of the refugees. Figure [11.C.2 would indicate that their
present economic status is rather good and that we can expect it to continue
to improve steadily at the rate of about ten percentage points over the pover=
ty level every few months. Figure 111.C.1 suggests that progress is slower.
After 4L months orly about seven out of ten households are above poverty level
with evidence of a steady but not a. amatic change over time -- a very dif-
ferent picture compared to the steep upward climb culminating with an average
of 200 percent of the poverty level mzt by those in the U.S. over 44 months
shown in Figure 111.C.2. |If the latter figure is a more 2ccurate reflection
of the aggregate economic condition, then the rise in standard of 1living is
commensurate with increased labor force participation and the steady increase
in earned income shown earlier. |f the former is correct, then common assump=
tions about the contribution of household employment and earned income vis-a-
vis transfer income to economic well-being must be reexamined.

The truth )ies somewhere in between. Both figures portray a valid pic~
ture nf economic status, but f:-m somewhat different perspectives. The issue
is a matter of whether to consider the arithmetic mean or the medizn as the
measure of central tendency. Households in the U.5. over 4L months have a
mean standard of 1living at twice the poverty standard (Figure 111.C.2) yet

three out of ten of those households are still below the poverty level.
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Figure 111.C.2 data tells us that .me of those who have made it out of pover-

ty have done so well that their income dramatically increcses the mean stand-

ard of living for all households. The aggregated data for households by per-
cent of poverty level met charted in Figure I11.C.3 (page 187) shows that a
sizeable number of households hava incomes which are more than twice the
poverty needs standard. In fact, they range up to 750 percent of the poverty
standard. Households at the 400-750 percent range of poverty standard would
greatly influence the mean percent ot poverty standard met for the aggregated
‘ita, even though less affluent refugee households constitute the vast
majority of the sample. Conversely, a single comparatively affluent household
(e.g., at 750 percent of poverty standard) would influence the data in Figure
I¥1.C.1 no more than another household with an income only $1 per month over
the poverty standard. Thus, Figure 111.C.2 data reflect the influence of ex-
treme cases and Figure |11.C.) data do not. Stated differently, if we leave
out the 10 percent of households shown in Figure '11.C.3 (page 187) with in-
comes which are 200 percent or more of the poverty standard the overall
traiectory in Figure 111.C.2 would show a significant drop and its trends
would more closely resemble those of Figure III.C.1.

Finally, one additional point should be made regarding differences in
households to account for some of the extremes in Figure 111.C.3 at 750 per-
cent of povirty standards. Dramatic changes in e:onomic status occur when
persons in addition to the initial wage earner take Jobs. Steep rises in
households with two or more jobs (Figure I1[.A.9, page 141) and the steep rise
in the percent of needs met (Figure I11.C.2, page 183) appear tc mean that
more people working per household improves the standard of living. Yet the

effect of multiple jobs is less predictable with respect to changes in poverty
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level statu; for the refugees as a group than for an individual refugee
household.
1. Income Source and Poverty

The source of household income =-- transfer, combined, or earned (see
Figure 111.8B.2, page 173) -- is a major determinant of economic status with
respect to both poverty level standing and gself-sufficiency if defined in
terms of transfer versus earned income. The income distribution by poverty
level for households on transfer income alone is shown in Figure i11.c.k (page
190) . Sixty-four percent of such households fall below the poverty level with
only a few receiving more than 150 percent of the poverty needs standard.

Households with comb  =d (transfer and earned) income (Figure 111.C..5,
page 191) do better: 28 percent live in poverty. Finally, for those
households on earned income, 12 percent fall below the poverty line (Figure
I11.C.6, page 193). Approximately one half of the households in the earned
income group have earnings over 200 percent of the poverty standard, compared
to only 16 percent of the households with combined income. Table III.C.1
(page 189) shows the mean percent poverty needs standard met for all three in-
come groups. The average household on transfer income alone has income at 79
percent of the poverty level. The comparable figures for the combined and
earned income houses are 146 and 218 percent respectively. Thus, for
households to achieve income at the poverty level, or to rise :ubstaniially
above it, they must acquire some earned income.

This relationship of earned income to percent of poverty standing met is
evident in the coinciding changes in level of earned income over time in
Figure |11.8.2 (page 173) ¢ompared with the data shown in Figure 111.C.2 (page
184); namely, the higher the level of households on earned income, the highet

the level of needs met over the pove:ty standard. Note that the rise and fall
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in the prevalence of combined income households does not show the same close
relationship to the Figure 111.C,2 data. Its trajectory suggests that those
combined households may represent some temporary economic expedient, but in
the long run, only those families with earned income alone rise significantly

above poverty.

Table II11.C.1

Percent of Poverty Level Met by Income Source

Percent of Mean Percent of
Iincome Source Number Sample Poverty Level Met
Transfer (L82) 43.5% 79.1%
Combined (354) 32.0% 146.3%
Earned (271) 24.5% 217.9%
Totals 1,107 100% 134.6%

F(2,1104) = 286.562
Probability (F) = 0.000
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A few final points. These descriptive data on income source and poverty
source apply to 90 percent of our sample. Not shown in these data is the 10
percent of our household sampie who reported having nc sources of income.
These consist about evenly of newly arrived households without employment who
had yet to receive tranrfer iacome, and Fousehulds «here <he employed per-
son(s) had been laid off and had yet to find other employr nt or income sour-
ces, as well as some households affected by the eizhtee - ~ th cutoff (see Ap-
pendix V). Ten percent is a sizable fraction of households tv be without in-
come. especially given the likely absence of savings or other economic resour-
ces. As nearly as could be determined ty our interviewers, persons in these
rouseholds subsisted entirely on the generosity of relatives and friends.

Finally, although the sarned income households fared far better <t an
those on other sources of income, it bears emphasizing that 12 percent had i’
comes which fell below poverty. Thus, 2!though ‘self-sufficient”" in a purely
economic sense, these reifugees on earned ince alone are not all living above

the poverty level.
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2. Jobs Per Household and Poverty

We concluded Section 111.A by showing the steady increase of households
with two or more jobs. The data in Table 111.€.2 shows the relationship of
this employment variable to poverty level standing.

Table 111.C.2

Percent of Poverty Level Standard by Jobs Per Household

Number Percent Poverty-level Percent Below

of Jobs Standard Met Poverty Level
0 ' 77% 832
1 150% 32%
2 or more 215% 7%

Compared to those households with no employed persons (32 percent of

poverty), households with one person working almost doubled their living
standard as measured by the poverty level (150 percent of poverty), and the

living standard nearly triples in households with two or more persons working.

The figures in Table 111.C.2 also indicate that not all households With no

employed persons live below the poverty level, and not all households with two

or more employed persons rise above the poverty line.
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CHAPTER IV
MULTIVARIATE FINDINGS

Multivariate analyses werz conducted independently on two indicators of
self-sufficiency: (1) receipt of cash assistance and (2) poverty status. The
analytical procedures used compute the fraction of variance of an outcome
measure (self-sufficiency) accoun‘ed for hy a group of predictors taken
together, and apportions the shared variance to the predictors in relation to
the magnitude of their individual relations to the outcome measures. Thus, if
each of two predictors accounts for 10 percent of the variance in a self-
sufficiency measure, and together they account for 15 percent, then 5 purcent
is shared. To the extent that predictors account for shared variance, they
can be viewed as alternative messuyres of the same thing, and the extent to
which suzh shared explanatory rower should be attributed to one, to the other,
or divided between tham, becomes a matter of theoretical interpretation. Al-
though we are interested in che total shared explanatory power for the set of
variables under stidy, the primary focus of the discussion to follow will be

the amourt of varianc~ contributed independently by each variable to the to-

tal.??

!7Variance is a measure of the summed distances of each case's value on a
variable from the general mean of all cases. The extent to which these summed
distances can be reduced by calculating them from the values of a second vari-
able, is the variance "explzined" or "accounted for" by the second. This '"ex-
planatory" or "predictive power is computed and reported as a percentage.

he questior of the size and character of the relationship between this
set of predictors taken together and the attainment of self-sufficiency (the
three measures described) can be addressed only by multivarjate analyses. We
have enployed such analyses to determine: (1) whether interaction effects ex-
ist among the predictors in their relations to self-sufficiency; (2) the ex-
tent to which predictors are interdependent and, therefore, ''share' the
variance they account for or "explain."
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The advartage of these multivariate procedures over the bivariate com-
parisons is that they allow comparisons which take into account the influance
of other variables which may be correlated with the variables under study. ' f
ws find a strong bivariate association between change in x and change iny, it
becomes important to see whether the associations hold up when the effects of
other important variables are taken into account, otherwise the effect of x on
y iay be overestimated and, essentially, that is what multivariate analysis
does. By simultaneously taking into account the effects of several potential-
ly important variables, we develop a more comprehensive and realistic under-

standing of the determinants of self-sufficiency.

