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ABSTRACT

PARENTS, PATRIARCHY, AND DECISION-MAKING POWER:
A STUDY OF GENDER RELATIONS AS REFLECTED BY CO-RESIDENCE

PATTERNS OF OLDER PARENTS IN THE IMMIGRANT HOUSEHOLD
FEBRUARY 2009
LANG LIN, B.A., PEKING UNIVERSITY
M.A., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Ph.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST

Directed by: Professor Suzanne W. Model

This dissertation focuses on the living arrangements of multirgtoeal households
among ten biggest immigrant groups in the United States. Syadlgifiit examines
whether the husband’s or the wife’s older parents were morg likdbe present. Co-
residence patterns were taken as a proxy that reflectedealacision-making power in
the family. A number of factors hypothesized to be associsiiidthe outcome were
examined to explore the effect of immigration on gender rolelodgg and gender
relations in the post-1965 immigrant family. More than 102,000 multgdional

households from the 2000 U.S. Census were included in the analyses.

Results suggested that while there were positive signs for wermeméasing status and
relative decision-making power, the influence of original sendingureul where

immigrants have come from proved to be strong and persistent. Tilomsemore



patriarchal sending cultures, represented by India, Korea, and @lereamore likely to
have the husband’s parents co-residing; while those from lesarpla#li sending cultures,
represented by Jamaica, Cuba, and El Salvador, were more lkélgve the wife’'s

parents present in the household.

These findings illustrate the complex nature of gender relatiotteimmigrant family
whereby the effect of assimilation is found in some domains, whéeinfluence of
sending culture is enduring or even reinforced in other domains. Refstlits research
contribute to the better understanding of the diversity of changgsnder relations that

accompany immigration.



CONTENTS

Page
AB S T R A C T e ettt et e e e e e e e e eenne )Y
LIST OF TABLES ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ennnnns X
CHAPTER
1. INTRODUGCTION. ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e nn e e e e e ennn e eeees 1
00 S [ 011 (oo [FTox o] o HA PP PP TP TPPRPPI 1

1.2. A Sketch of the Developmental Path of Post-1965 Gender and Immigration

RESEAICI ...t 2
1.3. A Few Key Points to Highlight in Gender and Immigration Research .............. 6
1.4. Research Topic of the Current STtUAY ...........ceeiiiiiiiiiiii e 7
1.5. How the Current Study Fits into the Bigger PiCture ..........ccccooeeviiieiiiiiiieeiiiiinn, 10
1.6. Arrangement of the Following Chapters............ccccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiinn 11
2. REVIEW OF THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS ... ..o 15
2.1, INEOAUCTION ..ceeiiii ettt e e e e e e e e e e n e 15
2.2, GENAEI TNEOMIES ...ceie ittt e e e e e e e 16
2.2.1. Gender, Gender Relations, and Sources of Change.........cccccccceeeiiiiiiieeeeeeenn, 16
2.2.2. Patriarchy — A General FrameWOorK .........ccccooveieeiiiiiiieceeeess e 20
2.3, ASSIMIlAtiON TREOIIES ...t 22
2.3.1. Immigration and ASSIMIlAION ......ccoieiiiii e 22
2.3.2. Family and Gender in Migration................uuuuuuuiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeee e 31
2.4.  Family Decision Making Power Theories ..............uuuviiiiiiiiiiii e 35
2.4.1. Decision Making Power in Marriage and Family............ccccovvvviviiiiciinneennn. 35

Vi



2.4.2. Decision Making Power in the Immigrant Family ............cccceviiiiiiiiiiiiennnn. 37
2.5.  Living Arrangements of Older Immigrants ...............uuvueiiiiiinneneeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiieenns 39

2.6. (000] 4 (o1 (11710 ] o IV TR 43

3. OVERVIEW OF GENDER RELATIONS IN SENDING CULTURES AND

AFTER IMMIGRATION ... e e s 46
% N | 11 £ To [§ o (o IO PP PPPPPPPPPPPP 46
3.2.  General Description of Gender Relations in the Sending Culture.................... 47

3.2.1. The PRIlIPPINES ... e e e e e e e e e eeeeeenanees 47
3.2.2. CUDA . 49
3123, CNINA .t 51
3.2.4. VIBINAIM ..ttt e et a e e e e 53
.25, INIA ..ttt 55
3.2.6. KOTB@.. .o 58
.27, POIANG <. e e e e 60
3.2.8. El S@AIVAON ...ttt 63
3.2.9. MBXICO ettt as 65
I (O N - 11 4 - 1ot E TP P PP PPPPPPPPPPN 67
3.2.11.Selected Gender Equity Indicators: All Ten Countries........ccccooeeeevevvvieeennn. 70
3.3. Changes in Gender Relations After Migration .............cccceeeeivieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiineeennn 72
3.3.1. Increased Labor Force Participation/Economic Contribution ...................... 73
3.3.2. Exposure To The Receiving CUlUIe.......cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieii e 75
3.3.3. Positive Effects On Gender Relations............coooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 76
3.3.4. Negative Effects On Gender RelationsS ............ueciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeiii 78
4. CONCIUSION .ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeas 81

Vil



4. DATA AND METHODS

........................................................................................... 83
O [ 011 (0o [ 8 Tox 1 o] o HO PP PSPPI PPPPPPI 83
4.2, DaAA....ciiiiiiii i 85

4.2.1. Description of Original Data and Data Restructuring.............ccceevvvvvvvvvvnnnnnns 85
4.2.2. Data Accuracy of the Time of Arrival Information.............coovvvvviicccieennn. 88
4.3, MELNOUS. ... ..o 90
4.3.1. Description of Variables and Analytical Models..........ccccceeiiviiiieiiiiiiinieennnn, 90
4.3.1.1. Predicting Whether Older Parent(s) in HOme...........cccccceeeiiiiieeeeeeeeee, 91
4.3.1.2. Predicting Whose Older Parent(s) in HOme...........cccevvvvvvivvivniciieneeennn. 96
4.3.2. ANAIYLICAI STEPS ....iii e a e e a i ————— 99
4.4, CONCIUSION .ttt ettt e e e e s s e e e e e e e s e e e e e a e 103
5. WHETHER PARENTS IN HOME: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION................. 105
5.1, INrOAUCTION ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 105
5.2,  DeSCHPLVE StAtISTICS......ceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeee 106
5.2.1. Dependent Variable ... 106
5.2.2. Independent Variables ...........coooo i 110
5.3, BIVAriate ANAIYSES ... a e 122
5.4. LogistiC Regression ANAIYSES ........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiae e 129
5.4.1. Predicting Presence of Parents in Home, All Ten Countries..................... 129
5.4.2. Predicting Presence of Parents in Home, Each Country...............cccceevvinne 139
5.4.3. Comparison of Different Models and DiSCUSSION............cccccovvviiiiieeeeiennnnnn. 140
5.5, CONCIUSION ..ttt e e e 144
6. WHOSE PARENTS IN HOME: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ..........cccouvunnnen. 146

viii



6.1. INETOAUGCTION e anann 146

6.2.  DeSCrPLiVE STALISTICS......coiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiirr et e e e e e e e e eeeaeeeene 147
6.3. BiIVAriate ANAIYSES ......uiiiii i 161
6.4. LogistiCc Regression ANAIYSES ..o 169
6.4.1. Separate-Spouse vs. Joint-Spouse Approach, All Ten Countries............... 169
6.4.2. Separate-Spouse vs. Joint-Spouse Approach, Each Country...................... 186
6.4.3. Comparison of Different Models and DiSCUSSION.............ccceeeeeveiiiiiiieeneenns 189
6.5, CONCIUSION ..ottt e e e e e e e e e e s 193
7. CONCLUSION ..ottt e et et e e e et e et e e e e e e st e e e e e e naaa e eeas 195
4% R [ 1 (o o [F o1 1 (o] o PRSPPI PPPRPPRPP 195
7.2.  Implications of Current FINAINGS ......coooiiiiieeiiiicieeeeeiers e 196
7.2.1. “Whether Parents” vs. “Whose Parents” ...........cccccoviiiiiiieiiiniiiieee e 196
7.2.2. Separate-Spouse Model vs. Joint-Spouse Model............cccceeeeeiiiiiiieeiiiiinnnn, 198
7.2.3. Inferring on Possible “Causality” Relationships............ccccvvvvvvviiiiiiiicennnn. 200
7.3.  Limitations of the Current StUAY .........coovveeiiiiiiiiii e 204
7.4. Implications For Different Stakeholders and Future Research....................... 206
7.5, CONCIUSION ...ttt e e e e e 212
BIBLIOGRAPHY .o 214



LIST OF TABLES

Table Page
3.1: Data on Selected Gender Equity Indicators for All Ten Countries.............ceevveveeveveeeveeeneeennns 71
4.1: Number of Households and Percentage by Country..........ccccvvvevviieiiievieeeeieeviieeevvveeneinninnes 88
4.2: Independent Variables Predicting Presence of Older Parents in Hdfmbeir Coding
SN BMIE e 92
4.3A: Independent Variables Predicting Whose Older Paretsrime and Their Coding Scheme:
Separate-SPOUSE APPFIOACKH ......uiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 97
4.3B: Independent Variables Predicting Whose Older Parents I ldothTheir Coding Scheme:
JOINE-SPOUSE APPIOBCKH ..ottt e e e e e as 101
5.1: Percentage of Immigrant Households with Older Parents Present ...........ccccvvvvvvvvvvvvnnvnnnnnnns 107
5.2: Summary Statistics for Main Independent Variables by Gender and Cauntry.......... 108

5.3: Results of Bivariate Analyses between Presence of Parents anbhdiégoendent Variables
o)V CT=T oo [T =T [o [ O o 10T o1 YA 114

5.4: Logistic Regressions Predicting Presence of Older Parents in Ar@euntry Results 127

5.5A: Logistic Regression Results Predicting Presence of Oldent®anéHome: By-country
Results (Using Husband’s Data for “Married ADroad”) ..........cccccoviiiiiimmimeeiieeeennsiieee 135

5.5B: Logistic Regression Results for Presence of Older Parents ie: Byrcountry Results
(Using Wife’s Data for “Married ADroad”) .........cccuuiiiiiiiieeeiiiie e 137

5.6: The Likelihood of Having Older Parents in Home: p-values for Betweentry
Comparisons Before and After REQIESSION .......uuvviuuiiuiiicee s e e e e e aa e 144

6.1: Results of Bivariate Analyses between Whose Parents in Home anéd&kidependent
Variables by Gender and COUNTIY .........ooiiiiiiiiiii e e e 148

6.2: Logistic Regression Results for Whose Parents in Home: Separate-@&palset-Spouse
Approach, All TEN COUNLIIES ......ccoiii it 166

6.3: The Likelihood of Having Husband’s Parents in Home: p-values for Betweegtry
Comparisons Before and After REGIESSION .......coiiiiieiiriiiiie et e e 174

6.4: Logistic Regression Results for Whose Parents in Home: Separate-@&palget-Spouse
Approach, for Each of the Ten COUNtHEs.............oooiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee s 178



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Introduction

As the United States sees a new wave of immigrants since 18&mrch on
immigration in this country has become abundant, focusing on the postri86grants
as opposed to the previous immigration wave in the second half afintbenth and
beginning of the twentieth century. Indeed, scholars of immigratime paoduced
numerous studies covering various aspects on the immigrantshsattl, adaptation, and

socioeconomic incorporation into the U.S. society.

Yet, there are still many “holes” (using Gans’ (1999) choicevoifd) that need to be
filled in the research of immigration. A particularly worth ootg one among them is
that in the area of gender and immigration. As a fundamentél sastitution both
affected by and interacting with immigration, gender is suvaky of the crucial areas in
the study of immigrants as they move between cultures and condgdhertonstruction
of gender roles and identities experience change. Gender caackd pt the center as
an organizing principle and used fruitfully to investigate not only ignamts and the
immigration process, but also broader assumptions about being malenaaid in the

social construction of gender.



Despite its theoretical importance, the research of genderinamigration has not
received the attention it deserves from the beginning amonggiatioin scholars. In the
following | will first provide a brief review of the generdirections in which gender and
immigration research has taken on the post-1965 wave of immmgiatU.S., followed
by an introduction of the current research topic, and a discussion dhbawirrent study

fits into the big picture of gender and immigration as a research area.

1.2. A Sketch of the Developmental Path of Post-1965 Gender and
Immigration Research

The general trajectory by which gender and immigration relseardhe post-1965 new
immigrants (immigration) has developed is summed up into threesdbggdondagneu-
Sotelo (2005). Although the developments in the immigration reseagehaag not as
clear-cut or linear as in this summary, it still provides us with a good uadénsg of the
genealogy of gender and immigration research on new immigrants cothigy. In the
following | will discuss three stages of the research lardelipwing Hondagneu-

Sotelo’'s summary.

The first stage covers research done in the 1970s and early 1980sinwdsigators
focused primarily on remedying the exclusion and omission of womenigration
research. Studies of this early stage often relied enbrelynmigrant men’s responses
and generalized conclusions were then applied to the whole immggraniation, which

is inconceivable to researchers today. Other studies of thiBeused exclusively on
immigrant women, which, conversely, produced a women-only skewed eictur

Furthermore, as scholars such as Moch (2005) and Hondagneu-Sotelo (2005) have



reviewed and discussed, most of the research of this era is bagesl agsumption that
migration begins with males, often temporary workers, then beconwes settled
communities when women and children follow. Such an assumption, asngbeical
studies demonstrated, has led to misrepresentation or distortion oéah@ictures.
Among other things, it fails to recognize that the role of wonmemigration is much
more than just a dependent one in many cases. Moreover, the diversity the post-
1965 immigrants in race, nation and class has led to compleaahters between race,
nation, class and gender. Yet, given the historical blank in research on wpnmesesce
in immigration, the early stage took an important step of adding women into the des
research picture. This approach is often referred to as “adstith@owadays, which
means that gender is added as another variable in measuringn cetéeconomic

outcomes such as earnings and labor force participation.

The second stage of women and migration research in U.S. emetbeddte 1980s and
early 1990s. Scholars in this era recognized gender as both shapirghaped by
migration. They stressed the fluid nature of gender relatiomd, umderlined the
necessity of examining the interaction between gender, race @ dResearch studies
in this stage are exemplified by Nazli Kibria’s study aétviamese refugees settled in
Philadelphia inFamily Tightrope: The Changing Lives of Viethamese Ameri(E933),
Sherri Grasmuck and Patricia Pessar’s study of Dominicaratiugrto New York City
in Between Two Islands: Dominican International Migratiofi991), Pierrette
Hondagneu-Sotelo’'s study of Mexican undocumented migration to Cadifoimi
Gendered Transitions: Mexican Experiences of Immigrat{@®94), and Cecilia

Menjivar's study of Salvadorian and Guatemalan immigrants in ‘lfersection of



Work and Gender: Central American Immigrant Women and Employmeézalifornia”
(1999). Findings of these studies share a common point, in rejectimgstmption of
the immigrant family as a unified decision making ground undividedgdayder or
generational hierarchies of power, authority and resources. Ingeadgr relations are
seen by these authors more through a lens of uneven powers andsaidhg gender
and sometimes generational lines. The second stage researdnaals attention to the
ways in which immigrant gender relations change through the pramfesigration,
taking into account not only women’s but also men’s perspectives basediogs$ from
interviews and ethnographical work. Furthermore, research @oyethis period shed
light on answering an important question, i.e. whether women’s statagsaimproves
with immigration. Despite repeated findings of positive impactwoimen’s wage
earning on great gender equality in the family across sewenailgrant groups (Espiritu,
1999b; Menjivar, 1999; Kurien, 1999), the effect is much more complicatedatinan
either-or conclusion. One of the findings, for example, shows that weramployment
and earning more than their husbands have resulted in even greatsticlomqualities
(Menjivar, 1999; Grasmuck and Pessar, 1991). Other findings suggeswtihat
women’s gains in one domain (e.g. more personal autonomy and indepemudhe
family) may be more prominent, they are frequently accompaniedstbgins,
constrictions and even backward steps in another domain (e.g. in afisoications as
reported by Kurien (1999) in the case of Indian immigrant womern). ofter findings
indicate that immigrants, in a reverse direction, seek to recothemntselves to more
patriarchal family systems from the sending culture, as falbgeKibria (1993) in the

case of Viethamese immigrant mothers’ efforts to deal viadlr transgressive children,



and by Espiritu (1999a) in the case of Filipino immigrant parentsetoforce a
patriarchal control over their daughters’ autonomy in accordartbethng Filipino notion
of female chastity. Overall, the second stage of researctidaaty taken the important
step from “women and migration” to “gender and migration”, but morertef§ still
needed to account for uneven effects, seeming inconsistencies, ars® dioetexts of

gender and migration.

The third stage of gender and migration research is just nowgemmeseeking to go
beyond the analysis of gender relations on the family and householddebmader
social arenas such as workplace, labor market, state policgeka,nand other public

institutions. The emphasis of the current stage, in Hongdagneu-Sotelo’s (2005) words,

“is on looking at gender as a key, constitutive element ofigmation. In this current
phase, research is beginning to look at the extent to which geewheeates a variety of
practices, identities and institutions implicated in imntigra Here, patterns of labor
incorporation, globalization, religious practice and values, etbnidave businesses,
citizenship, sexuality and ethnic identity are interrogatedawys that reveal how gender
is incorporated into a myriad of daily operations and institutipoétical and economic
structures” (Hongdagneu-Sotelo, 2005, p. 10).
Examples of existing research in this stage include the stfidyatino immigrant
political identity in New York City by Jones-Correa (1998), thedgtof transnational
Mexican hometown associations by Goldring (2003), and the study otlealy national,
and transnational processes intercept to shape immigrant sociairketand gender
ideals for Salvadorian children and youth in the sending communities éMdl®199).
These new themes and topics suggest the broad width and vast spaoatifarous

research in the area of gender and immigration.



1.3. A Few Key Points to Highlight in Gender and Immigration
Research

As | explained earlier, the brief review above is to providersetal understanding of the
developments of the field of gender and immigration research in post-1865 My
purpose for doing so is to underline several key points and trends mesberch area,
before introducing the current research project and discussing Higsviitto the bigger

picture.

The first point, as | brought up in the beginning before discuskathtee stages, is that
although gender and immigration can provide an important angle to\sttdys issues

in the immigration process (e.g. acculturation, identity, pregervaif the sending
culture vs. assimilation into the host culture) as well as merergl issues in how
gender as a social institution is defined and continuously influenced and reshapgl throu
interactions of social and individual factors, the development of gendemanigration

as a research area has not been an easy or straight forwamdrames it always received
the attention it deserves. After going through roughly thtages, as reviewed above,
gender and immigration research is now at a point where rsmarnsh projects, building

on existing findings, can truly contribute towards getting a elgaicture of migration as

a gendered process, and of gender relations’ evolvement as a result of migration.

Secondly, it is crucial for students of gender and immigratoconsider and take into
account the consistent interactions between gender, ethnicity (nadimh)class. As

indicated by existing empirical findings, the effects of geredeneshed with class and



ethnicity have created a complicated context for the exammati gender relations

across immigrant groups.

Thirdly, studies of gender in the immigrant family should include both and women,
since gender is the result of constant interactions between beth sFailure to do so
would turn the research into that of “women and immigration” instdd@ender and

immigration”.

Lastly, the direction in which students and scholars in this aeedoatake research
projects should be one that stresses incorporating influences on thduatlimmmigrant

level as well as family/household level and societal/cultiea¢l] and considers how
these three factors come together to impact the different diomsnand directions of

gender relations in the immigrant family.

It is against this background that the current study is conductethe Iresearch design
and plan of analysis | try to address the key points highlighted abasmted@mitations
that arise from the data used (which is discussed in detd&ilsapter 4). Next | will first
introduce the research topic of the current study, followed bgaussion of how it fits
into the big picture (of the gender and immigration research.afdggr that, in the end
of this chapter | will briefly explain the arrangement of Wieole dissertation by going

over what each chapter will cover and deal with.