An interaction effect exists when the relationship observed between one
predictor and the outcome depends on the values of a second predictor. For
example, la‘'ge households might fare better than small among the Vietnamese,
but household size makes no difference among the L2o. An even more dramatic
interaction would occur if large households fare better among the Vietnamese,
and smal' among the Lao. We have employed three strategies to detect interac-
tion effects: () direct comparison of bivariate relationships within
various groups; (2) multivariate anslyses of the two gself-sufficiency measures
with a technique called SEARCH (see below), which successively partitions the
sample into groups by maximizing the variance for which each such partition
can iccount (asymmetrical partitions thus indicating the presence of interac-~
tions); and (3) comparison of the proportion of variance which can be ex-
plained by SEARCH (which is sensitive to interaction) with that accounted for
by multiple regression analyses (which is not sensitive to interaction) using
the same predictors - that is, we employed multiple regression analyses be-
cause intercorrelations (or "multicollinearity") among some of the factors we
are examining could make them account for the ''same' subset of variance on our
self-sufficiency measures. Multi-variate analyses (which asrumes linearity
and additivity) is useful under thes= conditions to investigate the degree of
shared variance and the relative importance of the predictors when taken
together. All of these strategies suggest the presence of relatively minor
interactions: the strength, but not the existence o direction, of many
relationships vary within different parts of the sample. There appear,
however, to be no major interaction effects that must be taken into account in
order to describe the basic relationships of interest in this study. Further-
more, we have not detected any sizable curvilinear relationships that need to
be taken into account. It sppears that the relationships between the factors
we have examined and self-sufficiency can be adequately described by models
which assume linearity (that the relations can be approximated by a straight
line) and additivity (that there are no prontunced interaction effects) .
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A. PREDICTOR VARIABLES

Below is a list of variables examined in the multivariate analyses for

their retationship to the three self-sufficiency measures.

1. Age

2. Sex

3. Ethnicity

L. Household Composition

5. Site

6. Urban/Rural in Southeast Asia
7. Secondary migration

8. ESL

9. Employment Service use

10. Vocational Training

1n. Health problems

12. Time in U.S.

13. Current English Proficiency
14, Arrival English Proficiency
15. Southeast Asian Occupation
16. Southeast Asian Education
17. Household Size

In some instances these variables stand for an entire set of items in-
cluded in Jltivariate analyses, rather than a single item. Ffor example,
"Site" actually consists of the following separate site-level variables for
each of the five sites:

SITE

Total Population

Percent Black and Hispanic

Percent Asian

Cost-of-living index

Unemployment rate

Availability and types of welfare
programs -- in particular, general
assistance, AFDC-unemployed parent,
in addition to RCA

Availability of employment and ESL programs

When and where appropriate, the detailed features of each predictor vari-
able will be elaborated upon in the discussion to follow.
Taken together, the variables listed account for similar amounts of ex-

plained variance regardless ot iiie self-sufficiency measures used. Specifi~-
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cally, we were able to account for 29 percent of the variance of receipt of
transfer income alone and 23 percent for poverty level standing measures.
B. RECEIPT OF TRANSFER INCOME

Table IV.B.] gives the results of a multivariate analysis comparing those
households receiving transfer income (entirely on transfer plus those with a
combination of transfer and earned i.e. combined, income) with households
which are entirely on earned income. Five variables, Site, Time in the U.S.,
Arrival English Proficiency, Household Size, and Age aczount for 28.23% of the
variance between those households on transfer income and those on earned in-
come. Included in Table IV.B.1 are only those variables which accounted for
one percent or more of the variance.

Table IV.B.1

Predictors of Household Receipt of Transfer Income

Variables Percent Variance
Site 9.40
Time in U.S. 7.30
Arrival English Proficiency 6.13
Househol!d Size 3.03
Age 2.37
Total Explained Variance 28.23

The variable accounting for the largest percent of explained variance is
Site and, more specifically, this variable ranks high in the table entirely
because of the difference between Houston and all other sites. forty-four
percent nf the Houtton sample are rece.ving transfer income compared to 81

percent for the other sites combined. In addition, those on transfer income
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have been in the U.S. for less time than those on earned income (less than
thirty months versus thirty months or more) and, also report less English
proficiency upon arrival (87 percent of households with a mean ranging from
none" to 5 on a refined scale for Arrival English; compared with 62 percent
for those ranging from 6 to 10 (Fluency) on the same scale). Also, larger
households are more likely to be on transfer, e.g. sixty-eight percent of
households with 5 or more adults receive tr-nsfer income compared to forty
percent for those with one to five persons. This analysis revealed a bimodal
relationship of age to receipt of cash assistance, the youngest and the oldest
are more frequently found on transfer income while of those on earned income
are more often in the middle age range, i.e., 24-55.

Despite the sizable amount of variance accounted for by this analysis,
the explanatory value is limited. That is, while certain variables are iden-
tified as significant statistically, they are of little value in understanding
the dynamics of economic self-sufficiency and resettiement. Moreover, the use
of nonreceipt of cash assistance as a proxy for self-sufficiency is ques-
tionable in view of the fact that 12 percent of those household solely on
earned income fall below the poverty line. Therefore, some measure other than
a strict economic ind:zator of self-sufficiency would seem more realistic. In
consequence, we turn to poverty status to explore for factors which play a
ro e in determining which households climbed out of poverty and which did not.
C. POVERTY LEVFI €TAUN|NG

Table I1V.C.1 (page 200) shows the major predictor variables for household
poverty level standing resulting from the multivariate analysis. The vari-
ables are listed in order of their independent contribution to the explained
variance. These results are richer in their substantive significance than

those obtained for transfer income receipt.
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Table IV.C.1

Predictors of Household Income Below the Poverty-level

(N' 1 » 398)
Variable Percent of Variar.e
Houstchold Composition 7.79
Arrival English Proficiency 5.09
Household Size 3.92
Time in U.S. 2.54
Site 1.69
Southeast Asian Education .85
Southeast Asian Occupation .82
Total Variance explained 22.70
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Table IV.C.2

Percent of Households Living Below Poverty
Needs Standard by Composition of the Householr

(N=1, 384)

Percent Living Below

Household Composition Poverty Needs Standard
Unrelated Singles Only 9%
Extended Family and Single(s) 20%
Multiple Family and Singles 27%
Nuclear Family and Single(s) 29%
Single, Individual Living Alone 29%
Multiple Family Lo%
xtended Family 43%
Nuclear Family 61%
Total Sample 51%

1. Household Composition

The data on poverty level standing by household composition, the most
powerful inaependent predictor of whether a household income is above or below
the poverty level needs standard, are further detailed in Table |V.C.2 (page
201).

These data show that the household group wh.ch constitutes the largest
proportion of the total sample <-- over half in fact -- also comprises the
largest percentage of households below the poverty standard. Sixty-one per-
cent of the nuclear families, which account for 52 percent of the household
sample, do not have the minimal income necessary to meet needs at the poverty
level. The household unit making up the next largest proportion of the sampl:

is the Extended Family. That group, which constitutes 26 percent of the total
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sample, is second only to nuclear family units in its fajlure to reach the
poverty standard. Forty-three percent of these households fall belc the
poverty standard. These two groups, which together conetitute 79 percent of
the entire sample, represent the only two classifications in Table I1V.C.2.
where only related members of the ssme family live under. a single roof. In
other words, they come closest to meeting what is routinely meant by “"famity."

Households that double-up do about as well as extended families. Forty
percent of the multiple family households live below the poverty standard,
which is quite a bit better than they would do if they lived separately. What
makes a greater difference in rising out of poverty is the presence of one or
more unrelated singles in a household. The percent of Nuclear Family and
Single(s) below the poverty level is 29 percent, or half that for Nuclear
Family members alone. Equally significant reductions occur for the Multiple
Families plus Single(s) (4O percent versus 27 percent) and Extended Family
plus Single(s) (43 percent versus 20 percent). In this entire report, few at-
tributes will be found to produce a substantive effect on economic status
equal to that of the presence of unrelated and pPresumabl: employable singles
in a household. Although probably less important to long-term self-
sufficiency than other variables, this household composition arrangement is a
real boon to immediate self-sufficiency. Finally, 9 percent of the households
consisting solely of unrelated singles live below the poverty level =-- the
smallest percentage in poverty for all household groups. This is not surpris-
ing since these households consist largely of collections of potential wage

earners and fewer elderly, children, or other types of dependent persons.

2. Arrival English.

The refugee's level of English proficiency at the time of arrival in the

U.S. is important for two reasons. First, it is an extremely good predictor
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to later economic status, second only to househo'd composition. Second, it
proved to be a better predictor than current English, Southeast Asian educa-
tion and Southeast Asian occupation.

Although Arrival English is important to all refugees in achieving self-
sufficiency, this relationship is most easily demonstrated in single nuclear
families which constitute a majority of the households in the survey (52 per-
cent). Figure 1V.C.1 (page 20L4) shows the point along the English proficiency
dimension where the multivariate "split" occurs to produce the greatest
variance, as well as the greatest effect in terms of poverty-level standing.
Here we use the more refined scale for English proficiency of 0-10. If the
split is made between those refugee households which average O (none) to 3
(some) level of ability in English versus those which average L to 10
(fluent) , the corresponding perce~tage living above the poverty level are 31
percent and 63 percent. That is, those nuclear families whose English upon
arrival in the U.S. is better than sone" on reading and speaking are twice as
likely to achieve self sufficiency under the same conditions as those who are
less proficient upon arrival.

Multivariate results can be difficult to present because such results
depend upon holding a number of variables constant in order to partial out the
interaction and multicorrelational influences of other variables. Atthough
somewhat complicated, one such effort is warranted to show the power of Ar-
rival Eaglish over two other background variables =- Time in the u.5. and
Southeast Asian Occupation. Of those less proficient in English (0-4), only b
percent achieved self sufficiency in less than 30 months. Other than ad-
ditional time in the U.S., we found that the only factor to make a difference
in determining self-sufficiency for those households with limited English

proficiency was Southeast Asian Occupation. Those who climb out of poverty

244




204

Percent of Nuclear Families
Above the Poverty Level
by Level of Arrival English

(N = 666)
63%
Nuclear Arrival
} 4 -
Families 33 English

31%

FIGURE IV.C.1




High on
Arrival
English

Low on
Arrival
English

Percant uf Households Above Pcverty by

Arrival English and Household Size

(N »1,384)
1 L4
63% Household
Size
Sx
1 L4
Household
31% Size
K

FIGURE IV.C.2

81%

L7%

b33

18%




206

the quickest are professional~. Even with iimited Englisa skills, 32 percent
of those persons achieved self-sufficiency compared to less than half that (15
percent) for refugees with other occupational backgrounds. Presuming that
professionals /i.e. persens with advanced degrees) in Southeast Asia came
from comparatively higher socioeconomic backgrr inds as well as higher
educational backgrounds, it is noteworthy that even they require me . thar 30
months to achieve self-gsufficiency to any significant degree. They aro,
however, among the first out of pover.y at a rzi. twice that c* others with
limited English proficiency upon arriva' Yet these 'others" constitute the
bulk of our sample: 65 percent cf the refugees in our sample fall in the
group which is less proficient on A;rival English as defined above.

Before ending this discussion, it is important to comment on why Arrival
Enjlish proves to be such a powerful predictor of se’ ’-sufficiency and why
current Enclish is rot. While this question carries implications fcr program-
matic intervention (i.e. ESL) and will be elaborated upon in later sections
we Will deal with it-here mainly from the standpoint of the multivariate
analyses performed.

We conducted several multivar ate gzralyse: using a variety of seif-
sufficiency measures, and English upon arrival in the U.S. repeatecly proved
to be among the important sources of variance reduction and Current English
did not. We also ran the same analyses leaving out Arrival English a:+ @
predictor. Unijer this condition, Current English emerged as a ored:. or, but
without matching the level of variance reduction associated with / :(vel
English. ‘n essence, Arrival English predicts what Current English predicts

-

and more. Therefore, rent English becomes eliminated statistically because
it makes littie ur no independent conti'wtion to variance reduction when Ar-

rival English is included among the predictors. Substantively, this meanc two
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things. First, no irt2rvening events (such as experience at large or program-
matic experience) occurred which precmpted or overrode the power of Arrival
Faglish to predict Current English closely. Arrival English remained highly
correlated with Current English regardless of events hetween date of arrival
and date of interview. Second, Arrival English, however gained before reach-
ing the U.S., was simply a better predictor to self-enfficiency measures than
Current English; we had expectad the opposita. Moreover, this is not due to
the presence of students in the sample who have improved heir English since
arrival but are out of the labor force and who show uUp in our dats as not
self-sufficient. If this had been the case, we might have found even a nega-
tive correlation between Current English and self-sufficiency. There is the
possibility that in the long-run, (a) post-arrival experiences will have more
influence on Current Eng'ish, thereby weakening the ability of Arrival English
to predict Cu-rent English; and (b) as ;ob advancement occurs over time, i.e.
long-term self-sufficiency, Current English will be a better predictor to
economic status than Arrival English. However, insofar as immediate self-
sufficiency is at issue, the refugee's English proficiency at the time of ar-
rival in the U.S. is a better predicior than current English proficiency as
reported by refugees, representing a span of up to almost four years in the

u.s.

3. Household Size.

Smaller households fare better economically than larger households. This
holds consistently true for all household composition categories regardiess of
their English proficiency upon arrival. As Table 1V.C.1 illustrates (page
20C), it is the third best predictor.

The impact of Household Size can best be illustrated by followiiig the

data show, in Figure |V.C.2 on page 205. For ine households whose adults had
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2 higher mean English proficiency on arrival, 81 percent of those Wwith smaller
households are above poverty level compared to 47 percent of those with larger
households (five or more). The corresponding figures for those less profi-
cient in English on arrival are L3 percent and 18 percent respectively,

One can easily see how the magnitude of effects increases markedly with
these interactions. Eight out of ten small households with comparatively bet-
ter English on arrival were out of poverty. Conversr:ly, only one in five
households were out of poverty if they were less proficient on arrival and
comprised comparatively large fami'ies.

The data in Figure IV.C.2 (page 205) are derived from households of
single nuclear “amilies. The data for other household combinations wouid be
similar. We have chosen to use nuclear famiiy households for ourposes of
simplicity (only one type of composition, no combinations) and because these
constitute the largest percentage of households in the sample (52 percent).

In order to give additional meaning to the household size, we also ran
multivariate analyses using "Adults Employable" (the number of adults per
household who could participate in the labor force) as the predictor variable.
The computation for this variable is the comparison of the number of adults
(age 16 or over) per household in relation to the number of children under
school-age. We constructed this index as the ratio of "empioyable" aduits to
the total household size (adults plus children). Each adult was considered to
be '"employable" unlesy reported as retired, disabled or over 55 years of age.
Students and older people who were reported as working, laid off or seeking
work were also included as "employable." Finally, one adult in each household
with a child five years of age or younger (preschool) was regarded as a child
caretaker  and hence not '"employable,' unless there were two or more other

"unemployable" adults (such as grandparents) already in the household to per-
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form those duties. The result of these rather complex decision-rules is es-
sentially a ratio of employable adults to dependents. Table IV.C.3 (page 209)
gives the multivariate results on poverty level if only the nuclear family
data are analyzed, with the Adults Employable variable included among the
predictors.

Table 1V.C.3

Predictors of Poverty-lLevel Standing
(Nuclear Families)

Variable Percent of Variance

Arrival English 10.20
Household Size 7.96
Adults Employable 3.34
Site 3.40
Time in U.S. .97
Southeast Asian Orcupation .81

26.68

1t is interesting that both Household Size and Adults Employable con-
tribute independently: Household Size, however, contributes more than twice
the amount of explained variance. This raises the possibility that in some
nuclear families, older children or persons outside the home may take care of
the preschool children so that both parents can work. We have only indirect
evigdence to support this supposition. But, it is noteworthy that adding
Adults Employable drops the variance contributed by Time in the U.S. to less
than 1 percent, meaning that it is of no substantive contribution to the over-
all amount of variance explained by the other variables. This means that, if

we know how many employable adults there are in a household, date of arrival
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would not add significant!y to our ability to predict the poverty-level stand-
ing. We report this with some satisfaction, because some reports on refugee
resettiement in the U.S. ci.e arrival date as the @ost powerful derived vari-
able in predicting economic progress. Because "tim.'", as such, has little or
no explanatory value in its own right, it is important to be able to reduce
its overall contribution through the identification of variables which are
conceptually more meaningful. Thus, for example, as far as nuclear families
alone are concerned, the predictive pcwer of knowing the level of arrival
English of households will enable one to predict the economic status of a
household far better than knowing the date of arrival. Even more significant
is the interpretive value of arrival English, which at least in the short run
holds far greater potential for giving meaning to the findings than 'time"
alone.

L, Time in the U.S.