1.4. Research Topic of the Current Study

The current study examines the presence of elderly parentsnigriamt households and

tries to identify factors associated with predicting if the hodlsaparents or the wife’s



parents live with the married couple. Whether or not a couplenitreone or more of
their parents is a good research question worth looking into foreasons. First and
foremost, presumably immigrants from less economically developedirgy countries
consider immigration to U.S. an important step towards higher ligtagdards and
economic betterment, which makes it a desired outcome for m@somic immigrants,
i.e. those immigrants who come to the United States primarilybé&ter economic
conditions. However, oftentimes limited resources of the immigiamily make it
impossible to have a big number of people from the extended familygnaten at the
same time. As previous research (see, e.g. Massey @988, for a comprehensive
review) has showed, economic immigration (here | refer to omignigration for
economic improvement, as opposed to refugees, since refugeesiiriyode do not
actually have a choice in the timing and manner in which theingnation takes place)
typically happens in a series of steps, which is referred tohasn migration”. Given
the fact that this kind of immigration may be a process involvipgotonged period of
time, it may very well make a difference as to whose patbatsnmigrant couple brings
to US first, either the husband’s parents or the wife’'s paremte focus on examining
whose parents live in the household can indicate the relative decisikingrpower
between the married couple, which, in turn, reflects on marital geetiions in the
immigrant family. To the extent there is considerable difiees in gender relations
between the sending culture and the receiving (U.S. in this cad®)ye, studying
possible changes in marital gender relations is a meaningful iwagticating 1) to what
extent immigration is linked with changes in gender relationsirffonigrants from

different sending countries, and 2) which factors (e.g. individualchkenstics such as



husband’s and wife’s income and education, and family charactersstots as home
ownership) are associated with the decision on whose parents aentpiesthe

household. A second (although less directly relevant) reason farséfelness of the
current research topic is that since the multi generationalyfdiving arrangement is a
preferred practice in many of the post-1965 immigrant sendicigttes (as compared to
the nuclear family which is the dominant arrangement in the iareculture), to what
extent this practice is preserved in U.S. can reflect, to #aicedegree, how
“Americanized” the immigrant family is. This information cae used to assist the

interpretation and understanding of gender relations changes in the immagnéwnt f

For immigrants who come from traditionally male-dominant cu#tuteexpect to see
more husbands’ parents in the household, as a result of more power couhingride
husband in making the decision to have his own parents come to livénenthn the US.
On the other hand, immigrants from cultures where the woman’s solendare
independent may be more likely to have the wife’s parents livitigthe married couple,
reflecting higher status of the wife in couples from more nuettaif cultures and having
more say in the matter of having her parents live in her hole However, although
these are the basic hypotheses | start this project witld masehe belief that gender
relations are primarily formed and decided under the influence cfethéing culture, |
also fully recognize that potential complications and exceptiomspassible, because
different sending cultures coupled with various socioeconomic dass$ and receiving
conditions (i.e. the context under which immigrants are received #fetisa U.S.) can
create very different contexts for gender relations chartgesmy overall hypotheses

above do not capture.



The current study also explores the overall effect of sendingrewn a group level, by
including multiple (ten countries) immigrant groups and comparing themenGhat

immigrants come from sending cultures with different marieddgr equality to start
with, it is meaningful to compare across groups and look at to itent the old

patterns of gender relations get preserved and reflected indlredtef immigration, and
how much they may be influenced by “circumstantial” changes asichhange in relative
earning power between the married couple which may lead to a egowd gender

relation. In addition, the effect of national origin may be imter¢d with socioeconomic
class, resulting in more complex contexts for gender relatiosmsgels. The interaction
between gender, nation (sending culture), and class will aiken tinto account in the
design of the current study. Comparing across immigrant groupaogeascale like the
current study can shed light on the differences between immigraaps in terms of
gender relations changes given the rich diversity of cultures @cidesonomic class
backgrounds where the post-1965 immigrants come from. By expkmswers to these
research questions | believe this study will contribute to teeareh on marital gender
equality in the contemporary immigrant family in the Americaniety. In a broader
scope, the studying of immigration and gender relations changesbatatto our

understanding of the overall assimilation process of the new immigrants.

1.5. How the Current Study Fits into the Bigger Picture

This study can be considered as belonging to the second stageavtheis the area of
gender and immigration, as the primary arena of researcbuk fon is the immigrant

family (as opposed to a higher level of public, social arenas omextiin the § stage

10



above). However, the current study differentiates from mogteoéxisting second stage
research projects in the following two ways. First, most ofs#wnd stage research is
based mainly on qualitative studies and their findings from intenagdsethnography in
terms of methodology. They have provided valuable information on theidodl
immigrant level and identified the issues and themes to résearc On the other hand,
to what extent their conclusions can be generalized still rsmai be confirmed by
studies using large scale data. The current project is onelofssudies that use large
scale data to examine some of the themes and issues ategmuited by previous
gqualitative research. Findings from the current study can beedieas more
generalizable to the bigger immigrant population because it usesaidével data from
the United States. Secondly, by including and comparing ten immhigraups in the
analysis at the same time the current study may see ndings emerge on the group
(sending-country) level which smaller qualitative studies (fogusimone or two groups)
are unable to discover. In this sense, the current study btshatbigger area of gender
and immigration research by building on themes and findings found ypsesmaller
scale qualitative studies, but goes beyond existing findings to coetnkut information

to the field by analyzing large scale data which makes the findingsgeoegalizable.

1.6. Arrangement of the Following Chapters

In the previous sections of this chapter, | have briefly revietheddevelopment of
gender and immigration research on the post-1965 immigration sncthuntry. In

addition, I lay out the context in which the current study is conductetljdentify the
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points of contribution this study can make to the gender and imnoigresearch field.

In the following, | give an overview of the chapters in this dissertation.

In Chapter 2 | outline and review theoretical frameworks tha helpful in
conceptualizing the research topic. Relevant theories from itheeeareas of literature
are discussed, including 1) 1) General theories on gender relations andegpradiey; 2)

The sociological literature on assimilation, focusing mainly be line of general
assimilation theory developed by Gordon (1964) and added by later s@&t®kgch as
Alba and Nee (1997), and Portes and Zhou (1993); 3) Family decision makimgy pow
theories, focusing on the approach of bargaining theory in the housiuidn making
research. | also explain in details how each of these thedrigameworks fits into the

current research project.

Given that gender relations of immigrants are primarily farnmethe original sending
culture, and since the current study is designed to examine getateyns changes in
the immigrant family, it makes sense to start by examimgegder relations in the
sending culture for the ten immigrant group included in this study.pt€h& of this

dissertation does just that. Mainly based on literature reviewpt@ha first provides a
general cultural background to gender relations in the sendingresjltto give an
understanding of what gender relations are like, i.e. providing anstgotiint of where

the immigrants come from in terms of gender culture. Corresponditige first part

which deals with “how it was before”, the second half of ChapterrBpghesents relevant
findings of “how it has changed after”, mainly based on existmgigcal studies on the

immigrant groups in this study. It is worth noting that theseifigs are not meant to be
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a comprehensive literature review of all the empirical findimgshese immigrant groups.
Rather, it serves to identify and highlight the findings that aostnmportant and

relevant to the current project.

Chapter 4 describes in detail the data and methods used in this Stadcription about
the data includes data source, structure, available variables, aptbtiess by which a
final dataset is obtained for the statistical analysis. drggnal data comes from the
public use 5% 2000 census data, downloaded from the IPUMS (Integrated Bsiblic
Microdata Series by Minnesota Population Center) website. Iranmigrl8 years or
older, from ten culturally and geographically representative sencinmtries were
included in the study. These ten countries are Mexico, China, Indi&hilippines,
Korea, Vietnam, Cuba, El Salvador, Poland, and Jamaica. Only couplesvevbo
married (not including cohabiting couples) and reported their spousenpires¢he
household at the time of the census were included in the analysiser ddta
restructuring a final data set was obtained, with household asithef analysis. Then |
proceed to discuss the analytical method and statistical modelsirugbe analyses.
Descriptive statistics were first obtained from the datatlie dependent variable, i.e.
which spouse’s parents lived with the married couple, followed by igasgerstatistics
for a number of factors identified as possibly affecting the dependent varialhlesstine
immigrant couples’ age, length of time here in US, naturalizédenship status,
education level, and family income. A series of bivariate aaalygere then conducted
cross tabulating by sending country the dependent variable andket® independent

variables. Finally, logistic regression was used to testh@rassociation between the
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dependent variable (whether the husband’s or the wife’s parentsweeeelikely to be

present in the household) and the independent variables.

Chapters 5 and 6 discusses the findings on the two main outcomes of this study, including
discussion of analytical results on predicting the likelihood of 1) enetmmigrant
parents were present in the house, and 2) whose parents were mgréolize living
with the immigrant couple. Throughout the discussion of results iattentll be given
to how different immigrant groups compared, taking into account possitgieactions

between sending culture, gender, and class.

Chapter 7 is the conclusion of the study. In this chapter | discesmplications of my
findings, and how they may fit in the area of gender and immigragsearch.
Limitations of the current study are also discussed. Besiué@stions of the data (the
biggest data limitation being that they did not capture those imntgmwho help their
parents immigrate but do not live in the same household in U.S.), oitatibn in the
research design lied in the assumption that the presence ofsperehe house was a
result of relative decision making power between the husband andWife assumption
did not take into account other possible reasons why parents iweg Wwith the
immigrant couple, such as practical help (e.g. the immigrant emgeded help taking
care of young kids and only one of the spouse’s parents were avilgle such help).
These factors should be taken into consideration when it comes to etitegpthe

findings.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS

2.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter | have outlined the research topic for thentiwstudy, i.e.,
focusing on gender relations as reflected by each spouse’sodeisiking power on
whose parents would come to US to live with the immigrant cou@ender relations
and marital gender equality in turn reflects changes which gendesasial institution
undergoes in the process of immigration. In this chapter | outlineeamelv theoretical
frameworks that are helpful in conceptualizing the research. téfetevant theories from

three main areas of literature will be discussed in the following:

1) General theories on gender relations and gender equality, drawihg saciological

and feminist framework on patriarchy. As mentioned in the lzegpter, variation in the
degree of patriarchal-ness exists in the countries where naumtsgin this study are from.
While country-specific discussion on gender culture will be dater (in Chapter 3), |
will provide a general theoretical framework in this chaptergender relations and

patriarchy. This part of discussion is presented in Section 2.2 below.

2) The sociological literature on assimilation, focusing mainly fen line of general
assimilation theory developed by Gordon (1964) and added by later st®kkgch as

Alba and Nee (1997). Different aspects of assimilation includngioeconomic
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assimilation and cultural assimilation will be discussed to proaitleeoretical frame of
discussion to the current research topic, i.e., how marital gendeitgguay change as a

result of assimilation. This part of discussion is presented in Section 2.3 below.

3) Family decision making power, focusing on the approach of bargamaogytin the
household decision making research. The bargaining theory states thahdidus
decisions are reached largely as a result of an internalibagy@rocess by individual
family members. Household members use their “bargaining ppowesst notably the
amount of income or wealth they can control, to have household resouoccedeallin a
way that most closely matches their personal preferencethislicontext, the result of
the bargaining process is whose parents are to live with thee¢amd the bargaining
power by each spouse is expected to be associated with that ré&sbk part of

discussion is presented in Section 2.4 below.

Lastly, as the current study focuses on older immigrant paresrtssidence patterns as
the outcome, a brief review will be provided in Section 2.5 on oldengnams’ living
arrangements in U.S. as well as factors that have been found tonidetehese

arrangements, to provide a summary of research finding on this topic.

2.2. Gender Theories

2.2.1. Gender, Gender Relations, and Sources of Change

As a theoretical starting point, thleing gendeperspective is worth our attention. West
and Zimmerman (1987) present a theoretical approach of viewingrgemdeaoutine and

recurring accomplishment in everyday interaction, an emergentrdéeaif social
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situations. Previously, the authors argue, sociologists have vieweeérgeither as a
social role in the conventional sense which men and women take on baseeiron
biological ascription, or as a social display in Goffman’s (19&6hinology. West and
Zimmerman contend that treating gender as a social role obstheework and the
dynamic nature that is involved in producing gender in everydayiteeti while treating
gender as a display reduces it to only a superficial sensterdction. Instead, West and
Zimmerman propose a new understanding of gender that shifts ouiosttieom internal
properties of individuals to the interactional and, ultimately, uistmal arenas.
Specifically, the doing gender perspective “involves a complex ofalypaguided
perceptual, interactional, and micropolitical activities thatt gasticular pursuits as
expressions of masculine and feminine ‘natures™ (West and Zimarg 1987, p. 126).
In other words, West and Zimmerman are proposing a new tlwadrétame within
which gender is no longer seen as a property of individuals; riatisean outcome of
constant interactions emerged from social situations and sodialtings. (The family
as a social institution undoubtedly is such an important arena whedergeslations
demonstrate such a dynamic, ever-changing nature.) Men and wgartempate in
everyday activities, organize their behavior and response to reflegpress gender, and
they are also disposed to view and interpret the behavior of athsueh a light. This
emphasis on gender as an interactional, recurring, and dynamic pruoesdes an
important theoretical basis for understanding change in genderaradegender relations
either as a result of interactions between man and woman, lowilhsrgue later in this

study, as a result of change in structural arrangements.
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Similar with the conventional view of gender as a social role, dbimg gender
perspective acknowledges the existence of a set of normativeigesdigr individuals to
refer to and base gender behavior and expectations on. These norguidieknes
provide the foundation and legitimation for gender hierarchy. They émmethe native
culture where individuals grow up in. The most important theoretarglibution of the
doing gender perspective, however, lies in its emphasis abtiteiuousandinteractive
nature of gender’s construction and confirmation by individual men and wonasily
life. As such, it leaves room for the possibility of change inahalysis of gender
behaviors and gender relations. In the study of immigrants, this ptafization
provides a theoretical tool for understanding change in gendeiors in the receiving
country. Such change may follow change in structural factmts @ employment status
and earning power of each spouse, and change in cultural factorsssagposure to
norms and practices in the new country. As such, the doing gender colizafbna
provides a helpful framework to analyze change in gender relatmmnagaimmigrant

couples.

Taking the doing gender perspective one step further, Sullivan (2006) @sopas
integrative approach to better explain changing gender relat®ased on both existing
theories and empirical research findings, Sullivan’s approach emesdsiking the
analysis of daily interaction from the doing gender perspectiile thie concept of
changing gender consciousnesSender consciousness is described as a continuum, one
end of which indicates a “generalized awareness of gendessissand the other end “a

full consciousness of the rights associated with specific geodatidns” (Sullivan, 2006,

p. 11). The development of gender awareness, Sullivan explains, “inalyexess
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including a growing recognition of rights. The conditions under whibls t
consciousness develops depend partly on information from the wider sodwety
example, the rise of feminism provided new conditions for an awarehegghts and

thus for the development of gender consciousness” (Sullivan, 2006, p. 11). idn othe
words, change in gender relations can happen not only as a resultiwatiual
interactions between men and women, but also as a result of exposcnanging
attitudes and norms in broader social climates. By incorpordtetproader concept of
gender consciousness, Sullivan’s approach puts even more emphasis on the
“transformative potential of everyday interaction” (Sullivan, 2006, p.13), and undessco
the non-static, ever-changing nature of gender relations. Taissformative potential”,
according to Sullivan, includes two analytic components: culturahimgs, norms, and
expectations on the one hand and interactive processes on the otiadris to say,
sources of change in gender relations can come from both macro-levell ahiturges in

the larger society, and micro-scale changes in interadbetgeen individuals. This new
analytical framework thus incorporates the influence of chandtitigdes and norms on

the societal level, which can therefore “facilitate analydishow cultural meanings,
norms, and expectations can be challenged, resisted, revised, and|gveh&uimged in

the ongoing process of interaction” (Sullivan, 2006, p. 13).

Indeed, | believe the current study is a good case wherendligia framework can be
applied to demonstrate theteractive, continuously changintpture of gender relations
as a result of both inter-personal level and larger societalfallievel influences. It
examines how gender relations are reproduced and reaffirmed on ttarmhewhile

challenged and negotiated on the other. As | will argue lategng the immigrant
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groups in the current study, exposure to new cultural norms and expeciatthe U.S.
as well as structural changes such as increasing contributisroén to the family
income have probably resulted in women’s increasing status immtréal gender
relations. At the same time, old cultural norms and beliefs ali@: hthe male-dominant
pattern of gender relations still seem to play a decisive aarreflected in the greater

likelihood of the husband’s parents living in the immigrant household.

2.2.2. Patriarchy - A General Framework

The theoretical framework of patriarchy is an important concepthe study of
immigrant gender relations, since patriarchy exists ica@lntries (including the United
States), although, as | will show in later chapters, the extewhich it exists in every

immigrant sending country in this study varies.

What is patriarchy? Bennett (2006) defines patriarchy darfalial-social, ideological,
political system in which men — by force, direct pressoir¢hrough ritual, tradition, law,
and language, customs, etiquette, education, and the division of labomidetevhat
part women shall or shall not play, and in which the female is eweng subsumed
under the male” (Bennett, 2006, p. 55). Allan Johnson (2005) believes thati&ysis
patriarchal to the degree that it promotes male privilegdseingmale dominated, male
identified, and male centerett is also organized around an obsession with control and
involves as one of its key aspects the oppression of women” (Johnson,p2C8)5,
Patriarchy, Johnson further states, is a system, including “duitié@s about men and

women, the web of relationships that structure social life, amditlequal distribution of
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power, rewards and resources that underlies privilege and oppregsbnson 2005, p.

38).

Patriarchy exists in all the sending cultures where imanig in this study come from,
although as | discuss later in Chapter 3, a variation in the defneatriarchal-ness is
found across countries. Patriarchy is embedded in immigranisfsband behavior,
reflected in their everyday life and decisions. Patriargladderns in gender relations
among immigrant couples are shaped predominantly by pre-migratiomatideliefs and
social practices, which immigrants bring with them from th@me societies, as I'll
discuss in more details in Chapter 3. For example, traditionadegeroles in the
Mexican marriage requires that husband and wife take very sepal@s in the family,
with the husband taking a dominant position in the family’s relatipnsith the outside
world and remaining uninvolved in childrearing and domestic duties, which are
considered to be all the wife’s job (cf Pedraza, 1991, p. 320). arfaal patterns in
gender relations are often reshaped, reconfigured and renedomathe new setting
after migration. Out of economic necessity a lot of immigrant womenheitabor force
here in U.S., to help increase the family income when their husbandstaele to make
enough money as the sole bread winner for the whole family. Oatliee hand, the
labor market structure in U.S. provides job opportunities for immtgreomen in areas
such as nannies/domestic help, service sector, apparel manafacand health care.
Overall the impact of women’s entering wage work has been foundgeebger personal
autonomy and independence (Pessar, 1999). For example, women’s incrageed w
earning power and their greater contribution to household income dhabieto have

more control over household budgeting and other family decisions. dtpats/ides
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women with more negotiating power in appeals for their husbandstaas= in daily
household chores (Pessar, 1999, p. 585). That is to say, as gendensalatiergo
change between immigrant husband and wife, patriarchal attitudescg@seaor believes
also change. | will go into detail discussion later in the sebaifdof Chapter 4. The
patriarchal framework is therefore an important part in umaedeing post-migration

gender relations of immigrants in this study.

2.3. Assimilation Theories

2.3.1. Immigration and Assimilation

As the current study focuses on immigrants and their genderonslatheories on
assimilation is a central part in the analytical framewdrkthis section several concepts
and typologies in the general assimilation framework tretrare relevant to the current

study are discussed.

In 1964, Milton Gordon published his influential conceptual framework for the
immigrant assimilation process, which remains a necessary foumdat assimilation
theories today. In this model Gordon proposed seven dimensions (whathihvecalled
“subprocesses”) of assimilation that may happen either sinadtesly or separately.
They include: 1) cultural assimilation, or acculturation, 2) struttasaimilation, 3)
marital assimilation, 4) identificational assimilation, 5) attitude pgoaal assimilation, 6)
behavior receptional assimilation, and 7) civic assimilation. Indivedoely go through

all or some of these dimensions, in varying degrees. (Gordon, 1964)
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Among the seven dimensions Gordon considers the most critical dastinidi be
between acculturation and structural assimilation. Acculturatigrmefined by Gordon,
refers to the minority group’s adoption of “cultural patterns” of ltbhet society. These
cultural patterns include not only the acquisition of the English |layjegbat also things
like ways of dressing and outward emotional expression (Gordon, 1964, pGaégjon
argues that these can be considered as extrinsic cultural whith are less central to a
person’s group identity and cultural heritage than intrinsic cultuadk, exemplified by
one’s religion and musical tastes. In the process of asBonilacculturation typically
comes first and is inevitable. Moreover, acculturation could oedgthout being
accompanied by other dimensions of assimilation. Structural ikegtsom, on the other
hand, is defined as the “entrance of the minority group into the stigaés, clubs, and
institutions of the core society at the primary group level” (). 80nce that happens,
Gordon hypothesizes, prejudice and discrimination against that partrotriority group
will decrease if not totally disappear, intermarriage willdoenmon, and the separate

minority group identity will decrease.