Data presented earlier on employment and income sources, as well as the
economic status data discussed in this chapter, show that steady, often
monotonic, changes occur over time in surprisingly predictable trajectories.
Clearly, the longer refugees are in the U.S., the better their economic
status. But "time'" as a variable has limited explanatory value. what is im-
portant is to identify what happens; over time that .iakes a difference in
determining economic self-sufficieicy, or for any dependent variable. So in 2
sense, the variance attributed tu "Time in the U.S." in this analysis
represents a residual for the variance of variables that are, in fact, time-
bound and the nature of which can, at best, be speculated upon. For example,
as time goes on, refugees pick up English skills, learn the cultural mazeways,
cut into friendship networks which help to find employment; the younger

children become school age and thereby free-up a spouse to enter into the
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labor force, etc. These are the events which occur over time that are direct-
ly associated with the achievement of self-sufficiency. Thias, while not deny-
ing the importance of time as a factor, we look to other results, to aid us in
understanding which refugees take longer to achieve self sufficiency and why.
5. Site

Site is the final variable to contribute explained variance of any sig-
nificance. The amount contributed (1.69) is materially insignificant to the
total explained variance; more important is the finding that differences in
achieving self-sufficiency attributable to site-related factors are far less
important than expected. To a large degree, some of the obvious differences
are accounted for by other factors. For example, while refugees in Houston
may be comparziively oetter off than refugees in other sites, they arrived
earlier and had significantly better arrival English than the latter. The
earlier arrival date also meant that the economy was in better shape (acrc s
all sites) than it was for later arrivals. That is to say, with better than
average English proficiency, refugees arriving at the same time as those in
Houston did as well wherever they settled. There are some exceptions anu, in
the main, they ‘account for the additional 1.69 percent of explained variance.
The economy in Seattle was the worst across the five sites and had been from
the time the first refugses arrived therc. Therefore, individual and
household characteristics that correlated ‘ith improved economic status élse-
where were of ess benefit to the refugees in Seattle. Chicago was singled
out in the multivariate analysis because it was the only other site with a
specific feature associated with the attainment of self-gsufficiency. Almost
all nouseholds in Chicago on transfer income fell below the poverty line; on
the other hand, those households with employed persons were well above the

poverty line. Therefore, comparatively speaking, the gap between those on
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transfer .acome versus those on earned income was large in Chicago, and be-
cause there were sizable numbers on each of these two income sources (vis-a-
vis Houston, where there were comparatively few on transfer income), Chicago
became singled out. We must re-emphasize that the significance of the varia-
tions across sites, while identifiable, is of very limited importance in terms
of the total picture. Even then, both site-level factors noted impacted al-
most exclusively on one particular segrient of the refugee population -- name-

ly, nuclear families with low levels of English profiziency.

6. Southeast Asian Education and Occupation.

These variables contributed less than one percent of explained variance
and, therefore, are of no practical significance in determining poverty stand-
ing during the first four years of resettiement. |If, however, one were to
identify a single group of individuals with the highest percentage above
poverty, it would be singles, alone or unrelated in small groups with the
highest level of past education. In our sample, 81 percent are above poverty.
There are, however, comparatively few such persons in our sample. By con-
irast, the subgroup with the smallest percentage above poverty make up a
sizable segment of the sample. They are large nuclear family households, poor
in education and arrival English, and in the U.S. less 'than forty months.
Only 14 percent of these are above poverty in our sample. The bivariate
relationships are stronger, particularly for Southeast Asian education which
corratates .24 with poverty-level standing and .13 with receipt of cash as-
sistance. The correlationt for Southeast Asian occupation are signivicantly
lower, .06 for poverty-leve! standing and .02 for receipt of cash assistance
respectively. The reason Southeast Asian education does not perform better in
the multivariate results is because of its high intercorrelation with Arrival

English, the variable which predominates in importance to self-sufficiency
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regardless of whether English was acquired through Southeast Asian education,
camp classes, or other means. The point is that Southeast Asian education is
impo: snt to our present measures of self-sufficiency because it was a meuns
for acquiring English proficiency. In the long run, as the availability of
better jobs improves, etc., we might expect other substantive advantages of
better education to emerge as important to resettlement and economic position.
At the moment, however, it is not very important to sel®*-gufficiency.

D. OTHER VARIABLES AND THEIR SIGNIFICANCE

The results in the preceding sections have given priority to findings
based on multivariate analyses. More often than not the results show that the
variation in self-sufficiency could be accounted for by five or six factors,
household compesition, English proficiency upon arrival in the U.S. and the
number of employable adults per household. Many varisbles of substantive con-
cern to the achievement of self-sufficiency did not show up as statistically
important and, in consequence, were never treated in any detail. In the dis-
cussion to follow, effort is made to explain these expected relationships.

The reason for returning to the examination of these variables is because
it would otherwise appear that many important factors =-- program exposure,
urban-rural backgrounds, heaith, etc. -- have been ignored. They, along with
several hundred other variables (see Section IV.B.2 and Appendix VI), were in
fact included in all our analyses, but simply did not prove to be statistical-
ly as important as one might intuitively expect as a result of the multi-
va-iate analysis. From the technical perspect.ve, they did not prove statis-
tically significant because of their intercorrelations with other factors
which accounted for more variance.:® Nonetheless, these factors remain

salient concerns and are discussed below, along with the reasons they may not

1%For a discussion of Variance, see page 195, note 17.

254




214

have been given prominence in the results discussed earlier. In addition,
matrices showing the (1) bivariate correlations for a large number of in-
dependent variables with various measures of self-sufficiency, and (2) the
intercorrelations among major variables with each other, are provided in Ap-
pendix VI. Also provided in the appencix is a set of instructions for reading
the bivariate correlations.
1. Urban/Rural

Refugees from rural areas are more likely to be on cash assistance than
those with urban backgrounds in Southeast Asia (see Table 1V.D.1).

Table I1V.D.1

Urban-Rural Background and Transfer income

Urban Rura:
Income
N Percent N Percent
Transfer (2,198) 68.8% (689) 74.6%
No Transfer (999) 31.2% (23L) 25.4%
Totals (3,197) 100.0% (923) 100.0%

Chi Square = 11.57
Probability= <,01

The bivariate data in this table show that persons from rural hackgrounds
are more iikely to be on transfer income than those from urban backgrounds.
Similarly, Table IV.D.2 (page 215) that persons from urban backgrounds in
Southeast Asia are more likely to have a better economic position in relation
to the official poverty standard than those from rural areas, and this
relationship is also statistically reliable. Poverty s:atus shown in Table

IV.D.2 is scaled to show the percentage below poverty) and seven levels of
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standing -anging from 1 (at or immediately above poverty) o 7 (income at
seven times poverty standard).
Table 1V.D.2

Poverty Level Standing by Residence in Southeast Asia

Poverty Residence
Level

Standing Urban Rural
Less than 100% 57.4% 65.7%
(751) (207)
100-199% p-level 26.7% 25.7%
(349) (81)
200-299% p-level 11.1% 6.3%
(145) (20)
300-399% p-level 3.0% 1.0%
(39) (3)
400-499% p-level 1.0% 1.3%
(13) ()
500-5992 p-level .5% n.0%
¥)] (0)
600-699% p-level .3% 0.0%
(&) (0)
700% or greater than p-level A% 0.C.
(m (0)
Totals 100.0% 100.C%
(1,309) (315)

Chi Square = 15.77
Probability= <.03

If as these bivariate comparisons show that, when compared with refugees
from urban backgrounds, refugees from rural areas in Southeast Asia are more
likely to be on cash assistance and to have poorer economic standing as

measured by poverty status, why did this variable not emerge as important in
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the multivariate analyses? The reason is that other variables account for a
greater amcunt of explained variance and allow us to understand what ''urban-
rural' background really means. For example, two variables, Family Composition
and Arrival English, together virtually wipe out the importance of urban-rural
background as a significant variable. Family Composition iz our most powerful
predictor to self-sufficiency: (1) nuclear families fare more poorly than
other household arrangements; whether from urban or rural bdackgrounds, and
(2) there are many more nuclear families among those who came from rural than
urban backgrounds. Thus, the findings shown in Tables 1V.D.1 and 2 (pages
214-215) are largely a reflection of the Family Composition variable rather
than something intrinsically significant in urban-rural split. So, while it
is true that households from rural backgrounds do not achieve self-sufficiency
as quickly as those from urban backgrounds, the multivariate data tell us that
a major reason for this difference is because nuclear families ure more fre-
quently found among the refugees with rural backgrounds and that they are
slower to achieve self-sufficiency than ather household arrangements more com-
monly associated with refugees frcm urban settings in Southeast Asia.
Similarly, the variable, Arrival English, which is highly correlated with
the attainment of self-sufficiency, shows that fluency in English is compara-
tively poorer among rural populations. |f a person has little or no E.glish
proficiency upon arrival in the U.S., he »r she will have more difficulty
achieving self-sufficiency than those with better English, regardliess of back-
ground, either rural or urban. The point is that the multivariate analysis
uncovers the more powerful predictors which underlie bivariate comparisons and
which would otherwise go unnoticed if only bivariate comparisons. Once the

entire data set is submitted to multivariate analysis, the greater understand-

ing of the bivariate urban-rural comparison with self-sufficiency emerges. It
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is not that people from rural backgrounds in Southeast Asia are less success-
ful solely because they came from rural backgrounds; it is because they are
more likely to be in nuclear families (and therefore, have more children, and
fewer persons available for employment per household), and are poorer in
English upon arrival in the U.S. Conceptually, however, it does make some
sense to say that there is an association between urban-rural background and
self-sufficiency favoring persons from urban backgrounds, but only becuuse
those households are less likely to hold nuclear families with chi.dren, more
likely to have at least survival Fnglish upon arrival in the U.5., etc. Thus,
we have often placed more emphasis on how the data emerge as statistically im-
portant rather than reconfiguring the findings along lines which seem more in-
tuitively and conceptually appealing.