Gordon’s account of acculturation is apparently a one-way proces& kdaping their
most important intrinsic cultural traits such as religious itgnthe minority group
gradually adopts the “core culture” of the primary group, definethas'middle-class
cultural patterns of, largely, white Protestant, Anglo-Saxon rsig{Gordon, 1964, p.
72). Gordon perceives the core culture as a cultural standardccattuaation of
minority groups, and only acknowledges the possibility of small clsanfjehe core

culture being affected and modified by minority cultures, e.gnémmaodifications in
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cuisine, recreational patterns, place names, speech, residechiddcure, sources of

artistic inspiration, and perhaps few other areas” (p. 100).

The significance of Gordon’s contribution is not only identifying @@mponent
dimensions, but the theoretical acknowledgement that assimilatiar &linear process,
and some immigrants may never fully assimilate. In the suo@ntext, although gender
relations is something that belongs to the more fundamental part & culéeural
upbringing and group identity and cannot be measured directly, Gordootnt of
assimilation/acculturation will still be an important conceptoal in inferring gender
relations in the immigrant family, as reflected by thespnce of husband’s or wife’s
parents in the household. For example, several of the immigrant grotipis istudy
come from traditionally highly patriarchal culture, where ingéineration households
with the husband’s parents living in home is both a cultural norm andhenon practice
in sending countries such as India, China and Korea. To what extetitidrgsactice
been preserved in U.S. among the households of immigrants from thesties?
Answer to this question may, first of all, give some indicatiowloéther there has been
change towards the more “American” nuclear family pattemn, (assimilation to the
mainstream norm) in this regard. More importantly, to the éxtest having older
parents immigrate to U.S. brings both a higher living standardhéoparents and family
reunion between immigrants and their older parents, it is reasdnadpeculate that this
is a favored outcome for the wife’s parents as well (as forhteband’s parents).
Therefore, finding out not only whether there are older parentgylivi home but also
whoseparents there are living in home may indicate change in genldéoms in the

immigrant family.  Suppose that higher than expected number®usfeholds in a
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particular immigrant group are found to have the wife’s parewitsglin home. This
finding will also need to be interpreted in the bigger framework sifrakation, probably
a result of various structural (e.g. the wife’s increasiogtribution to the household
income) and cultural factors (e.g. exposure to the more egatitararital relationship in
U.S.) in the receiving society. Finally, comparing the pattern oénpal presence in
house across immigrant groups enables us to assess the exterthtwvavitus degrees
of patriarchal gender relations among different immigrant groupshesged as a result
of migration and possibly assimilation (acculturation), and exploralpedsctors that

are associated with cross-group variation.

Gordon’s conceptual scheme proves to be useful to researchers of tyetlamdi
immigration, and has become a milestone for studies of assonilatithe American
society. By 1990s, however, a popular discussion is well underwaggathe academic
community on the usefulness of assimilation concept and theorieghe midst of this
intellectual debate Alba and Nee (1997) published their influenti@leareevaluating
and reformulating assimilation theory in the new setting of thé-3#85 immigration
wave. One of the gaps in Gordon’s assimilation framework, AlbaNew (1997)
contended, is the omission of dimensions covering the socioeconomic assirslch
as occupational mobility and economic assimilation. Socioeconomimikzsgn is of
great importance to the study of assimilation since difteremith the majority group in
socioeconomic status is a central indicator of assimilation. dWere “socioeconomic
mobility creates the social conditions conducive to other forms ah#ason since it
likely results in equal status contact across ethnic line in waxckpland neighborhoods”

(p. 835). In the current study | use Alba and Nee’s definition of somnmenic
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assimilation, which is also the most common usage in the ethmicdyassimilation
literature: “socioeconomic assimilation is equated with attaimtnof average or above
average socioeconomic standing, as measured by indicators suchklueation,
occupation, and income” (pp. 835-836). As Alba and Nee explain, theserssase
important indicators of the distance between immigrant groups andtihe mainstream
norm in terms of socioeconomic status, and therefore indicative afnimigrant groups’
level of economic assimilation; moreover, examining the level ofosoonomic
assimilation may be helpful in understanding assimilation in o#neas harder to
measure (i.e. cultural assimilation of values and norms). Forpe&athe Jamaican
immigrants in South Florida studied by Portes and Zhou (1993) who predoipinant
settled in poor urban areas and occupied low-level menial labow@igsmore likely to
be exposed to norms and values of the adversarial inner city subcuorms such as
devaluation of education and less likely to see it as a way @l soobility out of

poverty.

Alba and Nee (1997) added another aspect to Gordon’s classicalassimiramework.
They argued that when looking at the assimilation process, one shsolthké group
factors in the larger social context into account, such fa@srspatial distribution,
coethnic populations, and group size. Gordon’s analysis of assimilatied, Alita and
Nee, is oriented towards micro-sociological (i.e. individual) ll@feassimilation rather
than being conceptually placed on the group level in the contextajer Isocial process.
As a result it inadvertently overlooks an important line of ingasion in the study of
assimilation, i.e., the reciprocal effects between group processdinalual attainment.

In other words, Alba and Nee argue that a theory of assimilatiest take into account
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the interaction between individuals and immigrant groups which theyndeb, as the
supply side of ethnicity may influence its members’ propensitiessimilate (Alba and
Nee, 1997, p. 835). For instance, settlement pattern, or spatial coticentf
immigrant groups (e.g., Portes and Rumbaut, 1996; Massey 1985; Massegrand,
1988), and the existence of an ethnic enclave economy (e.g., Zhou 1982)cange of
factors on the group level that may affect its individual memligedihood or speed of

assimilation.

In addition to the more “structural” group factors such as spdisélibution, coethnic
populations, and group size, other research such as Le (2007) and Neckeamg@ir9e9)
highlighted the importance of another kind of group factor in tbegqss of assimilation,
one that is more cultural in nature. Focusing on five Asian Aaemgeoups, Le (2007)
examined a number of outcomes including income, occupational presti@gépsasiness
ownership, residential segregation, and intermarriage as indicaftotisese groups’
socioeconomic and institutional integration. His findings suggesteddahgtared to the
other Asian groups most Viethamese Americans were able tessfially achieve
structural integration in a relatively short amount of timRilev experiencing little
disadvantage or inequality in terms of structural integration timtoAmerican society.
The author attributed this relatively fast process of integraid the successful use of
collective resources and cultural tradition by Viethamese rivaies to achieve
socioeconomic mobility and maintain ethnic solidarity and cohesion A0897).
Neckerman et al. (1999) considers the assimilation experienceddfenulass minorities
and proposed the idea of minority culture of mobility in facilitatisgccessful

incorporation into the mainstream society. Facing with challermgesvercoming
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socioeconomic and cultural difficulties in the incorporation processidimiclass
minorities utilize a set of cultural elements responsive tondistie problems they face in
order to achieve social and economic mobility. This conceptualizatomidps a useful
way of conceptualization to consider the more “cultural” groupofacthat affect the
assimilation process. It can be applied to cases such as that\Getnamese Americans
by Le (2007) above and by Kibria (1993), or of the South Asian immigrai@alifornia

by Portes and Zhou (1993).

Although Alba and Nee (1997) raised an important and valid point in making the
argument about linking larger social structures and processes midhesociological
level analysis of assimilation, their proposal of incorporatingioggcal analysis into
Gordon’s framework is less convincing and of limited use when appliesharical
studies like the current one. On the other hand, the concept of segrassit@ilation
proposed by Portes and Zhou (1993) is more relevant and useful to applyhboeigh
the typology of segmented assimilation is originally based onaewpy diverse
outcomes of the incorporation process of second generation immigraotsthie
American society, it lends a helpful way of conceptualizimgresearch question in this
study as | try to explore intergroup variations in terms of chamggender relations,
where not only immigrants’ individual human capital charactesisbat also group

factors and larger pre-migration cultural factors need to be taken into catisider

The segmented assimilation theory emphasizes that there iswgudasi outcome for
immigrants’ incorporation into the receiving society, since theread uniform core

culture that immigrants assimilate to. Instead, as the hastygaxa stratified system in
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itself, the process of assimilation for the new second generatmncfiildren of the
contemporary immigrant groups) has become segmented. Porteshand(I093)
identified three distinct ways of adaptation. “Instead of aivelgtuniform mainstream
whose mores and prejudices dictate a common path of integratooopserve today
several distinct forms of adaptation. One of them replicates the time-dquuteayal of
growing acculturation and parallel integration into the white midties; a second leads
straight in the opposite direction to permanent poverty and assimilaito the
underclass; still a third associates rapid economic advancemimt deliberate
preservation of the immigrant community’s values and tight saiyd§p. 82). Zhou
(1997) provided further elaboration of the theory, which seems to make it moralgene
be applicable to not only second generation but also first gemeratimigrants’
adaptation and incorporation into the host society. She wrote, “...thi/thlsmes the
process of becoming American, in terms of both acculturation and etoadaptation,
in the context of a society consisting of segregated and unequatrssgamd considers
this process to be composed of at least three possible multzhedcpatterns... The
theory attempts to explain what determines into which segmeAmefican society a
particular immigrant group may assimilate” (p. 984). Possiblera@bhants that
influence immigrant adaptation are manyfold, but can be categanzedwo sets of
variables, i.e. individual level factors and contextual factors. MMest important
individual level factors include place of birth, education, and otheahlas associated
with exposure to the American society such as English lancqlalgy, age upon arrival,
and length of residence in U.S. Contextual (structural) factaiside racial status,

family socioeconomic background, and place of residence. Overallgkpected that
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higher educational achievement, more proficiency in English, amival younger age,
longer U.S. residence, lighter skin color, higher family socioecanastatus, and
residence outside ethnic enclaves would have a positive effectcoassful adaptation
(Zhou, 1997). In other words, the segmented assimilation theory ardecipiadt
residential/employment segregation in ethnic enclaves would beiassowith slower
assimilation/acculturation into the mainstream society. Appbetiis study, the idea of
segmented assimilation is useful to consider as it points out tlebleosdelayed
assimilation” to the more egalitarian gender relations in thiestream American society
if immigrants live and work primarily in ethnic enclaves, asha tases of Korean and

Chinese immigrants in New York described by Min (2001) and Zhou (1992).

As | will discuss in more details in Chapter 4, the curreatlystexplores measurable
differences in many of the same indicators of assimilatgiad above, such as income,
education, English proficiency, length of residence in U.S., place suderece, and
country of origin. Based on these results from empirical datdyses as well as
information from the literature on pre-migration cultural norms @oedt-migration
research findings (on specific immigrant groups in U.S.), infesenaa then be made in
regard to possible effects of these indicators on decision making potire family and
possible changes in gender relations as a result of migratiorse Tindings may shed
more light on the reciprocal effect between group process anddaodivassimilation in
the respect of gender relations, as well as factors contribiatimgergroup variations in
terms of gender relations in the assimilation process of eiffemmigrant groups in the

American society.
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2.3.2. Family and Gender in Migration

For a long time the role of women in migration has not receivedull attention that it
deserves. Whereas gender should be treated as a central orgammiipdep it has been
treated as only one of many variables in the study of nografPedraza (1991) reviewed
the available literature on the neglected role of women inatigr, and organized her
review around three main topics: 1) the relationship between gendeneadddision to
migrate; 2) the pattern of labor force participation of womemigmnants; and 3) the
impact of wage labor on gender relations. The second and third tapgcuseful to

review for the purpose of the current study.

Using findings on Cuban immigrant women as an example, Pedras&ated how
immigration can have a decided impact on women'’s labor forceipatton. Although
traditional Cuban notion has it that a woman’s place is in the howeryahigh rate of
labor force participation has been found among Cuban women who emigr#tedi.S.
This fact is attributed to the desire to achieve upward mplafithe Cuban immigrant
family. Indeed, there is evidence that “Cuban women overwhelmiagiywgrk as the
opportunity to help the family, rather than as an opportunity for salizetion.
Cuban women were an example of employment without liberation. Cultaths
apparently stretch the traditional view of women existing fae tamily to include
employment as part of that role, while implying no necessaaggdin values (Pedraza,

1991, p. 313).

Immigrant women’s regular wage work has frequently been found tct affiarital

satisfaction and gender relations. For example, Mexican womenmet® employed
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outside the home were able to establish a more cooperativeonstap with their
husbands, sharing decision-making power in activities, while women wihioodliwork

for wages became increasingly dependent on their husbands to helpeianate life in

the new country (Pedraza, 1991, p. 320). Another study of Dominican women
immigrants (Pessar, 1984) also found that for women who did not previsastyin the
Dominican Republic but worked outside the home in the U.S., this changenhad a
important effect on their gender relations. “Patriarchal ralethe households were
transformed, the women’s self-esteem was heightened, theirityafmagarticipate as
equals in household decision-making was enhanced, and they secured mogevifittom

which to actualize their roles (Pedraza, 1991, p. 322).

Pedraza’s reviews highlighted her argument that most résesinclies have treated
gender as a variable (e.g. in the examination of labor markebtroas of immigrants)
rather than as a central theoretical principle. In addition, rsardies tend to compare
between all immigrants vs. the native-born, and fail to take intouatdhe substantial
variation of different immigrant groups (p. 314). Instead, the auttressed the
necessity to understand how ethnicity, class, and gender interabe iprocess of
migration and settlement. Mexican and Cuban immigrant womeumsackas an example
to illustrate how ethnicity, gender, and class can interact, tirgguh very different
circumstances under which immigrant women enter labor force, adifferent effects
on power relations within the family. While Mexican immigoatito the U.S. has mainly
been unskilled and semiskilled labor, the Cuban migration mostly cadpoisskilled
political refugees that led to the creation of an ethnic enctaléiami. Thus, Mexican

women working in the garment industry has been more out of econonessitgcto
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survive: to make up for their husbands’ inadequate earnings, or tahaisemily alone
as head of household due to illness, death, or abandonment by their huBpaodirast,
Cuban immigrant women working in the garment industry were considet@nsitional
arrangement to help their family recover from the loss aldietclass level of living, or
help their husband establish a self-employed business. The twenlifércumstances
lead to different implications in male-female power relationghe family. While
Mexican women may experience disillusionment with men and becamne aspired to
rely on themselves and be more independent, Cuban women face theepiressiuheir
husband to stop working outside the home once their middle-class leligingf is

achieved (Pedraza, 1991, pp. 316-317).

Pessar (1999) provided another useful review highlighting contributiontachés which
have treated gender as a central organizing principle in nagrakier review confirmed
the finding by many scholars that the impact immigrant womeggular wage work has
on gender relations has been positive. Despite gender inequalities in the |d&stramdr
workplace, immigrant women employed in the U.S. generally makes gaipersonal
independence, more control over family decision making such as hadiseidgeting,
and more negotiating power with their husband on household chores. Changes
traditional patriarchal attitudes and gender relations are alkslb Mustrated by
immigrants’ own words, such as in Nazli Kibria’s (1993) study \GEthamese
immigrants. In her study several Viethamese men descgéeder transformations as,
“In Vietnam the man of the house is king. Below him the childrem the pets of the
home, and then the women. Here, the woman is the king and the man pokisasm

below the pets” (Pessar, 1999, p. 585, original quote in Kibria, 1993, p. 108).
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Besides providing a good picture of main findings in this reseaedn #hese reviews
highlight a couple of points directly relevant to the current stuelyst, changes in both
structural factors, most notably increasing earning power and ecomomiribution of
women to the immigrant family, and cultural factors, e.g. exposarghe more
egalitarian gender relations in U.S., have been found to play a pasitva women’s
increasing power in the marital relationship. The current stodyinues in this line of
investigation, by examining the effects of socioeconomic chaistate (e.g. income,
education) and cultural factors (e.g. the influence of originalisg cultures as indicated
by the country of origin variable, and the influence of receidualgure as indicated by
length of residence here and English proficiency). Secondly, botew®\stress the
importance of treating gender as a central theoretical pringiptee investigation, as
well as the importance of taking into account the interaction leetwéhnicity, class and
gender. The research design of the current study fits mgoframework of treating
gender as the main organizing principle, as it specifitatii¢s at whose (the husband’s
or the wife’s) parents are present in the immigrant household, akd ii to the
respective characteristics of each spouse to explore factorsélyabe associated with
the underlying gender relations. In addition, adding the influence ofrgpaditures and
the effect of socioeconomic class status to the analyticalemenables the current
investigation to examine potential interactions between ethnititys end gender, which,
as previous research has suggested, may play an important role protess of

migration and assimilation.
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2.4. Family Decision Making Power Theories

2.4.1. Decision Making Power in Marriage and Family

The household decision making framework started in the field of ecosomit is
generally attributed to Gary Becker's (1964) seminal work whigpli@s economic
analysis to the marriage decision and other decisions made irarthly.f Becker's
framework sees all individuals in the family as having a commtarest (also called
“household utility function” in the economic literature), and advandimegamily interest
(i.e., "maximizing the household utility function”) is the goal ft family members.
Therefore when family decisions are made all memberassemed to prefer decisions
that maximize the overall family welfare. For examplethe case of immigration,
Massey et al. (1987) shows that immigration is often seenfaify survival strategy
for many Mexican families in the changing economy, and decisibogt who should
immigrate first are often important family decisions. Fomany poor families,
international migration becomes a way to alleviate pressiogoacic conditions caused
by many dependents and few workers. It is important thairdtddmily member(s) to
immigrate should be the ones with the most chance to succeedting gefoothold in the
new country relatively soon and well. Applying Becker’s decision-ntakiamework
here, it follows that all family members would have a commorepeate/consensus and
support the decision which best serves the common interest of the famother words,
this model treats a household as a unified unit, like a singleidiodl, where all
household resources are pooled together and household decisions are basatl on joi

benefit of the whole household.
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Becker’'s framework above is also referred to as the commoerenee approach. It is
based on the assumption that all family members have a commorepceferhen family
decisions are made, which does not apply so well to situations femeig members
have different or even conflicting interests. Manser and Brd@®80) presented another
framework, often called the bargaining approach, as an alternatBecker's common
preference framework. The bargaining approach argues that housitidtbns are
often made, and household resources distributed, through an internal bargeiciEgs
by its members. Individual household members use their “bargaining pawest
notably the amount of income or wealth they can control, to have househdeci
made / resources allocated in a way that most closely mdtaiepersonal preferences.
The relative resources possessed by each spouse, such as imocupefional status,
and education, provide “leverage” in the bargaining and negotiation betweases,
thus affect marital power, and therefore the decision making powtbeifamily. Since
the early 1980s the bargaining approach has played a central todeanalysis of family

decision making behavior (Pollak, 2005).

Among various factors that are considered to affect one’galmang power in the
marriage or in household decisions, economic power has alwaysdmified as the

key variable in the bargaining power balance (Friedberg and Webb, 20o@hd&g and
Coleman, 1989; Blood and Wolfe, 1960, cf Lim, 1997). For example, a study by
Blumstein and Schwartz (1983) indicated that the amount of money sespaus is the
main factor in establishing relative power in any kind of relahgmsexcept among
lesbians. Most notably, Friedberg and Webb (2006) provided direct eviftentiee

effect of economic power on decision making power in the family. mbgrity of
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bargaining power research links household outcomes (such as finan@atment
decisions, e.g., stock portfolio allocations) to variables that avenasisto influence the
amount of bargaining power within the household. In a strict sensendsaif such
studies should be seen as indirect evidence for the associatioretdtveebargaining
power distribution and these household decisions. In contrast, Friedberg edoidsW
(2006) study was based on household survey data which specifically #sked
respondents to report who had the final say when it comes to faajdy decisions.
Their findings showed that of all the factors tested that mdyeinfe decision-making
power, relative household earnings (i.e. the ratio of average difieings between
husband and wife) has the biggest effect. Additionally, occupatiargagdn, race,
national origin (U.S. vs. foreign born), Hispanic ethnicity and retignave also been

found to influence decision making power, but to a lesser extent.

2.4.2. Decision Making Power in the Immigrant Family

In immigration studies critics of the common preference approaahdiaw objected the
notion that immigrant families are “organized solely on principle reciprocity,
consensus, and altruism. ... [a]lthough household members’ orientationstiand atay
sometimes be guided by norms of solidarity, they may equally be inddognkierarchies

of power along gender and generational lines” (Pessar, 1999, p. 582)rett®ier
Hondagneu-Sotelo (1994) provided such a critique of “household consensus” with he
research on Mexican undocumented migration to California. Lack oéesns among
family members is well illustrated by the case whereuang Mexican wife, fearing of

abandonment by her husband who is migrating to U.S., hoped her husband would be
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apprehended at the border and sent back to her and her young childrexiao M
(Hondagneu-Sotelo, 1994, p.43). The author argues that migration among &hesan\
families is a highly gendered process, and the decision-makound such migrations
are shaped by intra-household relations of power along gender tinesome families,
for example, sons and fathers migrate easily because thaga@meled the authority and
the social network resources with which to do so. Meanwhile, densgaibhd wives may
not be accorded permission or family resources with which toateig(Hondagneu-
Sotelo, 2000, p. 115). By the same token, Grasmuck and Pessar’'s (1991pfstudy
Dominican migration to New York City, and Kibria’'s (1993) study \éitthamese
Americans also showed a counter-image of “a unitary household undiwdgdniler
and generational hierarchies of power, authority and resources” (Hone@gtedo, 2005,

p. 115).

In line with the more recent empirical findings, the current stgdgliso based on the
assumption of the bargain approach. As explained previously, having one’panieiets
immigrate to U.S. is presumably a desirable outcome for tmeigrant family, both
economically (a higher living standard for the older parents), emaity (family union

of immigrants and their older parents), and culturally (for sammigrant groups from
cultures that stress multi-generation household and filial pietypweier, to the extent

that it is often not possible to help sponsor the immigration of both spouses’ parents at the
same time because of limited resources of the immigrantyfatiis becomes a situation
where family members have different personal preferencehenfinal decision reflects

the result of relative bargaining power of the spouses. Thegveestzargaining power, in
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turn, gives an indication of the gender relations between husband and wdk, in the

context of immigrant family, has probably undergone changes as a resultrationig

2.5. Living Arrangements of Older Immigrants

Although studies on immigrants in general have been abundantrctesgeecifically
focusing on older immigrants has received far less attentioffiaf@éel1989, cf Wilmoth,
2001). Literature on living arrangements of older immigrants iticodar is mainly
represented by a few studies (Van Hook and Glick, 2007; Sarkiseman& and Gerstel,
2007; Schwede, Blumberg, and Chan, 2005; Glick and Van Hook, 2002; Wilmoth, 2001).
Furthermore, the findings of these studies seemed to be inconsatdnteven

contradictory in some cases.

Overall, existing findings suggested that there are consideragial and ethnic
variations on the propensity of older adults to live in multigeneratiooateholds, and
the factors affecting older immigrants’ living arrangemeisluded preferences,
resources and needs, and challenges associated with internatiorgaitiom (Wilmoth,

2001; Schwede, Blumberg, and Chan, 2005; Van Hook and Glick, 2007).

Preferences are mostly inferred through race and ethnicitysedBan findings of
numerous studies on the living arrangements of older Americarecbyand ethnicity, it
has been widely accepted that older Hispanic and Asian Amercansore likely than
non-Hispanic whites to live in multi-generational households. Hispaitiere prevalent
in Central and South American countries is characterized bgnfstkinship bonds,
frequent intergenerational interaction, mutual exchanges betwe@mdegt family

members, and hierarchical family relationships. ... These faonignrted cultural values
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create normative obligations to other family members, particulatler adults”
(reviewed by Wilmoth, 2001, p. 229; Schwede, Blumberg, and Chan, 2005). Previous
research suggested that a majority of older adults in Latier@&ando live in extended
family households (De Vos, 1990, cf, Wilmoth, 2001) although exact numbersatere
available. Similarly, the cultural traditions in many As@suntries encourage elderly
parents to live with children, primarily with their oldest son.céwing to one estimate,
75% of older adults live with their children in Asian countries (Ntart©88, cf. Wilmoth,
2001). It is suggested that immigrants who arrived more recanéyless acculturated,
and have fewer economic resources are more likely to live uttigenerational
households (Wilmoth, 2001), while the fact that immigrants who have ibed.S. for
longer periods tend to choose nuclear family household arrangemeattsibated to

cultural assimilation into U.S. mainstream norms and values (Goerman, 2005).

Besides cultural preferences, the likelihood of living in extendedly households are

also affected by individual-level characteristics includingoueses, needs, and
availability of children. Previous research consistently showatl greater economic
resources increase the likelihood of independent living arrangememisiesf people.
Among minorities and immigrants extended family living arranegets are often used as

a strategy to pool income or provide financial and social support to dependent kin; overall,
economic resources are believed to have the most influence on lifatdiving
arrangements (Wilmoth, 2001; Schwede, Blumberg, and Chan, 2005). Neéds tha
increase the likelihood of living with extended family include pooithestatus of the
elderly and the need for support of younger family membersrtdic life stages such as

marriage, divorce, or having children.
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Besides the above factors, international immigration itselfdghsol greater likelihood of
multi-generational living arrangements. For instance, the U.S.gration policies that
encourage family reunification require sponsors to sign affidavisgipport for people
they are sponsoring to immigrate. Family reunification policiesige the opportunity
to bring older adult relatives to U.S., and the adult children who spohewradider
parents’ immigration are expected to provide housing and economic suppibese

relatives.

It is important to note that there seemed to be inconsisteinctbe empirical findings
among these studies, which can be categorized as two main grotipgimmgs: one
supporting the effect of economic resources and social clasblearahile the other
attributing the effect to cultural preferences and background. Glick and Van 25K (
used data from the Current Population Surveys to examine variatiba prevalence of
intergenerational coresidence across immigrant groups in U.Sir fifftengs revealed
that recent immigrant parents, especially Asian and Centrdl $outh American
immigrant parents, were more likely to live in the same househwaildis their adult
children who provided most of the household income. The high levels of co@side
were not explained by differences in socioeconomic and demograpéasures.
Wilmoth (2001) used the 1990 5% census data to identify factors tlemt &itfing
arrangements among older immigrants in the U.S. Her resgits irdicated that

Hispanic and most Asian immigrants, particularly those froexikb, Central and South

! The 1996 Welfare Reform Act and its subsequentraments reduced eligibility for most kinds of
welfare for immigrants arriving later than Augus?,21996 (Glick and Van Hook, 2002), although the
effect of this Act is not expected to play a raldhe current data.
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America, India, and the Pacific Islands, were at a gremteiof living with family than
no-Hispanic white immigrants. Individual and demographic charaatsrisilso
influenced the risk of living with family, but these individual-levattors did not explain
away the observed differences across immigrant groups. Both gheles suggested

that living arrangements of older immigrants are shaped by culturalroacky

On the other hand, Sarkisian et al. (2007), using National Survey ofli¢sarand
Households Il data, compared the extended family integration of EufoMexican
American women and men and assessed the importance of clagdtaralin explaining
ethnic differences. Their findings showed that rates of kin comesedand proximity
were higher among Mexican Americans, but rates of financial suppene higher
among Euro Americans. In explaining these differences, social (@e®me, education,
and employment) was the key factor, while cultural variabiEsmder traditionalism,
extended familism, and church attendance) had little effeathw&de et al. (2005)
reported the results of a small-scale ethnographic study oplernmouseholds in six
different ethnic groups (25 households in each group) which included Meaitwhn
Korean immigrants. Their findings about Mexican immigrants sstggethat economic
reason was the primary reason for the forming of complex householts‘fbaizontally
extended” households that consisted of relative and non-relatives sdrtfeegeneration
and “vertically extended” households that included multiple generatonshg Mexican
immigrants. Their findings did not support the effect of culturalepesce, as a number
of respondents expressed the idea that nuclear family livingh&adeal and the norm in
their country, and they cited the National Institute of Geograpidy laformatics of

Mexico reporting that 73.8% of Mexican households were comprised of nimhaidies
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in 1995 (Goerman, 2005, p. 154). These studies seemed to underscore tbeoéffect
socioeconomic factors on immigrants’ living arrangements whilenpgtay the effect of

cultural background.

In summary, older immigrants in U.S. have been found to be morg tikélve in multi-
generational households than native born non-Hispanic whites, and betwapn-gr
variations are expected on the propensity to live in extendedyfaouseholds. Overall
economic, cultural, and life course explanations have been suggesaéigdio older
immigrants’ living arrangements, but findings on the relatmportance of economic

and cultural factors have been inconsistent.

2.6. Conclusion

In this chapter | have presented in three main areas theofeditedworks most relevant
to the current study, i.e. in the areas of gender and gendeomns)aassimilation, and
family decision making power. As migration brings about changestrinctural

arrangements such as employment status and earning power, dnaoitpes areas (e.g.
ideas, attitudes, and norms) are slower to occur and harder td. d&exder relations

clearly is such an area.

Gender relations in immigrant marriages are shaped by culbunahs and social
practices immigrants bring with them from their home countriesyedisas reshaped by

economic, social and cultural factors in the new country. As Nancy Foner (1997) put it,

Clearly, a host of structural constraints and conditions immigrearifront in their new
environment shape the kinds of family arrangements, roles @&@mtaiions that emerge
among them. So do the norms and values they encounter when thejontoedJnited

States. Moreover, immigrants are not passive individuals vehacted upon by external
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forces. They play an active role in reconstructing and neidgfifamily life. ...
Obviously, immigrants do not exactly reproduce their old cultpedterns when they
move to a new land; but these patterns continue to have a pbwéfence in shaping
family values and norms as well as actual patterns of bahthat develop in the new
setting. Indeed, as Nazli Kibria (1993) observes, immigrantg wealk a delicate
tightrope as they challenge certain aspects of traditiamaly systems while they also
try to retain others. (Foner, 1997, p. 962)

Given the different starting points in terms of gender relatimmd marital gender
equality across sending cultures, the extent of change and the eldnag very well
vary across immigrant groups. Moreover, as the discussion in hhister shows,
findings of empirical studies have clearly indicated the compktxare of change in
gender relations in the immigrant family. Our understandingssimilation has already
passed the stage where it was oriented towards the male pigespeth gender treated
as a regular variable like education and marital status, and velssimilation was
considered to be a one-way process. However, research is faeriaugh to enable a
clear understanding of how gender intertwined with ethnicity ansk die@s impacted
different courses of assimilation among immigrants. As sorhelas (e.g. Menjivar,
1999; Pessar, 1999) have pointed out, changes in gender relations in theamhmig
family may very well include inconsistencies and ambiguityjnasigrant women gain
in one arena but lose in another. For instance, while the effectSoemployment has
generally been found to be a positive one leading to more egalitaldionships among
immigrant couples, it can also bring opposite consequences for wardgseribed by
Menjivar (1999) in the case of central American immigrant wameWomen'’s
employment advantage, coupled with men’s inability to fulfill treelitionally ascribed
role as the breadwinner, has resulted in more family tensions, tiometence, and

household inequalities (Menjivar, 1999).
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It is against this research background that the current studyngucted. It aims to
explore gender relations changes among the biggest immigrant groups in U.$ theoug
lens of relative decision making power as reflected by whpduse’s parents live with

the couple in their household, and by examining a number of socioeconomic and
ethnicity factors presumably associated with such changesliele the findings of this
study will add to the growing literature on the effects afhigration on gender relations

to reflect more accurately contemporary immigrants and the immigraryfa
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CHAPTER 3

OVERVIEW OF GENDER RELATIONS IN
SENDING CULTURES AND AFTER
IMMIGRATION

3.1. Introduction

As outlined in Chapter One, the current study aims to examine rgexldéons changes
in the immigrant family, comparing these changes acrogsr nmamigrant groups in the
U.S. The theoretical discussion in Chapter Two indicates that geakdions of
immigrants are primarily formed in the original sending cultukéence, it is useful to
start my investigation with reviewing the cultural backgroundgmder relations in the
sending culture for each immigrant group included in this study. dhapter first
provides an overview of gender relations culture in the ten sendingriesumlexico,
China, India, the Philippines, Korea, Vietham, Cuba, El Salvador, Poland,raattda |
rely mostly on literature review to provide general background irdbom on gender
culture in each of the ten countries. Following this discussion bfatwit was like
before”, the second half of the chapter presents a summary afcrefiedings on gender
relations among these immigrant groups in the U.S. Based maimngsolts of existing
empirical studies, the second half of the chapter is meant taptesemost notable and
relevant findings of “how it has changed after (immigrationombined, the two parts
of this chapter serve to give a good understanding of a spbaifkground for gender

relations of the ten immigrant groups in the current research.
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3.2. General Description of Gender Relations in the Sending

Culture

3.2.1. The Philippines

Compared with the several East Asian countries such as Chinag, Kord Vietnam
where Confucian influences on gender relations have had a long, pnbrnisi@ry, the
gender relations culture in the Philippines is quite differentgelmeral, gender relations
in the Filipino society can be described as relatively egalita Tapales, 2003; Hindin

and Adair, 2002; Mason, 1996).

Historically women in the Philippines have had a more equal staitis men,
particularly in comparison to other women in Asia. In the pre-cadtioz era (before
1521), customary laws gave women the right to be equal to men, and tleewatnen

of the Philippines enjoyed high socio-economic status. They could ownrfyrope
contribute to the economy, even serve as priestesses, or takbdhétone. Some of
the women’s roles were undermined with the start of the Spanish zationi (1521-
1898), which relegated the native women to the home and (the Catholich.cion the
other hand, the American colonization (1898-1946) opened the public schewd as

the professions to women. In 1937, women in the Philippines got the right éo vot
(Tapales, 2003; Hindin and Adair, 2002). Today, the labor participation ratenoén is
quite high (52.8 percent for women vs. 80.3 percent for men as reported by census figures
in 2001) (Tapales, 2003), women’s educational attainment is quiteasimiinen’s (in
1978 female students accounted for 53.0 percent of all students atredscaltional

levels (United Nations, 1983)), and women are highly visible ifigpime politics taking
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positions from president to various levels of government officialsidii and Adair,
2002). For example, Tapales (2003) reported that women accounted for &% pétbe
highest ranked civil servants, and 72 percent of technical and proféssioksa in the

civil service.

Socially, the more equal status between men and women also has itt tlwevkinship
and family systems that are predominant in the Philippines, yarlic with regard to
bilateral inheritance, nuclear family structure, and tla¢ustaccorded to women (Eder,
2006). Contrary to the practice in many Asian countries where pyopertership and
inheritance only devolve along the male line, the bilateral ininestesystem of the
Philippines has it that inheritance follows both the male andamalé line. Land is
either inherited by the eldest male or female child, or aleraad female heirs inherit
equally. Philippine husbands and wives are typically considered as haliserHwads,
and share household planning responsibility. Consistently, empirszdrod reported
findings that women take a predominant role in daily economic acidl dde in the
Philippines society. Women are either directly involved in incomexsg activities or
take the role of managers of household economic resources controllif@gnihe“purse
strings” (Eder, 2006, p. 402). Women are believed to be better at housetainer
planning and budget allocation; while men are thought to have more igkidsnily
finances investments. Furthermore, the literature on Philippine hodsedrad gender
relations frequently supported the relative egalitarianism in dbeneelations and
democratic consultation between spouses on matters of labor alloaatiomousehold
expenditures (Eder, 2006). A review of literature by Hindin and A@&i02) also led to

the conclusion that findings of most studies indicate joint decisiaking as the “norm”
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in Philippine homes, although within this norm there is often a divisi@petialization

of men’s and women'’s roles (i.e. women are more likely to havedker to decide
about financial resources allocation and are seen as the traafsiine household). Even
in rural households, the notion of husband and wife as household co-heads Bntpmm
accepted and joint-decision making is expected about household planningoaatical

(Eder, 2006).

In recent decades the Philippines has become the biggest senddthoptadessionals to

the U. S., with nearly 25,000 nurses to this country between 1966 and 198%o#mel a
10,000 between 1989 and 1991 (Ong and Azores, 1994, cf Espiritu, 1999, p. 631). As a
result, more Filipino immigrant women have professional jobs thanemdnom other
immigrant groups; in addition, Filipino women are more likely to be ghaciple
immigrants who have migrated first and sponsored their husbands andrchildhis fact

has been found to have an effect on gender relations and domestiowvh&esmmigrant

men who came to this country as their wives’ dependents expetiatmenward

professional mobility while their wives kept the professional status (Esdi€99).

3.2.2. Cuba

Similar to the case of China the gender culture in Cuba westadf by socialist ideology
and government intervention. As a result it has undergone noticeabnlgeshfrom its
traditional form. As the Cuban immigration to U.S. included those whie fiad Cuba
at the time when Castro’s government took over the country in 1959 lasswiebse who

left later (most notably the 1980 inflow of Cubans from Mariel)dh@nges in the gender
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culture in Cuba should be kept in mind later on when trying to unddrdtarresults of

this study.

Traditionally the Cuban woman'’s place is believed to be in the hondethe female
labor force participation in Cuba prior to the revolution was vew (Pedraza, 1991).
This is especially true for women from the middle class backgt in Cuba, which
describes most of the skilled Cuban political refugees that ¢amieS. following the
revolution (Portes and Bach, 1985). To many Cubans the wife stayimgra taking
care of the family instead of working outside the home is seem asdicator of the
family’'s middle-class status and a kind of privilege. The infleeoicthis traditional
view of gender roles is found to be the reason behind Cuban women’s dfedief
immigration that paid work is the opportunity to help the family nmatttean an

opportunity of self-actualization (Pedraza, 1991).

Historically Cuban women from poor families had to work out of economeessity: at

the time of the Cuban revolution there was an estimated fentale flerce of around
194,000 in the country, seventy percent of whom worked as low-level donerstnts,

with long working hours and poor pay (Randall, 1981). After 1959 the Cuban
government made it a national policy to encourage women to go intoithialpar force,

with systematic efforts to provide women with basic education @ndraining. Other
social services to support women’s full participation into the workefamcluded dining
rooms at all work places, free (from 1965 to 1977) day care fesghreol children, and

the option of sending children from the junior high school level and uplteeak

boarding schools (Randall, 1981). In 1979, females accounted for 46.4 peradnt of
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students at all educational levels (United Nations, 1983), and 30 percent of the work force
in Cuba was female (Randall, 1981, p. 25). By the time of 1985-1986, wareméd

for 38 percent of the labor force and 56 percent of all professiondaéahnaical workers

in the state civil sector. In education, 52 percent of all uniyegitduates and 54
percent of upper-secondary-level graduates were women byanthe ttme (Sarmiento,

2003).

While gender relations have become more egalitarian as a oésygdvernment efforts
after 1959, empirical studies have still found persistent imbalante ajender division
of labor within the home, with women still bearing a larger slo&feousework (Toro-

Morn, Roschelle, & Facio, 2003).

3.2.3. China

The traditional gender culture in China is a highly patriaroma&l. It assigns a passive
and submissive role to women, whose primary position is stayingnag, taking care of
housework and raising children. Historically Chinese women receitle 6r no
education, and remain economically dependent on men throughout their [hes.
family is structured around the male line. This form of fgmsiystem, referred to as
patrilineality, involves passing on the main productive assets thrdug male line,
which makes women’s ability to be economically independent impossilace a
woman gets married, she leaves her own household to live with her hssbamndy.
This practice, referred to as patrilocality or patriloesdidence, is closely related to the
traditional kinship and economic system which assigns a subordinateemudary role

to women in the family and consequently in the society.
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In the several decades following the founding of the People’s Remililibina in 1949,
the government upheld the Engelsian notion that paid employment wap@utaint step
towards improving women'’s status, and adopted various policies baskd belief that
men and women are equal (Edwards, 2000; Das Gupta, Lee, Uberoi, Wang,eivang
2000). As a result, from 1949 onwards women entered the workforcdangeascale.
By 1980s eighty-five per cent of all Chinese women are in work andewamake up
almost 40 percent of China’s total labor force (Edwards, 2000;198I7; Croll 1995).
(In recent years with the growing unemployment problem in Clesalted from the
closing of loss-making state-owned enterprises, women as ‘ayxiWworkers” are
particularly vulnerable to layoffs. One estimate is that woganstitute for 62.8 percent
of the laid-off workers, while they account for less than 39 peroé the total urban
workforce (Wang, 2000). In rural areas, agriculture is still th@nnmsource of
employment for women, and women have always been playing dicaghirole in the
agricultural activities (Croll 1995). Overall, despite fluctuationeomen’s employment
rate in past several decades, Chinese women in the waged empldyave reached a

high level, and dual earner families have been a norm, especially in the waan ar

The education of women has received particular attention and madegrapith since
1949. Three nation-wide literacy campaigns were launched with@wayéars since
1952, during which time as many as 1.6 million illiterate womemézhito read and
write. In 1977, female students accounted for 30 percent of all studemtss all
educational levels (United Nations, 1983). By 1992 school attendaecef ischool age

girls has reached 96.2 percent, and women students accounted for 43.1 lesatknt
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students on the secondary level and 33.7 percent at the collegéEéwards, 2000, p.

77), despite continuing significant differences between urban and distant pooreasal ar

Working, as well as taking care of the family, has become fibst\lie of the majority of
Chinese women. As a result, gender relations have become mbtarieagaas women
become economically independent and gain autonomy and experience dmadidene.
In the contemporary Chinese family a greater degree of shdnamgbefore has been
found in terms of the division of domestic tasks (Edwards, 2000; Bonneyg,Sueth
Stockman, 1994). For the most part, women in China are still cgritye double burden
of work and family, spending on average between 2-3 hours more on houssweoyk

day than men (Edwards, 2000, p. 70).