2. Ethnicity and sex

Although some differences associated with ethnicity are shown (e.g.
unemployment rates, job quality) they are small and would at best approach
significance if treated as bivariate relationships. As resettlement continues
to progress, differences among the Vietnamese, Chinese, and Lac are quite
likely to emerge because of differences in Southeast Asian educztion. family
composition, atc. But at the time of this s'rvey, those differences appear to
have little relationship to the achievement of self-sufficiency during early
resettlement.

The moverient of women into the work force, particularly those in nuclear
families, 2merges as a critical factor in the achievement of self-sufficiency
and the improvement of economic status in general. A multiple job strategy is
essential to getting ahead financially for households, ond the data indicate

that the importance and success of women in the work force is no less than
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that for men. Women are, however, more likely to be excluded from ESL classes
and employment related programs.
3. Health

About a gquarter of the refugees reported health problems and the only
variable associated with health was Age: older people have more health
problems. There was no association between health and economic self-
sufficiency for the refugees considered in the aggregate, nor is there any
evidence that health coverage played a major role in the decision to leave
welfare anJ enter into the work force. Nonetheless, at the individua:
household level, poor health can be a major barrier to economic status. Five
to ten percent of the population reported financial setbacks because of medi-
cal problems, or suffered unmet health problems, or both because they were
unable to pay for medical attention.
k. Current English Proficiency

English proficiency, both on arrival and current, is related strongly to
self-sufficiency, However, proficiency on arrival is a considerably better
predictor, accounting for 10 percent of the variance in poverty-level status.
Current proficiency accounts for 6 percent. The possibility should be con-
sidered that arrival English serves as an indicator of socioeconomic status
and/or familiarity with western culture, and hence a whole array of background
skills and attitudes not reflected by the level of proficiency alone. Yet ar-
rival English is a better predictor to self-sufficiency than Southeast Asian
education and occupation precisely because what is important during early
resettiement is simply a minimal or survival level of proficiency in English,
regardiess of how it was acquired, e.g. past Southeast Asian education, prior
contact with Americars, camp E.S.L. Two of the most striking findings of this

study are: (1) arrival English is the best single predictor to self-
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sufficiency for nuclear families, and (2) the level of English proficiency
upon arrival in the U.S. is of much greater importance to the achievement of
self-sufficiency in the short run than post-arrival English proficiency.
5. Secondary Migration

Fifieen percent of the sample reported that they had moved. About three
quarters of these moves were from outside the site and usually outside the
state. Multivariate and bivariate analyses failed to yield a relationship be-
tween secondary migra.ion and the economic self-sufficiency measure. Our
measures indicate” that those who moved into a site from elsewhere did as well
as others who resettled there initially. Only 1 percent of those who either
moved or reported that they planned to move cited public assistance policies
as the reasor for the move. The reasons most often cited for moving were to
obtain work or to join other family members.
6. Program Effectiveness

The question of program effectiveness has turned out to be difficult in
terms of the information gathered on the variety of variables being con-
sidered. However, we are abie to make the following observations on the three
major types of programs which fall under the purview of this survey: ESL
(English as a Second Language), employment services, and vocational training.
a. ESL

To determine what variable had strong correlations with improvement in
English proficiency in the U.S., we ran a series of stepwise regression
analyses (Table 1V.D.3, on page 221) those with no English on arrival here,
those with a little English and, those with some English. We did not include
those refugees with higher levels of English proficiency since the room for
improvement in such cases was small and "ceiling" effects would confound the

problems of measuring and comparing change scores for the group. For the

260




220

first -- those with no English on arrival -- the major variable affecting im-
provement in English proficiency was level of education in Southeast Asia, and
the next was age. These two variables Ccorrelate .59 with improved English
proficiency. Thus, a young, well-educated person would tend to show much
greater improvement in English than an older, less well-educated person. Time
in the U.S. added .07 to the combined correlation, and degree of participation
in an ESL program added anoth..r .03, resulting in a multiple correlation of
.69. Thus, more time here and greater attendance in ES. classes account for
some additional improvement in English for this group .ompared with So. »ast
Asian education and age but not much. The contribution of ESL for this group,
althcugh statistically significant, is of no substantive significance.

For the second group =-- those with a little English on arrival -- the
maior variable for improving their English is primarily how 1long they have
been here. Age (meaning relative youth) was another .ontributing factor, as
was level of education in Southcast Asia. For this group, ESL attendance did
not  account for changes in proficiency level. The third group -- those with
some English on arrival =- aiso had Time in the U.S. as the major variable,
with EFL attendance, Age, and Southeast Asia Education adding slightly to the
correlation with language improvement. The result of these analyses is that,
wiile ESL attendance zontributes scme to English improvement, other variables
== level of education in Southeast Asis retative youth, and tinm~ in this
country  -- are far stronger predictors of improvemznt, regardiess of fSL at-

tendance.
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Teble I1V.D.3

Stepwise Regressions on Improvemerit in English Fluency

Levels of Arrival English R

"None'" Arrival-English Group

SEA Educati.n .46
SEA Education + Age .59
SEA Education + Age + Time in U.S. .66
SEA Education + Age + Time in U.S. + ESL .69
"Little" Arrival-English Group

Time in U.S. .38
Time in U.S. + Age 43
Time in U.S. + Age + SEA Education kb
"Some'' Arrival-English Group

Time in U.S. .27
Time in U.S. + ESL .28
Time in U.S. + ESL + Age .29

There are other important implications to the results shown in
Tab e !V.u.3 and hefore proceeding further some additional comments will help
to clarify these findings. The ''None," "Little," and "Some" Arrival English
Jesignations are based on self-reposted measures on boch reading and speaking
abilities. While self-reported, they »re measures which have been routinely
used anc generally show a strong positive correlation when compared to actual
operational measures +ith the people giving such self-reports. The "improve-
ment" measure used for each person was the difference in score between self-

reported ‘ival English and self-reported current English proficiency. The
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stepwise regression procedure operates similarly to the multivariate searct.
technique described earlier, but relies on correlations rather than analysis
of variance in selecting the more powerful variables as i* goes through jtera-
tive cycles in choosing the combination of vsariables. The result is a
multiple correlation which, in the sequence, shows the mcst powerful corre-
lates and i:ow much each adds to the total. Had we used only the bivariate
relationships, albeit misleading, the effect of ESL on improved proficiency
would have appsared to be stronger. As shown in the matrix in Appendix Vi,
the correl2tion of English improvement with ESL attendance for the '"None"
group is .20, and .15 and .13 for the "Little" and "Some" graups respectively.

The ESL measure used to test for multiple anc bivariate correlations with

"he proficiency improvement measure was the actual number of hours the

raspondent reported as having attended. Thus, we examined for a relation be-
tween the changes in proficiency and the degree of ESL exposure, rather than
simply treating it as a binary -- i,e. attended or not atiended.

The resuits shown in Table |V.D.3 (page 221) should not be interpreted as
a definitive test of ESL effectiveness. As Figures 11.1-8 (pages 79-86) in-
dicating large and significant differences in scores between arrival and cur-
rent English (more than double) exist for the respondents, and most had at-
tended ESL classes. We had sufficient data on ESL exposure and sufficient
evidence on proficiency change to expect ESL to contribute to the acquisition
of English over and above incidental day-to-day living experiences. Yet it
ccatributed only three points to the multiple correlation for those who ar-
rived w'th no English proficiency; it added nothing to those with "Little" ar-
rival Englisii; and it contridu.ed only one additional correlational point to
those who arrived with ""Some" level of proficiency. Even though these data

should not be construed as a definitive test of the effectiveness of ESL clas-
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ses, they nevertheless give one reason to pause. On the other hand, this in-
dicates that both ESL and daily life contribute significantly to the refugees”
major increase in English abilities. On the other, it also suggests that what
ESL contributes is the refugees” own initiative and diligence in improving
their proficiency by drawing upon their own resourcefulness =-- not too dif-
ferent from the role the same attributes play in helping them to climb out of
poverty under many adverse personal and economic circumstances.
b. Employment Services

Employment services are more difficult to analyze, given the wide range
of activities that thz phrase includes. As a whole, the fact that a refugee
utilized employment services did not predict economic success for that
refugee. Although in individual cases such service did help, there is little
relationship between the mere fact of having or not haviag such services and
either being or cash assistance or finding employment. Tables IV.D.4-5 (page
224) show that employment services are of some significance fo: gaining earned
income and not being on cash assistance. Our best indicator is the answer of
employed respondents to the auestion: How did you ge~ that job? As presented
in Table IV D.6 (page 225), exactly half the refugees mentioned personal con-
tacts (friends, self, and relatives), while less than a third (29 percent)
spoke of organizational aid (voluntary agency offices, schools, employment
programs), and another 14 percent cited sponsors aund local churches. The in-
dication is that the refugee neiworks provide the most aid in gaining jobs,

while organizations help to some degree.
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Table |V.D.4

Employment Services and Cash Assistance
(Respondents N=1382)

Ever Received Employment Services

Yes No Total

38% 62% 100%

On Cash Assistance (343) (553) (896)

43% 57% 100%

No Cash Assistance (207) (279) (L86)

40% 60% 100%

Totals (550) (832) (1362)

Chi-Square = 2 Lk
Probability = 0.12
Table 1V.D.5
Employment Services and Earned Income
(Respondents N=1360)
Ever Received Employment Services

Yes No Totals

L73 53% 100%

Earned |ncome (242) (277) (519)

35% 652% 100%
No Earned Income (297) (5Lk) {841)
L40% 60% 100%

Totals (539 (821) (1360)

Chi-Square « .17
Probability = ..0l
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Table 1V.D.6

How did you get that job? (N=361)

Friends 30%
Self-Sought 16%
Volag 15%
Sponsor 10%
Schools# 6%
t.nloyment Programs* 5%
Churches L3
Relatives L3
State Employment Services* 3%
HAA 3%
Miscellaneous Other L3
Total 100%

*Non-volag

€. Vocational Training

Vocational tra’‘ning is a more specific and concrete case than is ejther
of the first two. Yet it has some complications that need to be kept in mind
as we judge its effectiveness. At first glance such training appears to FhLave
had 2 defirite impact. Tables IV.D.7-8 (pages 226-227) thow a certain posi-
tive relationship among having had vocational training, not being on cash as-
sistance, and gaining earned income. Moreover, as Table IV.D.9 (page 228) in-
dicates, in four of the five sites, a significantly higher percentage of those

refugees who had vocational training worked at cne time or another compared to
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those who had no training. In Houston, the percentages of these two groups
«ere almost identical, revealing and possibly reflecting the dynamics of the
local economy and perhaps the higher level of English proficiency among the

refugees who were resettled at that site.

Table IV.D.7

Vocational Training and Cash Assistance
(Respondents N=1382)

Ever Received Vocational Training

Yes No
13% 87%
On Cash Assistance (113) (784)
203 8o%
No Cash Assistance (97) (388)
15% 85%
Totals (210) (1172)

Chi-Square = 13.39
Probability = <.01
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Table 1V.D.8

Vocational Training and Earned Income
(Respondents N=1360)

Past Vocational Training

Yes Nc
18% g82%
Earned Income (96) (L22)
13% 87%
No Earned Income (108) (734)
15% 85%
Totals (204) (1156)

Chi-Square = 8.19
Probability « <.01

Yet, when we compared the employment status of those who had this train-
ing with those who had similar characteristics (high tlevel of English
prof iciency, education, etc.) but no training, the outcome was about the same.
This is the "creaming" effect -- the good ones who get into these programs
could get a job just adout as easily without the programs. The training ~oes,
however, mean somewhat better jobs and pay for these individuals.

It is an unfortunate fact that the empirical determination of program im-
pacts ar: difficult to achieve. Even under the best of circumstances, i.e.
random as.ignment of equivalent intended beneficiaries of the program to ex-
perimental and control groups, sustained sequencing of services cver 2
protracted period of time, etc., a confident, verif'able assessment of olt-
comes would be difficult to achieve =- mainly because there is simply no way
to constrain the effects of extarna! events which influence open-communi ty
research. The results of such research is even all the more equivocal in

after-the-fact assessments such as in the present study. When evaluation
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Table 1v.D.9

n Respondents by Site

Percent Reporting

past Vocational Training

Percent Ever Employed

Vocatiunal No Vocational
Site Training Training
N Percent P
N N

icago 51 17% 34 66% 116 ATY% .02
Bos ton 34 1% 20 58% 121 44% .08
Seattle 31 1% 20 64% 114 45% .05
Houston 24 13% 18 75% 123 76% .01
Orange County 58 19% 39 67% 112 45% .0t
Toxatl 188 14% 131 66% 586 49% .01

P .
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research can be instituted prior to the introduction of the intervent:on
program, then necessary procedures and methodology can be adapted to the task
and its adequacy monitored throughout the life of the program. But this can-
not be done after the fact. The best that can be done under these circumstan-
ces is to sift through the data and if positive results are found, attempt to
reconstruct history and account for the findings and, thereby, lay the founda-
tion for more amb’tious quantitative studies to coirfirm the results; to deter-
mine the magnitude of effect; and, to study the comparative advantage of
progrzm variations. Thus, we would arjue that the absence of positive find-
ings of language and employment program and services should not be interpreted
as meaning that these programs failed to achieve their intended purposes. We
would argue, however, that (a) there was sufficient program and service ex-
posure, albeit selective, for the research to have detected overriding or
strong effects, if these were there, and (b) the detection of outcomes
produced by those programs will require carefully planned pre- and -post
intervention evaluation studies.
7. Volag and Sponsorship

Neither the VOLAG which resettied the respondent nor the type of sponsor-
ship show significant relationship to self-sufficiency. There are a large
number of such agencies i-epresented in one study emrploying a variety of
philosophies and orientaiions that cannot be evaluated by a comparison~of a
limited number of refugees for each variable across the five sites,

E. Achieving Self Sufficiency with Minimal Help

This discussion describes our effort to identify a se. of refugee
households which have achieved self-sufficiency with (1) minimal reliance on
outside financiai help, such as cash assistance, and (2) minimal program in-

volvement, e.g., ESL and employment services. Our purpose was to compare such
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households with thei. less successful and more dependent cchorts in order to
search for differentiating characteristics and possible patterns of resettle-
ment which might account for differences.

We discovered rather early that if the criteria for economic status or
the criteria for 1limiting program involvement were at a!l restrictive, we
would have too few "success" cases for comparative study. For exarole, using
the following criteria:

1. Currently off all forms of economic assistance
2. Past cash assistance limited to 6 months or less
3. No program experience other than camp ESL
L. Earned household income of $1,667 (520,000 yearly) or more,
only about 20 such households would qualify out of the 1384 in our sample.
By setting our level of economic well-being at the poverty level or bet-

ter, i.e., changing criteria #4 as follows:

L. Income/Family needs equal to or greater than 100 percent (poverty
level),
we increased .~ mber of ''success'" households to 39 -- still too small 2

numper for refined analysis.

Next we decided to a'low unlimited program involvement and to increase
the length of time allowable on cash assistance to one year. Thus, our
revised and final criteria were as follows:

1. Currently off all forms of cash assistance.

2. Past cash assistance one year or less.

3. Program involvement of any sort.

L. Household needs met at the poverty level or better.

One hundred and twenty-two households (9 percent of the 1384 households
comprising our sample) qualified using this criteria. The analysis which fol-

lows wiil focus on these households and the variables which differentiate them
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from the other households in order to account for their relative improvement
in economic position. It should be kept in mind that these are not really
"pootstrapper' households =-- they could have been on cash assistance up to one
year and no limitation was placed on the level and types of past program in-
volvement in separating them from the total sample. Furthermore, compared to
other refugee households, these 122 households may be 'making it' but they do
so only in that recds are being met at 2 minimally acceptable standerd ~- i.e,
the poverty level. Therefore, we are faced with difficulty in labeling these
122 households. Their main features are economic independence and a living
standard above the poverty line. Although they have climbed out of poverty,
they have hardly begun to approach middle income levels. Also they have en-
joyed the benefits of cash assistar~c and the opportunity to participate in
ESL, employment-related and other programs designed to facilitate their social
and economic adjustment in this country. uself-reliant" is probably the best
label for this state in that their achievements have been accomplished thrcugh
a balance of external and internal resources.