3.2.4. Vietnam

Traditionally the gender relations culture in Vietham has been laaflilenced by the
Chinese culture, as a result of Vietnam’s history of being undere€aicontrol for more
than 1,000 years. The traditional family in Vietnam was stropglyiarchal, with the
father exerting authority over his wife and children. Wives veengposed to defer to
their husbands, although some argue that in Viethamese societyortienis deference
was not total, and the Vietnamese respected strong women (Sonrdinfh, Women
conventionally leave their parental household after marriage tavithetheir husbands’
families. The practice of patriarchal residence puts womandisadvantaged position in
several ways: women often lose their own social network and @mabsupport from her
parental family, they typically lose their rights to famignd and property and thus

become more dependent on their husbands (Long, Hung, Truitt, Mai, & Anh, 2000).
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Overall, some Vietnamese scholars argue that Confucian ideafsmaratchy are latent
within the Vietnamese culture, with women’s subordination to men athel pneference
“shaped and reinforced over so many generations that is deeply nogtedple’s mind
and exists as a social stronghold resistant to opposition” (Mgu@g9d7, cf Long, et al.,
2000, p. 29). Even today, gender relationships in Vietham maygstiéerally be
characterized as Confucian relationships, i.e. based on the superfithigymale line and

the subordination of the female line within the family (Ungar, 2000).

In both rural and urban areas it was not unusual for women to wakleuhe house or

to handle household finances (Sonneborn, 2007). From 1947 onward, state policies of
the socialist government combined with the effect of war (thegef time from 1945

to 1973, including the war against the French and the communist-led Nietthaivi
against the American-supported South Vietnam) has led to someeshangender
relations. Socialism brought state-mandated rights to womesnrs tof equal status in
employment, access to land/properties, education and healthdacilWar, on the other
hand, drew millions of men into military service and women wefe vigh more
responsibilities in the family as well as some leadershipiposiin the community and
some public sectors (Ungar, 2000). Although women'’s representatitme state and
commune levels went through a falling trend after 1975 as men retiramedvar, and
women were encouraged to direct their energies to rest@miyflife, the degree and
scope of women’s involvement in the economic sphere has not changedmsnofe
labor force participation, through 1986 women formed 70 percent-80 percent of
agricultural labor and over 46 percent of industrial labor in statgmges (Ungar, 2000,

p. 296). In 1994, women workers make up 53 percent of the total labor force;
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agriculture women comprise 76 percent of labor, 62 percent in the Isealtbr, 76
percent in education, while they are barely found in heavy industitycanstruction
(Long, et al. 2000). In education, the percentage of female students acrdssaiomal
levels was 31.6 in 1978 (United Nations, 1983). Today, a gender gap rsiditpat all
levels: one study showed that 32 percent of females compared toc2atpsdf males had
a low (under primary) education level; on the other hand, 5.3 percent ofrwaent to

college/universities compared to 7.1 percent of their male counterparts @t@hg?2000).

3.2.5. India

India’s gender culture shares important similarities with tfaChina. These include
patrilineal kinship system, where children acquire their sociahtity only through
taking the father's name, and productive assets are only pasgedsons but not to
daughters. Patrilocal residence is another similarity, whesenem move to the
husband’s village and live with his family after marriage. Thenbination of rigid
patrilineality and patrilocality effectively makes it virtyaimpossible for women to be
economically or socially independent (Das Gupta, et al. 2000). Beyoselsmeilarities,
Indian’s situation is more complex than China because of the dulliveasity arising
from the caste system as well as vast regional, ethniss @ad religious variations

(Ganguly-Scrase, 2000).

Historically, Northern India has a gender culture that is mppmessive to women than
Southern India, characterized by rigid patrilineal kinship sysemaspatriarchal values
which leave women little room for autonomy. Southern India is quiterdiff. Some

places in South and East India had matrilineal systems of deswkmheritance, while
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in yet other places children of both sexes can inherit from both par&ibmen in the
South can have considerably more interaction with her birth fantdy afarriage, and
can have more room to function as independent person. However, duriBgtisie
colonial rule in India colonial policies were highly supportive of there patrilineal
system. This support reinforced the rigid patriarchal systerohwharginalized women,
and effectively dismantled the matrilineal systems, partilyular the Southwest (Das

Gupta, et al., 2000; Ganguly-Scrase, 2000).

The gender culture in India is also significantly shaped Hey daste system. As a
powerful social institution, caste is “a system of heredisagial ranking associated with
Hinduism, which governs social relations and the distribution of powladian society”

(Ganguly-Scrase, 2000, p. 89). The influence of caste on the geotere is

particularly evident in the beliefs surrounding female sexualis expressed by
Ganguly-Scrase (2000), “[Flemale sexuality is seen to pasmger to caste purity due
to the perceived threat of lower caste men gaining sexuasatwepper caste women ...
Therefore, within higher castes, religious ideologies prescrilggeater control over
women to ensure caste purity” (p. 89). Still, in modern India tisetke phenomenon
where lower castes follow the practices of upper castes tohigher status, and men
have thus women in general have been subjected to greaterticesriover their

mobility (Ganguly-Scrase, 2000).

Despite increasing labor force participation of middle-clagsnen in recent years,
scholars warn against drawing the wrong conclusion about Indian worsiéumégion,

because the gains in education and employment are only for a segaient of the
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country’s population (Das Gupta, et al., 2000; Kumar 1994; Ali 1991). For ezampl
1976 female students only accounted for 24.4 percent of all studermtss aall
educational levels (United Nations, 1983), and university educated wamhemake up
3 percent of the female population (Ganguly-Scrase, 2000, p. 87). The female ledor for
participation rate in 1971 is only 12.1 percent, which improved slightB2t8 percent
after 20 years in 1991 (Ganguly-Scrase, 2000, p. 87). There are regmahalass
differences in the employment experience of Indian women; andaken® are cultural
and historical as well as economic (Desai & Krishnaraj, 1990). &presence in the
workforce is not viewed as desirable: “opposition to increasing aopbes for
women’s participation in economic activities springs...from a conseevaview
regarding women'’s ‘proper’ role in society” (Forbes 1996: 239)reStgped images and
roles attributed to the sexes are still being reinforceddurcaion programs and the
media. Women are typically portrayed as “home maker” and “goodewbm the role
of chaste self-sacrificing wives and obedient daughter-in-lamphasizing that women
have to play a supportive and subordinate role in social and economiopieeat (Das
Gupta, et al., 2000; Reddy & Kusuma, 1994). There is a strong culturatatipe that
women will not be employed outside the home on marriage, espeamatipg the rural
population (which accounts for over 80 percent of the total female papukatcording
to the 1981 census), although the majority of women in both rural and urbahbloiss
have always actively participated in the production within the faf@languly-Scrase,

2000; Kumar, 1994).
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3.2.6. Korea

Like China and India, historically the gender relations culture mre® can be
characterized as a traditional patriarchal system marketieopractice of patrilineality
and patrilocality. As explained before, patrilineality means fdmaily name (and hence,
social identity) is passed only through the male line. This ingalvainly the passing of
key productive assets from fathers to sons, thus making it impossibleomen to be
economically independent without relying on a male (father, husbandsony.

Patrilocality means that it is normative for a married worntaatfive in her husband’s
home. Daughters don’t have the right to inherit productive assets, d@héint@arents
they are of limited value since their labor is lost upon marrigembined, patrilineality
and patrilocality effectively make women both economically andapanarginalized

(Das Gupta, et al, 2000).

The contemporary development of gender relations in the Koreanys¢oae: | am
focusing on the Republic of Korea (South Korea) in the current studg ¥«orean
immigrants in the U.S. come from South Korea) has been summasizagdid economic
growth combined with little change in fundamental aspects roflyaorganization and
gender equality (Das Gupta, et al, 2000). In the second half oiémtieth century the
living conditions of Korean women as well as men were greatjyrawed; however
women'’s position in the family and society remained the sameeaoromen’s choices
are still constrained by the key axioms of Confucian thoughal pliety, family loyalty,
and conformity to group norms and chastity (Hampson, 2000). Patrilsoeal

organization and segregated gender roles are still considereccémtoal to the Korean
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culture. For example, although women’s participation in the lalmocef rose
substantially over the decades since 1950s (the labor force jpetrtini rate of women
increased from 26.8 percent in 1960 to 47.6 percent in 1995 (Hampson, 2000p, str
cultural norms regarding women’s proper role as the wife and modinénue to prevail,
and many employers and employees alike expect that femmglieyees will leave their
job once they get married. And that is what happens (often involuhtarillye cases of
most married women. One survey in 1985 found that over 80 percent of woméadvho
worked outside of the home before marriage quite their jobs upon getamged (Min,
2001, p.305). Moreover, women in paid employment are considered to havesiatuer
than housewives because their need for money is perceived as mgdicater class
(Hampson, 2000). The traditional Confucian definition of Korean womewiass and
mothers” or “bearers of sons” continues to be strongly believedlucdion-wise,
although the enrollment rate for women in higher education has iedredmrply in
recent decades (from below 9 percent in 1980 to 45 percent in 1996)sthellea wide
gender gap in enrollment in higher education (Das Gupta, et al. 2000, pIn19979,
female students took up only 24.2 percent of the whole student populatoss atr
educational levels (United Nations, 1983). Moreover, higher educkttowomen is
perceived as a mechanism for attracting a higher status rftusb&/hen it comes to
division of labor in the family, it is still believed that husbands sthook share domestic
duties, as it is perceived as demeaning to men and greatly digaggry parents-in-law

(Das Gupta, et al. 2000).
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3.2.7. Poland

In researching for the current study | came to discover hole litformation (in
academic publication available in U.S.) is available on the yamibmen’s position in
the society, or gender relations in the Polish (and Polish-Americaityre. This
impression is confirmed by Radzilowski (1996). Although there has tpeits a rich
literature of scholarly works focusing on the Polish-American mamity, identity,
parishes, neighborhoods, and institutions in the early part of thee@ury, little has
been done on the Polish-American family. A search on more geeers about Polish
gender culture or contemporary Polish family did not turn out to beulreither. As a
result | primarily relied on Radzilowski’'s (1996) chapter on “HgmWomen, and
Gender: The Polish Experience” for a brief description of ti@dhli gender culture in

Poland, and a lot of the discussion below are basically descriptive.

Historically Poland is a peasant society, and its culture aoenced by religion
(Roman Catholic Church). Gender relations in the Polish culture sbane similarities
with those in some Asian countries described above. An importantsopatrilocal

residence, i.e. a woman is expected to go to her husband’s farhitg tfter marriage.
Gender roles and the division of labor within the family are qu&areut for men and
women, with men as the head of the household responsible to support tlyeaiaani
discipline children. The tradition of dowry exists in the old Poligluce, which was
later ended among Polish immigrants to America because oktldteve imbalance of
available men and women in the new land resulting in a favorabléeagemarket for

women (Radzilowski, 1996, p. 62).
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Since the first big wave of Polish immigration to U.S. fromttire of the century before
World War |, there have been several waves of immigrants Roland which are very
different in social background and circumstances of leaving. Plishigrants that
came to America before World War I, now often referred tdhasOld Polonia, are
mostly from peasant background. They are economic immigrantssuaipaf economic
opportunities (or for the opportunity of a better marriage for nvamyen). The Polish
immigrant family at that time typically composed of a husb&adl works at an industrial
job in the city at some distance from home, working for long howsyeveek including
Saturdays. As a result more duties and the task of disciplinitdyeriiell on the mother,
who usually took on boarders in the house to supplement for family incoméebé¢he
regular household chores and taking care of children. She also lbetgke ton some
public functions which used to be the responsibility of the husband, addithgy
representative that dealt with teachers, priests, social vepriagty officials, and
policemen” (p. 62). As a result the Polish woman as wife and mother played a new, mor

independent role in the family.

Poles that arrived in the U.S. during and after World War Il aresisted mostly of
people fleeing from Nazi occupation and war, many of whom canme mnaddle-class
backgrounds in the old country. The majority of early war refsigesved here between
1939 and 1941, among them numerous artists, scholars, writers, politicrahs, a
representatives of the Polish governmental and social establishimeb®6). Polish war
refugees that came later included 18,000 Polish veterans in Griggih Bvho were
admitted under a special 1950 amendment. Many immigrants in thip grere quite

established at the time of leaving Poland, had high educationgldedewere politically
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active. Overall, however, research on this group is so little and fragmeReatzilpowski,

1996), that | was not able to find any research on gender relations for this study.

The next wave of immigration from Poland started in 1956, after ttteb@r 1956
workers’ revolt (this group also called post-October immigrant®)S statistics show
that there are 130,576 quota and non-quota immigrants and 20,755 refugees fraim Pola
for the years 1953-1970, not including about 20,000 Jews, persons of Jewishaibi
intellectuals in 1968 after a government-induced anti-Semitic cgmpai Poland (p.
166). During the 1970s a new wave of immigrants came ask oédoth the collapse
of the Polish economy and the hard political repression and censordhgdaind. It is
hard to characterize this group as either political refuge@sonomic immigrants. INS
statistics show that between 1971 and 1980 a total of 43,000 immigraetsdveitted,
including 5,882 refugees (p. 167). Immigrants from this group alsolynmame from
middle class background in Poland. One study found that among immigraisg
between 1974 and 1984, the majority of respondents came from big altrexst one-
third had a college education, and 90 percent had high school or vocatiboal sc
diplomas (p. 167). Although, again, research on gender relations amogmptipss not
available, based on the general socio-demographic composition of dop dris
reasonable to assume that the gender culture and gender rdiatites later waves of

immigrants would be different from that of the Old Polonia.

Information published by United Nations (1983) put the percentage oldeshalents
out of all students at 55.4 percent in 1978. In terms of labor forceipation, the

percentage of female employees was 48.5 in 1981 (Internatiahalr LOffice, 1990).
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Both percentages (in education and labor force) were not low, comiatbd other

countries in this study.

3.2.8. El Salvador

Gender relations in El Salvador can be described as traditiemloritarian patriarchal
relations between the sexes” (Thomson, 1986, p.32). Dominance of makeroas is
socially sanctioned, with the existence of domestic violencee (bh&fating) and sexual
assault being common and going unreported. There is still gnpattance attached to
female virginity; girls are closely watched over, or beaten submission, and their
social activities greatly restricted (Thomson, 1986). Like imynasian countries such
as India, China, and Vietnam, patrilocal postmarital residenpeaisticed in Salvador,
both in formal marriage and in common unions. The wife is expectetbve to the
hamlet where the husband’'s family lives, and often into her in-llhegie (Mahler,
1999). In this way, not only can a married woman be considered a$ lade power to
the husband’s family, but the wife is constantly under the watelytilof her husband’s
kin, especially in families where the husband migrates (Mahler, 1999). On thé&aride
historically it is common for rural, poor men in Salvador to maleiag as seasonal
migrant workers. Given their inability to provide regular suppothéar families and the
difficulty of moving the entire family around with them, many nrespond by avoiding
that responsibility, which results in a relatively higher numberferhale headed
households. The estimated national rate of female headed householdSalvaelor

ranges from 27% to 40% by two sources published in 1989 (Menjivar, 1999, p. 614).
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Within the family the wife depends on the husband to provide funds for household

expenditures, as expressed by a Salvadorian immigrant woman,

In El Salvador only the husband works ... There the man is in chadj¢he wife has to
do what her husband says. Even today this is the custom. difféisent in El Salvador
because there the husband gives the wife the money. And if the husysiits skay to

buy a dress then [the wife] buys it, but if it is too expensive then he wohiiéMahler,

1999, p. 699).

The outbreak of the Salvadorian civil war (1979-1992) drove many Salaaddd leave
the country, and many of them migrated to the United StatdsasIbeen estimated that
close to one million Salvadorians overall have come to the U.S. (Mal8ig@9). Since
they were not treated as political refugees by the U.S. goest, their petitions for
political asylum were systematically denied in the 1980s. Tingilocumented status
considerably narrows Salvadorian immigrants’ employment oppossniind the
availability of resources. As illegal aliens most Salvadoriamse ineligible for
government assistance on the resettlement and could find only pagrhggobs. As
will be discussed later, this has significant repercussions on mgeeld¢ons in the

Salvadorian immigrant family.

Women'’s education rate is on the lower side in El Salvador. In 1978destudents

only accounted for 32.2 percent of all students across all educatioedtd (@nited
Nations, 1983). On the other hand, Salvadorian women have a long traditaoof |
force participation. The rate of female employment in the fbseator reached 37
percent in 1988, and might have been up to 40 percent in 1990 (Menjivar, 1999, p. 623).

Moreover, women'’s involvement in the informal sector is substantial (Menjivar, 1999).
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3.2.9. Mexico

The gender culture in Mexico can be described as from a hpgtharchal tradition.
Ideals about gender roles assign men as “sexually assént\ependent, emotionally
restrained, to wield absolute authority over their wives and childmeh,t@ serve as
family breadwinners”, while women are expected to show “dependsuberdination,
responsibility for all domestic chores, and selfless devotion tolyfaamd children”
(Hondagneu-Sotelo, 1994, p. 9). As late as the 1960s, especially irMex#lo, the
highly patriarchal tradition is still shown in gender relationsthe peasant society,
characterized by a clear-cut division of authority between husbhaddwife, a sharp
household division of labor by gender, and different spaces for men’s amgnis
activities. Men are considered to be the patriarchs in falifdyand responsible for
supporting the whole family (with the help of older sons). Women thlaege of the
home and children, often enclosed in the limited space of the homa éxettend Mass
or when doing chores such as fetching water from the rivetrild@al residence is also
practiced: for at least a period of time after marriagenthely wedded couples live with
the husband’s family until they are able to be economically independauring this
time the wife is expected to show subordination to their paredésmnespecially their

mother-in-law (Hondagneu-Sotelo, 1994).

In the latter half of the twentieth century, urbanization, indals&tation, and migration
combined have to a certain extent transformed gender relations Methiean society.
Urbanization has played an important role because it is assocugtiedncreasing

education and employment for women, although female education milveelatively
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lower in Mexico. In 1978, only 28.6 percent of the total student populatiorienese
(United Nations, 1983). On the other hand, in spite of the traditionaanudial ideals
about women'’s staying at home to take care of the familyjddexwomen’s labor force
participation increased more than 50 percent during the 1970s, while Ialgorsforce
participation rate increased only 10 percent during the same pelooaiggneu-Sotelo,
1994, p. 11). In 1980, females accounted for 26.2 percent of all employeesdional
Labor Office, 1990). Relatively well educated women were abl@ke jobs such as
teachers, medical assistants, and secretaries and other &dtneispositions; while
poor uneducated women (many of them rural to urban migrants) founchjolosniestic
service and export assembly plants along Mexico’s northern bordesthe factor that
affected gender relations is the migration of Mexican mehddUnited States, starting
from as early as 1940s and continuing through the recent decadesmiftance from
their husbands often turns out to be not enough, many women are propsked oaid
employment outside of the home. Official statistics indicdted the percentage of rural
women in the wage labor force rose from 5.6 percent in 1975 to 20 perc&85, and

the number is believed to be 10 percent higher in 1990 (Stephen, 2002).

While women’s incorporation into the paid labor force has challengaus position as
sole breadwinners of the family, it does not necessarily leagal changes towards
gender equality. There have been research findings showingdhsnis employment
in Mexico has neither really eroded domestic patriarchy nprawed women’s status in
the family (Stephen, 2002; Fernandez-Kelly, 1983, cf Hondagneu-Saf£d). Males
in the family, when they are present, still take the authastyhe head of family, while

employed women are still responsible for household chores. Whemes to decision
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making that affects the whole family such as the decision toateigit is still the
husband who has the authority and power while the wife is often not included as an active

participant, as illustrated by Hondagneu-Sotelo’s (1994) study of Mexicaatmigr

3.2.10. Jamaica

In terms of gender culture and kinship system, Jamaica is a ucegeeamong the ten
countries in the study. Being part of what is often referoedstthe Caribbean or West
Indian culture, the family structure and kinship system in Jearfzas been characterized
as matrifocal. Family group is centered on the mother’s sidh,cdse emotional ties
between mother and children, as well as strong bonds between fkmalmainly
daughters and children of daughters. Matrifocality in the Jamaighure represents a
focus on matrilateral relationships, regardless of presence beenee of the
husband/father in the household. Besides emphasizing the mother-childskhbedraost
important and enduring bond in life, another cultural ideal in the Gaaiblholds that
child care is a collective responsibility within the extendedilfanather than the sole
responsibility of the biological parents. In reality child careiovided by groups of
female kin, and it is common for children to be shifted between holaséh live with

different kin members other than their parents (Ho, 2002).

Historical reasons are partly responsible for the matrifogliire. During the colonial
period the Jamaican society had a rigid status system bassmlor. A so-called dual-
union system is practiced by all classes, which allows @&xistence of concubines
along with legal marriages. Men from the ruling class resega& marriage to women

with the same social status, while taking concubines of lowes dtstus through
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nonlegal unions. On the other hand, men from lower classes often have honiegs
only and tend to avoid legal marriage until later in life, pabcause they lack the
economic resources to support a wife and children, but mainly becatise ofiltural
ideology of a sharp separation between sexual relations andiegahge. As a result
there is a tendency of polygyny among men in general whiefdesspread and accepted
in the Jamaican society. Given this, the matrifocal fantilycture is not the cause but
actually a solution to the problem of economic support of women and chi(tie,

2002).

Gender roles in the Jamaican culture are highly segregatédnert and women leading
quite separate lives. Conjugal relationships are much less salidhbde than the mother-
child bond. Conjugal partners are not expected to provide emotional supsbrarer
domestic chores or child care, which responsibilities fall disprapatly on women and
result in the matrifocal kin system and Caribbean women’s stemtl independent

cultural tradition (Ho, 2002).

Women in the Caribbean have always worked, dating back to the dagverfysivhere
women worked on the plantations. Slaves were emancipated in 1830s, aidadam
women have been active in employment outside the home. Itnsaésti that in the late
1970s women account for about 40 percent of the total labor force incdamrad about
46 percent in the late 1990s (Foner, 2005). Another report put the pgecehtamale
employees to be 39.2 percent of the total employed population in 198thdtrdaeal

Labor Office, 1990). The female education rate was relativiglly: in 2006 the female
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enrollment rate in primary, secondary, and tertiary educatior@da81, and 26 percent

respectivel.

The several decades after 1965 saw large numbers of Jamaicaigsated to U.S. In

2000 the Jamaican immigrant population reached 513,228 people (Foner, 2005, p. 133).
As the structure of job opportunities in U.S. favored immigrants iticpéar occupations

(as well as close relatives of U.S. citizens and permansidergs), more Jamaican
women qualified for labor certification than men, resulting in Jeamiwomen’s
outnumbering men in almost every year since 1967. The proportion ofrwameng
Jamaican immigrants reached as high as 76 and 73 percents for 198968n@oner,

2005, p. 159). In general, Jamaican women found jobs in U.S. as private household
workers (accounting for 48 percent of the total number of women immsgfemin
Jamaica in 1967 and 50 percent in 1968) or nurses (constituting about ored tegdl
Jamaican immigrants classified as professionals between 86292, and 28 percent
between 1990 and 1992) (Foner, 2005, pp. 159-160). Therefore, as in the case of Filipino
immigrants, a high number of female-first immigration is founmbag Jamaicans, which

could have implications on the post-migration gender relations anmsigroup and

should be kept in mind when trying to understand/interpret results.

? retrieved 8/12/2008, fromitp://www.weforum.org/pdf/gendergap/jamaica.pdf
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3.2.11. Selected Gender Equity Indicators: All Ten Countries

It is clear from the review above that considerable variationst exnong the ten
countries in terms of gender culture, historical background andtreceurrences and
policies. Different circumstances shape and influence therdwstatus of gender culture,
gender relations, and gender equity in each society. Despitedifiesences, using a
number of commonly used gender equity indicators can provide a helpful ¢cemmpain
some of the most important measures on women'’s development and ggumitfeacross

countries.

Table 3.1 presents this information, including the gender gap on lalumgten, income,
and leadership in each of the ten countries. On these statistex$ to find data around
the year of 1980, or as close to that as possible, since the ynajomimigrants in the

current study were estimated to have left in their sending coardgmnd that time (based
on information from the data on the length of time in US, which waghly 20 years on

average; for details see the summary statistics in Chapter 5).
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Table 3.1: Data on Selected Gender Equity Indicators for All Ten Countries

Labor® Education® Income’® Decision-makingb
Percentage of . . Net primary Net secondary Net tertiary Estimated earned % of women in decision-
. Literacy ratio . . . . . . L R
females in total (women/men enrolment ratio enrolment ratio enrolment ratio income ratio making positions in
labor force 1990) ’ (women/men, (women/men, (women/men, (women/men, 1991 government at
(1980) 1991)* 1991)* 1991)* & 2004) ministerial level (1995)
Mexico 27.54 0.98 0.97 0.99 (1999 data) 0.74 0.39 7.0
Philippines 38.47 1.00 0.99 1.09 (1998 data) 1.42 0.60 24.0
China 43.39 0.95 0.96 n/a 0.52 0.64 4.0
Vietnam 48.00 0.99 0.92 n/a 0.76 (1999 data) 0.71 4.0
India 32.76 0.74 0.82 (2000 data) n/a 0.54 0.31 6.0
Cuba 31.17 1.00 1.01 1.14 1.40 n/a 8.0
Jamaica 46.51 1.09 1.00 1.06 0.74 0.57 13.0
Korea 36.74 1.00 1.01 0.98 0.49 0.46 2.0
Poland 45.31 1.00 1.00 1.08 1.34 0.59 8.0
El Salvador 33.23 0.97 1.17 (1998 data) 0.99 (1998 data) 1.24 (1998 data) 0.43 18.0
Note:

* based on 1991 data unless otherwise indicated in parentheses.

% source: World Development Indicators database on NationMaster.com, http://www.nationmaster.com/graph/lab_for_fem_of_tot_lab_for-labor-force-female-of-total&date=1980.
b, source: Gender Equity Index on Social Watch, http://www.socialwatch.org/en/avancesyRetrocesos/IEG_2008/index.htm.
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Across the board, Philippines and Jamaica were noticeable asuthteies with the least
overall gender gap on these indicators, with relatively highmeale presentation in labor
force, school enrolment, and government decision-making. A second groapnifies
included those with narrow gaps on some measures but bigger gapeim; ioidicating
an unbalanced status on gender equity. For example, Vietnam Haghest percentage
of female labor force participation among the ten countries in 1980,ttee highest
estimated earned income ratio (71%) between women and men. Orhénehahd,
females only took 4% of the government decision-making positions.naCl@uba,
Poland, and El Salvador could also be categorized into this middle guabhphigher
equity in some areas abut greater gap in others such adeusking or female labor
force participation. Lastly, countries including India, Korea, and itteXxad lower
numbers on most of these indicators, signifying greater gaps inrgeoaigy. It is worth
pointing out that although these indicators could be seen as someldtat rto a
country’s general degree of economic development, they were reptsabensistent. For
instance, despite higher economic development in Korea, the gendemgapad quite
significant on labor force participation, tertiary education enrotyearned income, and

decision-making.

3.3. Changes in Gender Relations After Migration

In the above | have provided a general sketch of the “core” genderecinl each of the
sending societies. These descriptions, although brief, canaeg@d starting points to
which migration-induced changes in gender relations can be canp@ender relations,

to a great extent, are culturally determined. On the other hantheatheoretical

72



discussion in Chapter 2 has highlighted, gender relations and gendee eukuoy no
means static; instead, the venyeractive nature of gender relations between individual
men and women, as well as structural and cultural factors on bath amd macro levels,
all come into play in the constant reshaping and renegotiatingnalieg cultures. This is
particularly obvious in the case of immigrants, where the movioig fone culture to
another inevitably brings about changes in a number of structuratudtudal factors
which affect old behavior patterns, beliefs, and assumptions of geetdions
immigrants brought from the sending country. However, as wrifisgnt body of
empirical research has clearly demonstrated, the degreetamd t® which such changes
have occurred varies greatly across immigrant groups. In the fiotjdwvill review and
summarize the main findings in existing empirical studies ongd®in gender relations

and gender roles among the post-1965 immigrants.

3.3.1. Increased Labor Force Participation/Economic
Contribution

A central theme in the empirical studies reviewed is immigk@omen’s increasing
participation in the labor force in U.S. and its impact on their gemdiions. This has
been reported in numerous research (e.g. Foner, 2005; Min, 2001{LE4989; Pessar,
1999; Kurien, 1999; Lim, 1997; Pessar, 1995; Hondagneu-Sotelo, 1994; Kibria, 1993;
Chen, 2005; Pedraza, 1991) for most of the post-1965 immigrant groups inclubded in t

study.

Immigration has a decided impact on immigrant women'’s laboe fpacticipation in this

country, as well illustrated by the cases of Cubans and Kordansontrast to the low
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rates of female labor force participation prior to the revolutiarha® immigrant women
in U.S. have had a massive entrance into the labor force. For ntbssefwomen who
had come from middle class backgrounds in Cuba, work is seen by martyaasition,
an opportunity to help the family and their husband to overcome the mtimalomic
hardship and loss of social status (Pessar, 1999, p. 590; Pedraza, A9@hg Korean
immigrant women the contrast is perhaps even more surprising.ordheg to Min
(2001), although there is a demand for blue-collar workers in Kevemed ethnic
economy, many Korean male immigrants, most highly educategdetént of those 25
years or older hold a college degree as reported by the 1990 cemsuns} ailling to
take such blue-collar jobs in Korean-owned stores. As a resalihcial and social status
loss for many Korean immigrant families is also signiiicavhich makes it necessary for
women to go in the labor force here. A 1988 survey of Koreanedamomen in New
York City found 70 percent of the respondents participated in the lalm, fin contrast
of only 23 percent who reported working in Korea after theyewearried. Nearly half
of the working Korean women were self-employed in small businéssestly co-owned
with their husbands), and another 36 percent employed in co-ethnic busifidsses

2001, p. 306).

In addition to the economic necessity for survival facing mamigrants, another factor
has contributed to immigrant women’s increased labor force pattanpa.e. the
economic structure and job market in U.S. provide better job opportunitisasrfogrant
women (Foner, 2005; Espiritu, 1999; Menjivar, 1999; Pessar, 1999). In laborvatensi
industries such as garment and microelectronics manufacturinggriamhwomen from

Latin American and Asia are employed in large numbers (and waneemore preferred
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compared to immigrant men), because many employers beligwgdhren are willing to
work for less, and do not mind dead-end jobs. Immigrant women alsoofisdrj the
fields of domestic service (Menjivar, 1999; Hondagneu-Sotelo, 1994) anth-bast

(Foner, 2005; Espiritu, 1999; Kurien, 1999), where the U.S. job market has a big demand.

3.3.2. Exposure To The Receiving Culture

In her research on Central American immigrant women, Menjivar (118293 that the
work these women perform (as domestic workers, especiallynligdemestics) give them
an opportunity to observe “practices and behaviors beyond their immediate groups, whic
they may selectively incorporate in their own routines. ... Thisoisa crude form of
assimilation, for these women do not claim to abandon practices timgyviith them
and become “Americanized,” but a more subtle social processates place as they
come into contact with the world of their employers” (Menjivar, 1999, p..618ying
more exposure to the middle class patterns of behavior and tetkesgualitarian gender
relations in their employers’ household sometime lead immigramtem to try
patterning their own relationship with their husbands based on whapéhesive as the
American model. On the other hand, most of these women’s husbandswalrk such
as construction, landscaping, and restaurant services, which bringsltdser with other
Latino men in most cases, and working serves to reaffirm tha'smtraditional

patriarchal beliefs and behavior about gender relations (Menjivar, 1999).

The effects of different degrees of exposure to the receivirtgreubn immigrants’
gender relations are also discussed in the case of Koreaugramt (Min, 2001). With

the increased economic role that they play, Korean immigrarhem attempt to
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challenge traditional gender role attitudes and behavior within thdyfa However,
three structural factors keep Korean immigrants sociallgre¢gd from the main stream
society, which in turn help perpetuate the strongly patriaidealogy they brought from
Korea, i.e. Korean immigrants’ cultural homogeneity, their econosggregation
(concentration in the Korean ethnic economy), and their high degneartidipation in

Korean ethnic churches (Min, 2001).

3.3.3. Positive Effects On Gender Relations

As mentioned above, many scholars have examined the impact oframtmigomen’s
regular wage work on gender relations. Almost all the evidencespoitihe finding that
despite gender inequality in the labor market and workplace,igrant women
employed in the U.S. generally gain greater autonomy, independerncstadus in the
relationship with their husband, as a result of the more importanbetc role they play
(e.g. Chen, 2005; Min, 2001; Espiritu, 1999; Pessar, 1999; Kurien, 1999; Lim, 1997,
Pessar, 1995; Hondagneu-Sotelo, 1994; Kibria, 1993; Pedraza, 1991), whereasamen |
ground because of their declining earning power or even unemployiMent 2001;
Menjivar, 1999; Kibria, 1993). Women’s access to regular wages leeid dgreater
contribution to the family income have enabled them to be in moreot@fthousehold
budgeting and other domestic decision making. For example, the ofoadfaiwanese
immigrant woman illustrated how her employment changed thalegedynamics

between her and her husband of 17 years:

In Taiwan he [my husband] used to take care of all the finanwddlers, and | didn't
know how much money he made. All of our money was in his contral.ndt like that
here in America. There, he was working and he took care tfeafpayments. | had to
ask him for money. Now, because | work, we have a joint banbuatc Financial
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matters are joint decisions. My name is on those documents,reets to ask for my
permission. Before, in Taiwan, he bought two houses without eV tele. Now he
can't do that. (Chen, 2005, p. 343)

Immigrant women’s gain in earning power and personal autonomy asdhgm more
leverage in appealing for their husband’s assistance in household chorEsr{erg2005;
Espiritu, 1999; Kurien, 1999; Menjivar, 1999; Hondagneu-Sotelo, 1992; Pessar, 1999).
For example, Kurien (1999) reported that among highly educated Indiaresoupb are

both employed, women were often able to get their husbands to hklpausework, at

least to some degree (p. 659). Among the Central American namsgthat Menjivar
(1999) studied, women’s employment has directly led to a bigger shdreusehold

labor by their husbands (p. 616). Similarly, Hondagneu-Sotelo (1992) thahdmong
Mexican immigrant families, especially those with the husbandigrating to the U.S.

prior to 1965, a more egalitarian gender division of labor emerged wWiee family
reunited. As the author noted, although “[T]hese changes are modest if we judge them by
ideal standards of feminist egalitarianism, but they are stgmifiif we compare them to
normative patriarchal practices” (Hondagneu-Sotelo, 1992, p. 408). lerafleras
Espiritu (1999) found, based upon a review of existing works, that greakr m
involvement in household labor seemed to be associated with highetediusalaried
professional immigrant families. Examples of this finding incl&dpino and Jamaican
immigrant women who worked as nurses, whose husbands are found to gssatee
responsibilities in child care and other household labor (Espiritu, 19997, R20{5).
Whereas among immigrant families where the husband experiesdiesed economic

role (e.g. lower-paid wage laborers), gender role revems#h (wives’ increased

economic role and husband’'s declining earning power) seemed to bendbie
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pronounced, which often led to spousal abuse and divorce (Menjivar, 1999, p. 609; Min,
2001, p. 313; Kibria, 1993). Between these two groups are the self-employed
entrepreneurs, where despite greater economic role and contributomigirant wives,

most still have to bear the added burden of the double work of familydsssas well as

domestic labor (Lim, 1997).

With their increased contribution to the family economy and improvatlissin the
marital relationship, many immigrant women also gain persoaty psychologically.
Many of them reported gaining from employment a sense okwasment and self-
fulfillment (Kurien 1999, p. 659) as well as feelings of being honordaie worthy, and
proud (Lim 1997, p. 39). Another positive effect that has been found todiedreéb
immigrant women'’s labor force participation is a closer i@hship with their husband,
resulting from their greater dependency on each other for comphiparsed emotional
support, especially given the loss of traditional kinship and suppodstes of the old
country. This is found to be the case among some Indian and Mexicae<@iptien

1999, p. 657; Pedraza 1991, p. 320).

3.3.4. Negative Effects On Gender Relations

Despite the positive outcomes that immigrant women have gained, @ldmbecome
clear by now that the changes in gender relations after iratiugrhas been mixed. For
many immigrant women, the gain in one aspect (e.g. increagedomy and resources)
is often coupled with greater gender subordination in another (e.g. geteleeversal

causing domestic violence and divorce, as mentioned above (Min, 2001; Menjivar, 1999;
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Espiritu, 1999; Kibria, 1993), or greater personal burden of the double rdsptynfar

both work and domestic labor (Espiritu, 1999)).

More importantly, existing findings have made it clear thaeaechers of immigrant
gender relations should go beyond the either-or framework when fudiganges of
gender relations after immigration. Previous research hasatedi that, although varied
by the degree of patriarchal-ness in the original sending culfioremost immigrant
women it is not their goal to radically restructure the patniarfamily system, values, or
behavior in a fundamental way, and oftentimes they don’t see workberating light
but rather an extension of the traditional view about women’s role amghtitah for
helping their husband and the family. Despite constant appeal andatiegotith their
husbands (e.g. for a more equal division of household labor or for gsagtan family
decision making), immigrant women are, to a large extent, constréynehe gender
relations culturally prescribed in their sending country. As seamlars (Kandiyoti,
1988, cf Kurien, 1999 and Lim, 1997) called, this is a “patriarchal bargainithich
immigrant women try to contest the traditional hierarchies heirtfamily life and
maximize their power within the patriarchal gender relations, buemat the cost of
threatening the nuclear family (Chen, 2005). Or, as Kibria (199R)edr Vietnamese
American women walk an “ideological family tightrope, strugglimgth to preserve
traditional Viethamese family system and to enhance their paitiein the context of

this system (Espiritu, 1999, p. 642).

This point is illustrated by Lim’s (1997) discussion of Korean wosheesignation to

unequal division of family work. Although a lot of them do appeal to or ddntiaeir
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husbands to take up a greater share of family work, a number ofsfadtonately
contribute to their continued endurance of bearing the double burden oamaflamily

alone. Among them the two main reasons are patriarchal cutteliefs brought from

the sending country (that housework is demeaning to men, that women should endure any

marital relations no matter how unfair they perceive them tame that women should
sacrifice for their families), as well as the fear of doeoand a declining standard of
living, and the desire to keep the family intact (Lim, 1997). Shigildhe Viethamese
immigrant women that Kibria (1993) studied expressed their ambivalahout the
patriarchal family systems, because of the economic protetiat the family can give
them and the power it gives parents in disciplining children (Kik#93). For the
Central American women in Menjivar’'s (1999) research, even if thesbands are not
able to fulfill the culturally expected role of being the provideitred family (or even
when the women themselves become the sole providers), they @téd anconscious
effort to avoid making their husbands or partners feel inadequate, by dbithe
household chores as well. According to the author, there is a tetptanation behind
these women’s behavior, besides fears that they will beitafhdially incapacitated if
they separate from their husbands: the social meaning of almarga. “In the case of
many Central Americans, the conjugal unit is an idealizedlyapattern — a symbol

associated with middle-class standing and a luxury that cannot feel $hyaall. Female-

headed households, on the other hand, are commonly associated with lswer-cla

background (Menjivar, 1999, p. 619).
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3.4. Conclusion

Gender relations among immigrants are predominantly determmrtée sending culture
but also profoundly affected by post-migration structural and culfiaebrs in the
receiving country. In this chapter | have provided a sketch of therglegender culture
in each of ten sending countries in the current study, followed hynanary of existing
research findings on gender relations changes among main n@ceigirant groups in
U.S. Combined, these two sections should provide a good understanding opitheaém

background for the current investigation.

Clearly gender relations have undergone very noticeable changeg tmasa immigrant
groups after migration. In general, the gain for immigrant women deen quite
impressive in terms of increased labor force participation arategreole in the family
economy, as well as greater personal autonomy and independence. Wgreates
contribution to the household income, which is often accompanied by theirndssba
reduced earning power, has led to women’s improved status in tHg éardimen’s loss
in patriarchal authority to a certain degree. The shift irtivelastatus is reflected not
only in a more equal division of household labor but also in a more equédisn of
decision making power within the family on issues of household budgetingnandes.
On the other hand, the review of previous research also shows how profoutdeeand
rooted the influence of the sending culture is. While the post nugrahanges in
gender relations have been mixed (i.e. gain in one aspect and kmssther aspect) for
many immigrant women, ultimately, immigrant women do not seeadizally challenge

and restructure the old gender relations patterns and patriarohibl $gstem. Instead,
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as some scholars argue, immigrant women try to engage inatr&rphal bargain’, by
attempting to secure greater power and status for more equargetations, without

challenging the fundamental beliefs and structure of the patriarchalrgefatsns.