Tables IV.E.1-11 (pages 231-234) are comparisons between these 122
households and the total household sample (N=1,384) on several key variables.
The 122 households are referred to below as “Subsample."

Table IV.E.1

Self-Reliant and Total Households by Site

Orange
Chicago | Beston | Seattle | Houston | County Totals

Subsample 23% 7% 5% 48% 17% 100%
(122)
Total! Sample 21% 22% 21% 14% 223 100%

(1,384)
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Table IV.E.2

Seif-Reliant and Total Housebolds by Ethnicity

Vietnamese Chinese Lao Total

) (122)
Total Sample 50% 20% 30% 100%
(1, 384)

Table IV.E.3

|
Subsample 51% 16% 33% 100%
Self-Reliant and Total Households by Household Size

Hean Number of Persons

Subsample 3.7

Total Sample L.9

Table I1V.E.4

Self-Reliant an? Total Hoiseho!ds by Number of Children per Household

Mean Number of Children

Subsample 1.4

Total Sample 1.9

T-ble iV.t.5

Seli-Reliunt and Total Households by Months in U.S.

Mean Number of Months*

Subsamplea 31.4

Total Sample 25.2

*Mean number of months in U.S. for acults in the household.
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Table IV.E.6

Self-Reliant and Total Households by Monthly Household Income

Mean
Subsample $1,835
Total Sample $1,173

Table IV.E.7

Self-Reliant and Total Households by Education in Southeast Asia

College
None | Element..y | Second | H.Sch. | College Grad.

Subsample 3% 27% 29% 22% 12% 7%
\ Total Sample 8% LLY 22% 17% 6% 3%

Table IV.E.B

Self-Relijant and Total Households by soutneast Asian Occupation

Professional | Manager | Student | Military | Other

Subsample 19% 1% 15% 27% 28%

Total Sample 12% 9% 18% 16% Lo%
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Table IV.E.9

Self-Reliant and Total Households by Arrival Englisn Proficiency
(Five Point >cale -- "Not at all" to "Very Well")

Mean%
Subsample 2.3
Total Sampie 1.7

*Mean based c- scores from the five point :sle (i=not at all; 5S=very weli);
see Sectic- 'I.5, page 69.

Table IV.E.10

felt-Relia . and Total Households by Percent Adults Employable for Household

Mean
Subsample 55%
Total Sample 50%

Table IV.E.11

Seif-Reliant and Total Households by Number of Aduits tmployed for Household

Mean
Subsample 1.84
Total Sampiz .95

As expected, those who have bee most successful in advancing their
economic status with minimal outside aid a‘e most likely to be found in Hous-
ton ard have been in the U.S. longer, but they are also better educated and

had greater ¢ .ficiency in English upon arrival than those who have been less

successful. Moreover, the family size for those who have shor greater

econoric mbility is smallar by aln nerson (3.7 persons per houscheld
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versus 4.9 persons). This difference in householc size is partly accounted
for by fewer children in these families. The importance of this combination
of family size and household comgosition is evident in the reletionship of
npercent Em_loyable" to "Number of Adults Employed." There is no significant
difference in the percent of household employable--approximately half of all
households. Nunetheless, the number of employed adults is twice as large for
th_ self-sufficient group -- 1.84 versus .95 per household. Although the dif-
ference in household size and composition is not sufficiently great to affect
the number of employable adults per household, it is, nonetheless, a change
that makes a difference--i.e., sufficient to free an additional adult to par-

ticinate in the labor force.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUS!ON

Receipt of transfer income and poverty-level measures bo.h show that the
Southeast Asian refugees have made steady progress climbing out of dependency
and increasing their standard of living in relation to the official poverty
level. It would be misleading to quote a single rate of dapendency, a single
figure for unemployment, or a single figure for the percent living above the
poverty line. A1l these mezsures show steady propress over time. Starting
with high rates of dependency, unemployment, and those living below the pover=
ty line in the early months of resetticment, as well as very little English,
the refugees in the U.S. for twc and three years approach these same measures
for the U.S. minority groups =-- but with trajectories which indicate the
likelihood of continued economic independence and improvement in economic
stztus. At the same time, the percentage of households bove the poverty line
for the populatior. in general and other minority groups in particular fell in
a period of major econonic recession. The Southeast Asian refugees have not
only survived these hard times, but have, in many cases, improved their
econom’c status.

cinally we should reiterate that virtually all the refugees studied
elied on cash assistance during the ezrly months in the Li.S., and we find no
evidence of "bootstrappers' who make it on their own: virtually all entering
refugee households ctudied received cash assistance. Thus dependency, from
what we can tell, is not by choice. Even the nine percent of refugee

households deemed most self-reliant had had some early assistance #nd program
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involvements. The absence of sharp discontinuities in the various trend
lines, particularly with respect to cash assistance cutoff periods, can be
interpreted as significant. We would have expected to find such discon-
tinuities in the trend lines or in the multivariate "splits," particularly at
36 months, if reliance on transfer income constituted a powerful disincentive
to seeking earned income. But, we found so such evidence.

How have these refugees managed to move ahead economically during a time
of deep recession in four years or less? There is less need f~- equivocation
on documentation of self-sufficiency and dependency levels than on issues
bearing on how these achievements were attained. There are two main reasons
for this: 1) the bulk of our survey was devoted to documentation of income
sources and income status; and 2) to establish cause and effect relationships,
time-series studies are needed whereby data are collected repeatedly over time
on the same different individuals. Although we have data on individuals in
the U.S. at di‘ferent points in time, such data cannot substitute for panel
data on the same individuals over time if our purpose is to determine the na-
ture of the process rather than simply to document the trend. Thus, our
degree of confidence with respect to the economic state of the refugees during
early resettiement is greater than that for inferences on how it was achieved.
Nonetheless, we have evidence of what may b2 key factors, even though we may
be on less sol'id ground in demonstrating how they go together to detarmine the
resuiting rise in the achievement of sclf-sufficiency.

As far as we can determine, tt~ factor of utmost importance in successful
early resettlement is the household as a unit of human capital ahead of in-
dividual interests and the importance of the refugee community as a source of

social support and informaztion on coping and adaptation strategies.
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The Household. Household compositicn emerges as the strongest predictor
of economic self-sufficiency. We examined variety of household composition
measures, including household size, the number and type of family units com-
prising them, the ratio of adults to children, the percent of employable
adults and others. All "capture' aspects of the same phenomenon and strongly
predict to poverty-level standings, but none clarify precisely vhat that
pheronenon is.

By using a "structural” index that classified household composition as
nuclear family, extended family, multiple family. and unrelated singles units,
we fouind that nuclezr and extended families fared considerably more poorly
than single person households or households composed of wunrelated singies.
This pattorn appears to be fairly consistent: ruclear and extended families
living with unrelated singles appear to fare better than those without. Thus,
nuclear families (the household unit making up the largsst proportion of the
sample} arc the most likely tc remain below the poverty line, but they also
have the potential to improve thz'r economic status quickly once the youngest
child is school age or if there is a grandparent to care fo- preschool age
children, thereby freeing both parents to participate in the workforce. That
is, given the opportunity to free an additional adult for participation in the
labor forc:z, the household (and particularly the nuclear family household) is
in a nooi position to increase its economic status significantly.

When we first began to pretest our interview instruments, we included an
item that read, "What is your monthly income?" Almost invariably, respondents
reported the monthly income for the entire household, which often included a
collection of related and unrelated individuals. That is to say, the respond-
ents viewed the household as a mutually interdependent collective. regardless

of its composition, Thus, if we wanted to know a respondent's income, we had
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to be very explicit and ask, '"How much do you earn from your job?" Similarly,
we had to be specific when inquiring about income and source for others living
in the household.

This pooling of resources is not unexpected in view of the refugee back-
ground and their traditional values and, of ctourse, was well suited given the
economic constraints faced in the U.S. at the time of their arrival. Yet the
way resources were pooied to foster adaptation to ecomzmic conditions was dif-
ferent from what we expected. More specifically, we are referrirg to those
households with combined income -- namely a combination of unemployed in-
dividuals on cash assistance and employed persons vith earned ;ncomes.

The distribution by time of households on earred income and on transfer
income differs in one important respect from those with a combination of
transfer and earned income. Transfer begins with a high percentage of
households during the early months of resettlement and steadily dropz in a
monotonic straight line to a lower percentage over time; the distributisn of
households on earned income is th. opposite -~ that is, it starts and steadily
increases upward over time. The distribution of nouseholds with combined in-
come, however, is dome-like, starting low, peaking near the intersection of
the transfer and earred income distribu.ions during the middle of the reset-
tlement months studied and then dropping steadily thereafter.