Based on the existing findings, the current study focuses on exantine relative
decision making power between husband and wife on another important d&cigyon,
i.e. the decision to migrate, in this case the decision to help p&ents migrate and
have them live in home. Given the predominantly patriarchal genderecaind family
structure in most of the sending countries, one can conceivably aajuedrhusband’s
parents are more likely to be the ones to immigrate (befonsites parents do) and live
with the immigrant couple among most of these immigrant gro@ps.the other hand,
given that gender relations has undoubtedly undergone changes a#t afre®men’s
increasing economic role in the family and their exposure tontbee gender-equal
American culture, has relative decision making power between husbandifenths
reflected by the presence of either spouse’s older parentsj lvith them) been affected?
How is relative decision making power related to personal and housdtasktteristics
as well as group cultural factors? How does socioeconomic feletes in and interact
with gender and race/culture? These are the question thatrteatanvestigation seeks

to answer.

In the next chapter | will describe the data used for thigystndiuding data preparation,
analytical steps and methods for the following analysis, followgdrdsults and

discussion of the complete analyses in the chapter after that.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA AND METHODS

4.1. Introduction

In the first three chapters | have outlined the research goesliscussed relevant
theoretical frameworks, as well as reviewed general backdrand existing empirical
findings for the current study. In this chapter | will discusddtail the data and methods

to be used in the analyses.

Existing research on gender relations changes has found that imimgomen’s
increased labor force participation, greater contribution to thdyf@conomy, as well as
greater exposure to the receiving culture has resulted indevable changes in gender
relations after migration. In general, immigrant women’sgneeconomic role (relative
to that of their husbands) has led to increased status in the familell as greater
personal autonomy and independence for women. Higher status inntile &
reflected in women’s greater involvement in the budgeting and fialadecisions, in

addition to a more equal division of household labor in many cases.

Fitting into this line of investigation, the current study seeksxfgore another issue in
regard to the relative decision making power in the immigrantlyavhich presumably
reflects gender relations changes, i.e. the decision to havepal@gits immigrate to U.S.

as well and live in the same household. Given that most sending swdtaong the post-
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1965 wave of immigrants are highly patriarchal, one can conceivelhg éhat the more
patriarchal the gender relations in an immigrant couple’s sgnclilture is, the more
likely that the husband’'s parents are found to live in the household. Tbeifg
assumptions underlie the above general hypothesis. On one hand, as mehbeaad a
Chapter 1, most economic immigrants come to U.S. for pursuit of arhiiyiey
standard and better economic conditions. In the chain migration priypesally found
among economic migration, once the early arrivals (usually youngéhyevorking-age
males in the family) gain a foothold in the new country, the rettteoextended family
are then sent for to come and join them in U.S. Moreover, the maokra@on family
living arrangement is a preferred practice in many post-196%gmant sending societies
(as compared to the nuclear family which is the dominant arramgemée American
culture). On the other hand, during the frequently long process otyfainain
migrations most immigrant families are prevented by 8ohitesources to have both
spouses’ parents come and live in home at the same time. Addytiavidir parents’
presence in the household has probably required some degree of helphdnoadult
immigrant children (e.g. in terms of money, time and knowledge in the protchefping
the older parents immigrate), which can also be considered as ealaablirces to spend.
In this sense, which spouse’s parents are present in the imniagralytis able to reflect
the outcome of relative household status and decision making poweehdtweespouses.
Given these assumptions, focusing on the co-residence pattern of aleetspa the
immigrant household can shed light on the relative decision making pmmtween the
husband and wife, which in turn will further indicate possible &fe¢ migration on

gender relations. Furthermore, as various immigrant groups in thel3gs

84



immigration come from sending cultures with different degrees atfigochal-ness,
comparison across different immigrant groups will give reseasckome idea as to how
and to what extent the sending culture play a role in such changesader relations in
the receiving country. Moreover, as existing research has showmpoetance of
taking not only gender but also class into consideration, examiningdbeciation
between whose parents are present in the household and the imshigpaiteconomic
characteristics could help further unravel the relationship behlativeedecision making

power and the gender/class/sending culture triangle.

4.2. Data

4.2.1. Description of Original Data and Data Restructuring

The original data for this study came from the public use 5%pkEaU.S. 2000 census
data, downloaded from the IPUMS website (Integrated Public Useodéita Series:
Version 4.0 [Machine-readable database], Ruggles, Sobek, Alexandbr,&ateken, et

al. 2008, http://usa.ipums.org/usa/ The downloaded IPUMS data were stored in a

rectangular that contained individual-level information including denpbgea family
interrelationship, race/ethnicity/nativity, education, occupation, incongration, etc’

In other words, the basic unit of these data is individuals in theuseragher than
households. However, each individual record has a household identification number

which can be used to link together all respondents living in the samehubdis As the

3 Please refer to the IPUMS websiténtip://usa.ipums.org/usa-
action/variableAvailability.do?display=Person#Teicahfor detailed explanations of available IPUMS
variables, coding scheme as well as the wordirayigfnal census questions.
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current analyses focus on the household level (examining the predesider parents in
home as well as exploring the association between older pagpesetsnce and a number
of both husband’s and wife’s socioeconomic and culture factors), it ess@y to first
restructure the original downloaded data so that household becomesttbé analysis
and all individuals from the same household are saved in the sanoé teeord. | will

explain the data restructuring process in more details below.

All individual records who met the following three conditions were puliem IPUMS

and formed the basic set of original data: 1) the reported pfdneth was one of the ten
study countries including Mexico, China, India, the Philippines, Koregtn®im, Cuba,
El Salvador, Poland, and Jamaica; and 2) was 18 years of ager @t dohre time of the
2000 U.S. census; and 3) reported their marital status as “mandespause present” in

the household at the time of the 2000 U.S. census.

For the purposes of this study, | kept only married couples who lvagheborn in the

same sending culture, and excluded couples who were either oédliffaces or born in
different countries. Excluding biracial or bicultural couples wobktter enable the
analyses to capture the culture effect of different sending eutior marital gender

equality as reflected by the presence of either spouse’s parents in thiedhthuse

Data restructuring was performed to get the data readthé analyses in this study. It
included the following steps: First, using both the “relationship todimid head” and
“sex” variables in each individual record, a series of four dataets were generated for
each country, i.e. 1) a data subset (called the “husbands” datajiatluals who were

identified as either the male household head or male spouse of houselipl®)reedata
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subset (called the “wives” data) of individuals who were identiéisceither the female
spouse of household head or female household head, 3) a data subset (called the
“husbands’ parents” data) of all individuals identified as parentsedhtisbands, and 4) a
data subset (called the “wives’ parents” data) of all individuals idenaBguhrents of the
wives. Second, using the “household ID” variable in each individual rettwdfour
subsets of data generated above were merged to form a dataveetch each line
consisted of a household. This meant that, the more people a household latyehe
(wider) the record is. The two steps above were then repeategla€¢h of the ten
countries, obtaining a data set for each country, all of whidle Wen appended into a
combined total data set for all ten countries. In this restredtdata set the unit of
analysis was household, each record being a married couple, but the otimbdeple in
each household record varied depending on whether any parent (egtlnerstiand’s or
the wife’s parents) was present, and how many parents wang With the couple.

There were a total of 102,942 household records in the restructured dataset (Table 4.1).
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TABLE 4.1: Number of Households and Percentage by Country

Sending Country Number of Households Percent
China 15,264 14.83
Cuba 6,881 6.68

El Salvador 5,428 5.27
India 12,550 12.19
Jamaica 2,787 2.71
Korea 7,841 7.62
Mexico 29,950 29.09
The Philippines 10,824 10.51
Poland 3,917 3.81
Vietnam 7,500 7.29
Total 102,942 100.00

4.2.2. Data Accuracy of the Time of Arrival Information

Before going further onto detailed descriptions about variables raadgitiaal methods,

the issue of data accuracy should to be mentioned. Questions about diveywbithe

original census question have been raised regarding the reliabiliipformation

collected on immigrants’ time of arrival in U.S. (Redstone Biadsey, 2003, cf Myers,
2004; Jasso, Massey, Rosenzweig, and Smith, 2000; Ellis and Wright, 199&).
accuracy of the time of entry information is certainlyevaint in the case of the current

analyses as well.

In the 2000 census, the question asked a respondent to answer, “Wheis giersbin

come to live in the United States?” and enter a’yeBine wording of “come to live in the

* (http://usa.ipums.org/usalvoliii/items2000.shtml#Pretrieved on June 20, 2008).
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United States” could be confusing to respondents. According to Jagkq2000), the
census question apparently assumed that most immigrants weregebt&. for the first
time, or that, if they had made multiple trips, their lastyentas the one in which they
came to stay. In fact, such assumptions are probably incoriHutre are findings
suggesting that most “newly admitted” legal immigrants weseentering this country
for the first time. Instead, two thirds had prior experience in,l&$l some were not
coming “to stay”. This has to do with how the U.S. census counts pebpl€000
census counted people who were here in the country on April 1, 2000, amedtdid
distinguish among illegal aliens, persons on student visas, on business and travel visas, on
work permits, green card holders, and citizens. It undoubtedly inclugeddanumber
of respondents who did not come “to stay”. Even among those nawlgdaimmigrants
who came after obtaining an immigrant visa abroad, more than onerdouadterior
experience of being in U.S. before entering with the immigresat (Jasso, et al., 2000).
Although Jasso et al. (2000) was referring to the year ofahuigivestion in the 1970,1980
and 1990 censuses, where the wording of the question was “For persons blomeigna
country.....When did he come to the United States to stay?”, appattensiight change
of wording from “to stay” in the previous three censuses to “to limehe 2000 census
did not correct the problem of inconsistency previously found betwegre#neof arrival

and place of residence five years before the census data (Myers, 2004).

On the other hand, findings of the Census Bureau data quality ewaly#trough
reinterview surveys) suggested that the year of arrival plavides substantial assurance
of relative data accuracy, except in the case of recenigrants who had arrived within

the last 5 years before the census (Myers, 2004). Although tha &xtehich this issue
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might affect analyses results is hard to ascertainnibti€xpected to significantly change
the general pattern of findings as the current data include imamgwho have been in
U.S. for a wide range of time. Nevertheless, it is notewddhaise it in discussion and

bear the issue in mind before proceeding to analytical models and steps.

4.3. Methods

4.3.1. Description of Variables and Analytical Models

As the current study focused on the outcome of which spouse’ parestpnesent in the
immigrant household, that outcome was the main dependent variahke andlyses. In
addition, whether older parents (regardless of whose parents) wesenprin the
household was considered a secondary dependent variable. In other woeds;etieer
two dependent variables for my analyses: 1) whether any oldemt(s were present in
the immigrant household, and 2) whose parent(s) were present in thegramt
household. To examine the likelihood of older parents’ presence in lasnmmne
outcomes was: 1) logically the first step before examining @/ipasents were in home;
and 2) statistically serving as a control for selection efiecthe outcome of “whose
parents were in home”, as the analyses on the latter outcommddcbnly those
households who did have older parents present (Tabachnik and Fidell, 2001).twichese

main outcomes and their respective analytical model are discussed is bletzv.

Presence of older parents in the family is defined as havilgast one of the spouses’
older parents living with a married and spouse present immigoaptec The following

two types of immigrant households were not included in the study: 1gholds with
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cohabiting couples who were not reported being legally married;2arttbuseholds
where the spouses were not both present (living in the same housaltblkel}yime of the

census.

As the discussions in Chapters 2 and 3 showed, both structural andldalttors play a
role in shaping the circumstances leading to whether and whose palcents were
coresiding in the immigrant household. Factors that were expeztatfect the two
outcomes respectively are presented in the following, in two acellytiodels predicting

the two dependent variables.

4.3.1.1. Predicting Whether Older Parent(s) in Home

In this study | tested the effects of both socioeconomic and culactdrs on the
likelihood of having older parents in the immigrant household. Based oeuesvrof
previous research, the following analytical model was developegrddict the first

outcome, i.e. whether any older parents were present in the immigrant household.
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TABLE 4.2: Independent Variables Predicting Presence of Older Parents in Home and Their

Coding Scheme

Family characteristics
Family income
Age

Age squared term

Husband immigrated to U.S. before 13 years old

Wife immigrated to U.S. before 13 years old

Education

Educated abroad

Married abroad

Occupational status

Husband’s usual hours worked per week
Wife’s usual hours worked per week

Husband’s self-employment indicator

Wife's self-employment indicator

Home ownership

Living in a metropolitan area

Presence of young children in home
Exposure to the American society

Years since immigration to U.S.

Years since immigration, squared term

Citizenship status

English proficiency

Sending country

Country of origin

Total yearly family income (in thousands)
Age in years
Age in squared term

Coded 1 if husband immigrated to U.S. before 13 years old, 0
otherwise

Coded 1 if wife immigrated to U.S. before 13 years old, 0
otherwise

Years of education

Coded 1 if received all education abroad (before immigrating to
U.S.), 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if immigrated to U.S. after age 21 for men, or after age
17 for women, O otherwise

SEI (Duncan Socioeconomic Index) score ranging from 4 to 96,
with higher score indicating higher occupational status

Number of hours
Number of hours

Coded 1 if self-employed or employee of own corporation, 0
otherwise

Coded 1 if self-employed or employee of own corporation, 0
otherwise

Coded 1 if owns a home, 0 otherwise
Coded 1 if living in one of the metropolitan areas, 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if children under 5 present in home, 0 otherwise

Number of years
Number of years squared
Coded 1 if naturalized citizen, 0 otherwise

Coded in 5 intervals: 1 if cannot speak English, 2 if can speak
English but not well, 3 if speaks English well, 4 if speaks English
very well, and 5 if speaks only English

A series of 10 dichotomous variables indicating the sending
country, with Mexico as the omitted reference group

Three groups of independent variables were included in the modeltprgdicesence of

older parents in home.

The first group consisted of those that meathee
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socioeconomic characteristics of the household, including family iec@nucational
level, occupational status, usual hours worked per week, self-emghdyimdicator,
home ownership, living in a metropolitan area, and having young childreame. To
control for possible age effect on the outcome (i.e. immigrant coupkke study who
were either very young or very old might be less likely toehalder parents living with
them), immigrant husband or wife’s age was included in the modedquared term of

age was also included to test for non-linear effect.

Gender role socialization happens earlier in life primarilyoteefand during adolescent
years (Jacklin, 1989, Berry & Sam, 1997, cf Talbani & Hasanili, 2008)addition,
given existing findings on the effect of being so-called second andehération for
immigrant children mainly on socioeconomic outcomes such as earnihssedf-
employment and on acculturation outcomes such as ethnic and genderdg (damti
Allensworth, 1997, Ip & Hsu, 2006, Kim, Brenner, Liang & Asay, 2003), the fatigw
variables were also added: 1) an indicator for arriving in U.Srdeage 13 (often
defined as being 1.5-generation immigrants), 2) an indicator for psobatxiving all
education abroad before coming to U.S. (by comparing the rough vages the
respondent finished his or her education and when they immigrated t¢ &h&.3) a
weak proxy for possibly getting married abroad before coming to U.3inddeas
arriving in U.S. after age 21 for men, and after age 17 for wpmEhe variable of being
married abroad had two sets of values for each couple, one deowedhie husband’s
age of arrival, and the other from the wife’s age of arrivainfismation on the exact
time and place of marriage was not available in these dladay, the effect of being 1.5

generation immigrants was expected to be associatedlegshtraditional attitude and
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behavior, while receiving one’s education abroad and getting mainie@dd associated

with more traditional attitude and behavior in terms of multi-generationadiderece.

Given the high correlations between husband and wife’s data orohtlese measures
(e.g. age (correlation = 0.93), education (correlation = 0.72), ocounphtstatus
(correlation = 0.39), years since immigration (correlation = 0.7@2eaship (correlation
= 0.58), English proficiency (correlation = 0.70), educated abroade(aton = 0.39),
and married abroad (correlation = 0.41)), only the husband’s or thé widéa were
included in the model at a time, running the same regression madel tResults for

both regressions were compared.

Although one of the main reasons for extended family living arraegés was shortage
of economic resources, in this case family income, education, @upational status
were all expected to increase the likelihood of older parergsepce. My hypothesis is
that for most of these immigrant households, having older parengsidiog meant
having to support extra people in the family; since higher incombghgducation and
high status jobs are associated with increased ability to supypoe individuals in the
family, these three factors were all expected to have aiywsifect on the outcome.
Immigrating to U.S. before age 13, as described above, was hypethé&sidecrease the
likelihood of having older parents living together, while receiving'®education abroad
and getting married abroad were both expected to increase théddctliof older
parents’ presence in home. Both spouses’ hours worked per week andelfreent
status were included, as long working hours and being self-employedewgected to

increase the likelihood of needing help with household labor (e.g. Kamgamgrants
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who were small store owners had to spend long hours tending the Stbee)ast three
variables in this group were included to control for the famitgsidential environment
(living in metropolitan area), life-course stage (presengmong children in home), and
housing (home ownership) background (Van Hook and Glick, 2007, Glick and Van Hook,
2002). All three variables were hypothesized to increase thénbkel of having older

parents at home.

The second group of independent variables included measures of the household’'s
exposure to the American society. Again, because of the issue lofcbigelations
between husband and wife’'s data (correlations were 0.77 on yeagsisimigration,
0.58 on citizenship status, and 0.70 on English proficiency), only husband’s vaue
used in the analyses to represent the family value on thosene®asSince too recent
immigrants were probably not established enough to be able to spodepmpatent’s
immigration, longer time here is expected to be associatedanitigher likelihood of
having older parents. However, it has also been suggested thaienig tU.S. may be
associated with preference of nuclear family households because axdeptance of the
American norm on living arrangements. Therefore a squared ¢éryears since
immigration was added to test for a possible curvilinear effddéing a naturalized
citizen implied being more “settled” in this country, and was ebgaeto increase the
likelihood of having parents in home. On the other hand, higher Englishi@ncfjc
implied more acculturation to the American society (and hegrobably preferring
nuclear family living arrangements instead), and was expectectiteade the likelihood

of having older parents coresiding.
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Lastly, a group of ten dichotomous variables for sending country wasdéukt to
examine differences across immigrant groups in terms gértbieensity of having three-

generational households.

4.3.1.2. Predicting Whose Older Parent(s) in Home

As reviewed in Chapter 3, existing research findings suggestedrthibhe one hand, the
wife’'s increased economic role and immigrants’ exposure to regaditarian gender
culture in the receiving society challenge old gender inequafityome. On the other
hand, gender norms and expectations brought from the sending country stergeaad

deep-rooted. Furthermore, the relative resources possessedispease (i.e. personal
characteristics most notably income, education, and occupational) stahissitute each
spouse’ relative bargaining power in family decision making. eBas both theoretical
and empirical knowledge and the availability of information fromdheent data, four
groups of independent variables were included in the general aablytadel (Table

4.3A).
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TABLE 4.3A: Independent Variables Predicting Whose Older Parents In Home and Their Coding
Scheme: Separate-spouse Approach

Personal characteristics
Education
Income

Occupational status

Self-employment indicator

Exposure to the American society
Years since immigration to U.S.
Citizenship status

English proficiency

Educated abroad

Immigrated to U.S. before 13 years old
Control variables
Parents’ income

Disability status of older parents

Married abroad

Age difference between couple
Sending country

Country of origin

Years of Education
Total yearly income (in thousands)

SEI (Duncan Socioeconomic Index) score ranging from 4 to 96,
with higher score indicating higher occupational status

Coded 1 if self-employed or employee of own corporation, 0
otherwise

Number of years
Coded 1 if naturalized citizen, 0 otherwise

Coded in 5 intervals: 1 if cannot speak English, 2 if can speak
English but not well, 3 if speaks English well, 4 if speaks English
very well, and 5 if speaks only English

Coded 1 if received all education abroad (before immigrating to
U.S.), 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if immigrated to U.S. before 13 years old, 0 otherwise

Total yearly income (in thousands)

Coded 1 if at least one older parent in home reported as having
a long-lasting condition that substantially limits one or more
basic physical activities, such as walking, climbing stairs,
reaching, lifting, or carrying, O otherwise

Coded 1 if husband immigrated to U.S. after age 21, 0
otherwise

Husband’s age minus wife’s age

A series of 10 dichotomous variables indicating the sending
country, with Mexico as the omitted reference group

For the first two groups of independent variables (personal chaséiceeand indicators

of exposure to the American society), both the husband’s and the détswill be

entered simultaneously in the analyses, to account for the retetrgenal resources of

each spouse which can be considered as bargaining power in faonsipdenaking. In

other words, there will be two sets of these variables innaédnalytical model, one for

each of the spouses. This specification allows the analysdstéct possible “counter-

97



balancing” effect of the spouses’ relative personal resoureeshe stronger the effect of
one spouse’s personal resources, the more it is expected to suppressttbé teteuther
spouse’s power (Friedberg and Webb, 2006). As discussed in the previatisapters,
education, income, and occupational status are considered as indicatoessafal
resources which represent bargaining power in family decisiaking (Manser and
Brown, 1980; Friedberg and Webb, 2006; Blumstein and Schwartz, 1983); the self-
employment status has been found to associate with less expmghee more gender
egalitarian culture in the receiving society (Min, 2001; Lim, 199%f)d length of
residence in U.S., citizenship status, and English language abiligy been found to
associate with adaptation/assimilation (Zhou, 1997; Woodrow-Lafield, XtgeKe &
Poch, 2004) and therefore may be used as proxy of exposure to the howst. cult
Similarly, as in the discussion above for the first outcome, grating to U.S. before the
teenage years was hypothesized to be associated with greptsure to a more equal
gender culture and therefore a greater likelihood of a ledsidreal outcome here, while
being totally educated abroad and getting married abroad befoligrating to U.S. may
be associated with more traditional attitudes and behavior, i.etegrgeelihood of

having husband’s parents in home.