An important el:ment here is that only with earned income can a household
expect to rise above the poverty level. The income of a household just on
transfer income reached, on the average, only 79 percent of the poverty level,
while the mean for households with combined incomes rose to 141 percent and to

218 percent for households with earned jncome a'one.

The main distinguish ble feature of the combined income group is in-

cre:sed household size -~ perhaps a temporary recombinztion of the households
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achieved by adding able bodied persons who thi n move out once the original
household group pegins to achieve economic self-sufficiency. Furthermore, we
know from the data en household composition and incowc that the addition of
one employable person to a household makes a very large difference in the
potertial to advance economic status, virtually doubling the ability of the
hcusehold to rise above the poverty-level standards.

In this regard, the importance of the refugee communit; from which the
singles come is r.lear and simple in job-hunting. Half of the respondents with
jobs who replied report neighbors, k'n, and friends as the source of emcloy-
ment information when asked how jobs were found. |f our inferences from the
data are correct about the sequencing in an. ouvc of singles, it wuncovers an
important form of assistance which is less obvious and, in many ways, more im-
portant than our - aditional notions about the community as an information
network.

Not only are nucleir families the last to achieve self-sufficiency. but
they also make up the largest segment of the refugee population which enter
this country. By contrast, only a small number of single, unrelated in-
dividuals come into the U.S. Yet, our data show that these singles may be
quite significant in helping families diring the more critical stages of
cconomic adaptation to their new home. The presance in a nyusehold of su~h
singles almost cuts in half the possibility that the household is nelow  the
poverty level.

Thus, the more striking feature of these data |s the multiple-wage =arner
mears to get ahead. When no one in a household has » Jjob, the income of that
household reaches only 77 percen® of the Federal poveriy leve!. (One jo, in
the household improves the househcld's ability to meet basic needs to 150 per-

cant of the poverty level. But a major change in living xtandards occurs when
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a second person from the household finds gainful empioyment; here the
household income rises to 215 percent of the poverty level. Not all families
have benefit of an able-bodied extra person to help and it s among those
households who do have suchh an extra person that this strategy on work force
participation is b.st revealed. Among nuclear families, the apparent pattern
is for whichever spouse first finds employment to hold on to the job unti: the
youngest child reaches school age, at which time the gsecond spouse then enters
into the work force. In instance. where a grandparent is available to care
for young children, both parents enter into the labor force as soon as pos-
sible. This information is important for several reasons; one, it reveals
the importance of the multiple-wage earner strategies in the rapid adiptation
10 the workforce and in the achievement of early economic independence; it
also demonstrates the willingness of both spouses to participate in the
workforce; and, finally, it carries with [t a policy implication =-- namely,
the possible importance of day-care.

Program effectiveness. The majority (65 percent) cf refugees arrived

unabie to speak any English, slightly fewer than half of the adults are cur-
rently attending ESL classes, and roughly two-thirds have received substantial
ESL instruction since leaving their homelands. The gain in English proficien-
cy from both ESL and self-1:arning has been good.

About a third of all adults have also raceived employment services of
sone sort. Lesc than 10 percent of the respondents were in vocational train-
ing programs at the time of .ne survey and one in seven had received
vocationa! training in the past. Given the need, thit level of ‘ervices
rendered may general!ly be considered inadequate to bring the refugees as 2
whole into the mainstream of American society. But given the enormity of this

task, it clearly represents a major effort: in a relatively short period of
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time, these services have been provided to a substantial proportion of the
refugees.

The programs are not, however, equaily available in all sites or equaily
used by all refugees. Program use differs little among ethnic groups, is
heaviest among those 21 to 50 years of age, and is generally cumulative by
time in the U.S. A hi her proportion of men reczive all types of ¢-rvices
than women. This is a cause for concern, since women constitute an important
part of the refugee work force and an important economic resource -- espacial-
ly in view of the finding that the majority of households require two employed
persons to move above the poverty level.

In addition, those with little education and who held low status or skill
occupations in Southeast Asia are much less likely to be receiving the ser-
vices they need than the more advantaged refugees. This is especially true
for the most important service: vocational training. While ESL appears most
democratic in being available to al] who need it, employment services appear
more restrictive in that they are rarely accessed by those with low levels of
past education low status occupation histories and housewives. Vocational
training seems to be most restrictive in that its use is largs:- conrined to
males with at least some secondary education, and who were professionals,
military personnel, or students.

This presents a paradox: it makes sens: to provide the services to those
best prepared to make good use of them; yet this pattern of use will hasten
the assimilation of the more advantaged, leaving the less advantaged to their
own devices.

There is no question the refugees who are in programs value them, and
they rank employment and language programs very high when asked what they see

as necessary to getting ahead in life. On tne othar hand, it is difficult to
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point to specific program outcomes which relate to the attainment of economic
self-sufficiency. We would caution any interpretation of these results to
mean that the programs are ineffectual. The problem of testing program ef-
fects zre of methodology -~ unless a program produces a powerful and overrid-
ing effect, its outcome is difficult and often impossible to determine in the
absence of a true experiment, e.g. the randomized assignment of persons to
programs and the coliecticn of before, during, and after measures for compar-
ing experimental and control groups. And, even then, resuits often require a
high level ¢f equivocation when such studies are conducted in the open com-
munity. On the basis of available oata we can say that vocational training
(the most person-intensive) does result in some benefits. But we would
hesitate to say row much difference it makes 'nd what its potential would be
if such programs were available to other t'an the more select segment f the
refugee population.

Possibly it is the resourcefuiness of the refugees, both those who have
access to service programs and those who do not, that makes program effects
appeas so weak. aat is, the ability of the refugees to husband their own
resources, mutual interdependence, etc. have resulted in their being able to
cope far more successfully with the adverse economic conditicns and the other
problems associated with resettiement than would have been expected gossible
if left to their own devices. Friends and relztions are the main sources of
“:lnful employment information, and the reported increase in English
proficiency after arrival is great, whether gained through ESL classes or
picked up through informal sources. While the service program data may raise
some question about targeting and appropriateness to needs of the refugees,

there is no question to their perceived need or to tha great willingness of

refugees to use them when and where available.
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The Predictor Variables. One finding from the multivariate analysis

tears emphasizing here, namely, th. finding that the level! of English

rroficiency upon arrival in the U.S is among the best predictors to later
economic standing. Both arrival and current English were included in these
anaiyses, and Arrival English is the better predictor. Arrival English is
also a better predictor than Southeast Asian education and occupation. While
current English may, in the long run, become a better predictor to economic
status, in the mcre immediate time period proficiency at arrival is much more
important.

When better arrival English is combined with smaller household size, 80
percent of the refugee households are above the poverty level. On the other
hand, poorer arrival English and larger families mean that only 20 percent of
the households reach that level.

Thus, major predictor variables for economic self-sufficiency are link: *
to the nature of the refugee households and the background whence the refugee
came, especially as regards English proficiency. Time in the U.S. and Site
are significant, but do not overcome the former variables. Other variables of
assumed significance (secondary migrat.on ana ethnicity, for example) show
little coirelation with economic self-sufficiency among the refugees. Health
and health insurance have little significant relationship with self-
sufficiency, nor do the VOLAGs or type of sponsorship involved.

Our data support the position both that nothing would be gained by forc-

ing the refugees irto work when jobs are not there or to drop them off assist-
ance when in fact they get off as soon as they can in any case. The Southeast
Asian refugees, our study indicates, may be trusted to be seif-reliant. All
that initial immersion into the labor force would do would be to nlace them

into grinding poverty and to impede their reaching an economic take-cff point.
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The welfare program is meant for precisely such people as these to aid them
momenta, i ly when they most need it.

In recent yeais the success of Asian-American groups has gained national
rec >gnition for their oulstanding successes, which at one time or another have
been the main story of almost every major national magazine. In the main,
these stories have concentrated on their high level of mean income, the inor-
dinately high percent who attend college, and the disproportionately hiqh per-
centage that win or place at the top in scholarly awards. When a group or in=-
dividuals rise to the very top, their accomplishments are given notoriety and
gain public visibility: what we finc in the results of this study is no less

 accomplishment. Although less obvious, the climb out of poverty of these
newly arrived Asian refugees is a major accomplishment. It is fortunate that
ORR saw fit to fund resei~ch to assess empirically the progress of the
refugees and by doing so, document wh~t this group has done to distinguish it-
self in improving its economic position, notwithstanding notwithstanding Fer-
sonal travails and the exigencies of a failing economy. Certainly they could
not have done it without assistance, but equally important was what they
brought with them -- i.e. their traditional background values, theis collec-

tive achievement orijentation, their patience and diligence.
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