Parents’ income and disability status were included in the ntodebntrol for older
parents’ economic and health conditions, as economic and health reaserexpested
to be two main factors affecting older immigrants’ livingaagements. In addition, age
difference between the husband and wife was included in the modehtiw| for the

scenario where one spouse (usually the husband) was much oldertiraadbe other
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and therefore less likely to have parents who needed care (aweheymore likely to

have died).

The group of dummy variables for country of birth is rough proxies forcthwiral
legacy of the sending country. In general, for sending culturédshigher degrees of
patriarchal beliefs and expectations, the culture variablexpgoted to increase the
likelihood of the husband’s parents being present; on the other hand, tioesukith
lower degrees of patriarchal authority and behavior, the cultureblais expected to
have weaker effect on the likelihood of the husband’s parents livingonme hwhile
possibly increase the likelihood of having the wife’s parents imtse, controlling for

other factors.

4.3.2. Analytical Steps

First, descriptive statistics will be obtained to give a ganamderstanding of the data on
the following variables: 1) the dependent variables, i.e. whether pllents were
present in the household, and which spouse’s parents were present; )f éheh
independent variables listed in Tables 4.2 and 4.3A. Cross tabulatidms ‘@etrsonal
resources” and “exposure to the American society” variabldstiygender and country

compared between husbands and wives on these variables by immigrant group.

Next, bivariate analyses were conducted cross tabulating, najngecountry, the two
dependent variables with the independent variables: 1) the perceotues who had
parents in home, and 2) the percent of couples with the husband’s or etepaifents.
Statistics obtained from this step would further illustratevidrgation across immigrant

groups on the outcome variables, as well as giving indications taetagonships
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between whose parents are present and the independent variablegthaffact this

outcome.

Finally, based on the results of the bivariate analyses, logegiiession was used to test

for the association between the first outcome (whether oldentzawere in home) and

the independent variables. Regression analysis, in general, mdakdsships between
dependent and independent variables, and determine the magnitude ofl#tiesshes.
Logistic regression is the appropriate choice of method inctse, as the dependent
variable was dichotomous (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001). On the second outcome
(whose older parents were in home), the Heckman maximum-likelipomalt model

was first used to test for possible bias of sample selectioce $he second outcome
depended on the first outcome. This part of the analyses only inclumssltbuseholds

who had one spouse’s parents in home (i.e. households that did not have any older
parents and the 227 households in the data that had both spouses’ paremttsvpresal
excluded from the analyses predicting whose older parents wesdoogg Results of

the Heckman analyses showed that selection bias was not found usmgdilen Table

4.3A°, and therefore logistic regression was used to predict the second outcome as well.

In modeling whose parents were in home using logistic regressi@amproached the
analyses in two ways: 1) the “separate” approach, where thactérstics of the married
couple were used as predictors independently. In other words, a &et lofigband’s

characteristics such as age, citizenship, years here innd@ne, education, English

® Results available upon request.
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proficiency, and a same set of the wife’s characteristice @ptered into the regression
model simultaneously; and 2) the “joint” approach, where a sefiedichotomous
variables were created to indicate some joint character@tittee couple, such as both
the husband and the wife being naturalized citizens, both beingnspléyed, both
speaking English very well, as well as differences in incochggaion, and occupational
status between the two spouses (Table 4.3B). Both the sepadatkeajoint models
included the same controlling factors of parents’ income and phydifGaulty. This
two-approach design was expected to better evaluate whetlerthe itwo spouses’
personal characteristics that act independently in counter balandeis therelative
power or thelifferencebetween the spouses’ resources that matters more and dféects t
outcomes in a more direct manner. Results of the two differenbagpes were then
compared to evaluate and discuss which model better described the data.

TABLE 4.3B: Independent Variables Predicting Whose Older Parents in

Home and Their Coding Scheme: Joint-spouse Approach
(Table continues on the next page)

Personal characteristics

Difference in education Husband’s years of education minus wife’s years of education
Proportion of wife’s income in couple’s total Wife’s yearly income over the sum of both spouses’ yearly
yearly income income

Difference in occupational status Husband’s SEI score minus wife’s SEl score

Both spouses self-employed Coded 1 if both spouses were self-employed or employee of

own corporation, 0 otherwise
Exposure to the American society

Husband arrived at least 5 years earlier Coded 1 if husband arrived in U.S. at least 5 years earlier than
wife, 0 otherwise

Wife arrived at least 5 years earlier Coded 1 if wife arrived in U.S. at least 5 years earlier than
husband, 0 otherwise

Husband and wife arrived within 5 years Coded 1 if husband and wife arrived in U.S. within 5 years of

of each other each other, 0 otherwise

Husband and wife both citizens Coded 1 if both husband and wife were naturalized citizens, 0
otherwise
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Husband citizen and wife non-citizen

Husband non-citizen and wife citizen

Husband wife both non-citizens

Husband and wife both well proficient in English

Husband and wife both immigrated before 13

Husband immigrated before 13 wife not

Wife immigrated before 13 husband not

Husband and wife both immigrated after 13

Husband and wife both educated abroad

Husband educated abroad wife not

Wife educated abroad husband not

Husband & wife both partly educated in U.S.

Control variables
Parents’ income

Disability status of older parents

Married abroad

Age difference between couple
Sending country

Country of origin

Coded 1 if husband was naturalized citizen and wife was non-
citizen, 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if husband was non-citizen and wife was naturalized
citizen, 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if both husband and wife were non-citizens, 0
otherwise

Coded 1 if both husband and wife reported speaking English
well, very well, or speaking only English, 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if both husband and wife immigrated to U.S. before 13
years old, 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if husband immigrated to U.S. before 13 years old and
wife not (i.e. wife immigrated after 13), 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if wife immigrated to U.S. before 13 years old and
husband not (i.e. husband immigrated after 13), 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if husband and wife both immigrated to U.S. after 13
years old, 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if both husband and wife only educated abroad before
immigrating to U.S., 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if husband only educated abroad before immigrating
to U.S. and wife not (i.e. wife received more education in U.S.),
0 otherwise

Coded 1 if wife only educated abroad before immigrating to
U.S. and husband not (i.e. husband received more education in
U.S.), 0 otherwise

Coded 1 if husband and wife both received more education
after immigrating to U.S., 0 otherwise

Total yearly income (in thousands)

Coded 1 if at least one older parent in home reported as having
a long-lasting condition that substantially limits one or more
basic physical activities, such as walking, climbing stairs,
reaching, lifting, or carrying, O otherwise

Coded 1 if husband immigrated to U.S. after age 21, 0
otherwise

Husband’s age minus wife’s age

A series of 10 dichotomous variables indicating the sending
country, with Mexico as the omitted reference group
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Given the noticeable variation among different immigrant groups, flieet® of the
sending culture were controlled for in two ways. First | testenodel where a set of
dichotomous variables was used which represents the ten sending couitnes |
tested the model again, with the same independent variables but rtimnirggression
analysis separately for each country This strategy allowed for interactions with
birthplace; that is to say, if there were differences in dfilect of one or more
independent variables on which spouse’s parents were in home, they codéshtifeed
through this method. Results from the two approaches were comparédeanssed on
how sending cultures shaped the decision of which spouse’s parents livedhevi
immigrant couple, and to what extent that decision may have Wéssted by the

couples’ individual bargaining power.

4.4. Conclusion

Based on the frameworks of both bargaining and patriarchy theoriedabsera
information from the 2000 U.S. census data will be used to examineothsidence
pattern among ten biggest immigrant groups which are culturally diedrén terms of
gender relations. Specifically, my analyses will focus omptiesence of older parents in
the immigrant household. Using logistic regression models, |dargetermine the
association between which spouse’s parents are present in home ramdbar of
predicting factors including each spouse’s personal resourcedsfeébte & the sending
culture, and family circumstances. Results of these analydeshasd light on the
relative decision making power in the immigrant family, ad asglthe ways it is related

with selected structural (socioeconomic) and culture factors. By exaphioih spouses’
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relative decision making power instead of focusing only on immigvwanhen, the
current analyses will also help tease out some of the compiradtion between gender,
class and race (in this case, sending culture). In addition, astutig compares ten
immigrant groups which cover various degrees of patriarchal geaetsrons in the
sending culture, from a group perspective the findings will contridotethe
understanding of the effect of sending culture on the post-migratianges in the

contemporary immigrant family.

In the next two chapters | go on to presenting results of thgsasabutlined above,

followed by discussion of the results.
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CHAPTER 5

WHETHER PARENTS IN HOME: RESULTS AND

DISCUSSION

5.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter | discussed the data and outlined theicadgblan of this study.
The main goal of the analyses was to examine which spousestpavere present in
multi-generational immigrant households. At the same time, fadtwat predicted
presence of any older parents’ presence (regardless of whosgspidrevas) in the
household were also examined. In this chapter | present and dissuiss oa the first
outcome, i.e. whether any parents were in home. In the next chapter resultsemortide s

outcome, i.e. whose parents were in home will be presented.

Factors expected to affect the first outcome (whether panertteme) were listed in
Table 4.2. As discussed in Chapter 4, these factors were obtainetl dadeoth
theoretical reasons and existing empirical findings. A proceslsreé analytical steps
was carried out according to the analytical plan outlined in Chdpterexamine the
association between these predicting factors and the outcomeyefiél hypotheses of
the current analyses were as follows: 1) immigrant fashtlhat had more resources such
as higher family income and home ownership were more likely Ye b&ler parents

present in home; 2) immigrants families that were bettdtlés in this country such as
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having been in U.S. longer, having naturalized citizenship, and having Betjésh
proficiency were more likely to have older parents in home; anchi®)grant families
that were going through certain stages in life and may be hketg to have “practical
needs” for older parents to help out in home such as those who worked for long hours and
those with young children were more likely to have older parent#helfollowing | first

describe the analyses performed and then discuss the results in detail.

5.2. Descriptive Statistics

5.2.1. Dependent Variable

Out of the 102,942 households in the data, about 8.5% (8,696 households) had at least
one parent (either of the husband’s parents or the wife’s parmsmsg) ih home (Table
5.1). Although this number is not high, three considerations should beita&eccount.
1) This percentage only reflects those households whaaaréed immigrant couple was
living with at least one of the spouses’ older parents; in other whoidseholds with
cohabiting couples who did not report as being legally married weraciotled. 2) As
explained before, all households in the analyses have both spouses girédsenime of
the census, and therefore the above percentage did not include deypanegt (either
not married or married but spouse absent) immigrant households whitle, pnatctical
sense, may be more likely to need help from other family kin inodudider parents, on
tasks such as help with household chores and taking care of youngreh8JEXxisting
research findings suggest that while a higher prevalence ratxtehded family
coresidence was found among immigrants than among the native-boidispamic

white population, recent immigrants were most likely to be found iniZbotal” and
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non-kin coresidence, i.e. residing with “horizontal” kin from the sageeeration
(primarily siblings and cousins) and non-kin, rather than with oldeilyanembers such
as parents (Van Hook and Glick, 2007). As the current analysesgénichmigrants who
have been in the U.S. for a wide span in length of time (rarfgpng less than one year
to ninety years in this country), we can expect the effect toitigated; nevertheless it is

still helpful to keep these considerations in mind.

TABLE 5.1: Percentage of Immigrant Households with Older Parents Present

Presence of Parents in Home Whose Parents Present in Home
No (%) Yes (%) Husband’s (%) Wife’s (%) Both spouses’ (%)
All countries 94,246 8,696 4,465 4,004 227
(91.55) (8.45) (51.35) (46.04) (2.61)
Mexico 28,362 1,588 759 797 32
(94.70) (5.30) (47.80) (50.19) (2.02)
Philippines 9,337 1,487 595 849 43
(86.26) (13.74) (40.01) (57.09) (2.89)
China 13,644 1,620 870 696 54
(89.39) (10.61) (53.70) (42.96) (3.33)
Vietnam 6,789 711 375 317 19
(90.52) (9.48) (52.74) (44.59) (2.67)
India 11,315 1,235 910 290 35
(90.16) (9.84) (73.68) (23.48) (2.83)
Cuba 6,259 622 230 377 15
(90.96) (9.04) (36.98) (60.61) (2.41)
Jamaica 2,628 159 49 107 3
(94.29) (5.71) (30.82) (67.30) (1.89)
Korea 7,285 556 356 189 11
(92.91) (7.09) (64.03) (33.99) (1.98)
Poland 3,671 246 112 130 4
(93.72) (6.28) (45.53) (52.85) (1.63)
El Salvador 4,956 472 209 252 11
(91.30) (8.70) (44.28) (53.39) (2.33)
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TABLE 5.2: Summary Statistics for Main Independent Variables by Gender and Country
(Table continues on the next page)

All Countries Mexico Philippines China Vietnam India
n=102,942 n=29,950 n=10,824 n=15,264 n=7,500 n=12,550
H W H W H W H W H W H W
Mean age 45.46 42.39 40.34 37.57 4959 47.25 48.34 45.07 46.10 4235 42.80 38.63
(13.52) (13.05) (12.46) (11.95) (12.78) (11.97) (13.32) (12.48) (11.45) (11.36) (11.14) (10.97)
Education 11.93 11.48 8.04 8.05 14.27 1447 14.16 13.09 12.08 10.70 16.04 15.02
(years) (5.11) (4.89) (4.57) (4.44) (3.04) (3.14) (4.97) (4.72) (4.28) (4.60) (2.86) (3.21)
Educated 82.73 82.61 83.14 83.17 82.42 83.64 82.17 84.74 7896 80.17 81.08 79.52
abroad (%)
Yearly 39.37 16.86 23.89 6.99 39.69 31.10 49.14 2236 35.06 16.94 70.81 22.71
income® (50.18) (28.87) (27.75) (15.20) (41.52) (32.37) (58.37) (33.21) (40.76) (23.19) (73.81) (40.76)

Occupational 36.19 26.93

status (SEI) (27.77) (27.20)
Self-employed

(%) 13.71 9.37
Years since 17.64 15.71
immigration (11.25) (10.95)
Came to US 5.72 6.59
before 13 (%)

Married 68.57 83.48
abroad (%)

Citizens (%) 49.82 45.57
English well or

above (%) 67.64 59.69
Family’s total 64.67
yearly income® (66.43)
Home owners

(%) 59.34
Living in a 93.75
metro area (%) '
Young children

in home (%) 26.97
Parents’ total 3.17
income® (13.37)
Parents with

physical 2.38

difficulty (%)

2196 1435 38.82 3841
(18.45) (19.32) (26.77) (24.70)
924 666 671 4.15
17.82 14.80 19.83 18.08

(11.27) (11.04) (11.44) (10.20)

8.40 9.44 468 4.00
45.01 72.76 75.87 91.00
30.93 2459 7351 69.70
49.44 3636 9434 94.62
38.98 83.45
(38.48) (60.26)
49.97 73.36
87.46 94.06
40.83 18.28
2.16 3.52
(11.14) (11.61)
1.15 4.93

4771 36.62
(30.47) (30.25)

14.82 9.50

16.95 15.17
(11.68) (10.57)

347 3.23

83.65 91.93

58.10 56.43

68.21 62.25

79.14
(76.71)

67.96

97.10

19.51

3.33
(11.91)

211

33.78 25.10
(26.63) (24.48)

13.69 12.65

15.39
(7.40)

13.46
(7.57)

528 7.23

69.73 82.39

70.95 58.63

61.85 49.85

64.32
(52.55)

62.25

96.97

26.08

3.55
(9.24)

3.57

59.66
(24.24)

37.39
(31.32)

1417 8.22

14.02
(9.69)

12.05
(9.38)

214 3.23

85.86 92.86

46.21 40.69

96.18 89.93

99.72
(92.91)

56.62

95.29

28.33

4.87
(23.63)

3.14
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Mean age

Education (years)

Educated abroad (%)

Yearly
income®

Occupational
status (SEl)

Self-employed (%)

Years since
immigration

Came to US before 13
(%)

Married abroad (%)
Citizens (%)
English Well or above (%)

Family’s total yearly
income®

Home owners (%)
Living in a metro area (%)

Young children in home
(%)

Parents’ total income®

Parents with physical
difficulty (%)

Cuba Jamaica Korea Poland El Salvador
n=6,881 n=2,787 n=7,841 n=3,917 n=5,428
H W H W H W H W H W
56.41 53.23 49.77 46.82 47.43 44.39 50.67 47.73 39.96 37.71
(15.31) (15.10) (12.81) (12.56 (12.22) (11.56) (15.89) (15.02) (10.17) (9.95)
11.48 11.35 12.08 12.67 14.82 13.77 12.62 12.59 8.46 8.30
(4.41) (4.18) (3.17) (2.97) (3.08) (3.09) (3.61) (3.35) (4.69) (4.62)
80.83 76.17 84.64 79.15 83.62 85.61 88.58 85.56 87.73 85.54
33.29 14.99 35.86 25.48 46.59 17.22 43.48 17.55 26.62 10.72
(46.57) (25.09) (37.81) (29.25) (61.83) (31.32) (44.68) (27.33) (30.86) (19.32)
30.08 26.37 31.71 3258 47.83  30.80 30.08 24.85 2378 18.34
(26.87) (27.15)  (24.25) (24.56) (27.81) (28.40) (25.49) (26.41)  (18.68) (20.19)
20.32 8.39 1045 5.11 35.56 25.89 1594 11.93 10.40 10.60
24.68 24.77 19.19 18.83 16.30 15.01 20.62 19.35 15.88 14.47
(13.48) (13.30) (10.14) (10.06) (9.51) (9.23) (15.63) (15.38) (6.90) (7.30)
11.21 15.20 4,70 5.96 5.31 4.46 3.91 5.21 3.80 5.84
76.60 77.20 78.58 83.28 83.10 90.09 82.06 88.12 54.03 78.94
65.51 67.53 60.46 66.70 50.64 47.05 55.27 52.90 32.09 29.73
52.52 50.69 99.75 99.68 64.29 51.36 75.11 76.08 57.30 46.26
56.75 68.55 69.62 67.36 46.73
(60.74) (54.79) (76.30) (57.62) (46.08)
70.47 73.27 50.76 72.63 42.58
98.29 97.70 96.86 95.15 97.16
9.46 18.41 18.58 14.19 34.75
2.92 0.96 2.10 4.27 1.68
(8.13) (4.96) (10.40) (13.45) (6.69)
3.60 1.72 1.94 1.40 1.60

Note:
®: income in thousands.
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5.2.2. Independent Variables

Table 5.2 presents summary statistics for the main independeablearin Tables 4.2
and 4.3A (given the overlapping of independent variables for the tworeagcof this
study), tabulated by gender and country. Overall these resuksled significant
variations across immigrant groups on most of the variables, difiéggences between

husbands and wives within each group also existed but to a much lesser extent.

In terms of education level, the ten immigrant groups roughly rigdl ihree tiers: the
upper tier consisted of Philippines, China, India, and Korea, with the shiglrerage
number (from 13 to 16) of years of education; the middle tier inclMietham, Cuba,
Jamaica, and Poland, whose education ranged from 10 to 12 years; Medidél a
Salvador fell into the lower tier, both averaging less thana®@syef education. Most of
the immigrants in this study received all of their educationabbefore immigrating to
U.S., ranging from about 80% to 85%. Corresponding to the education leudy, tgeal
income and occupational status also roughly fell into the same tiers. That is to say,
immigrants from Philippines, China, India, and Korea had the higtegsisgobs, and
earned the highest level of yearly income, followed by immigrérom Vietham, Cuba,
Jamaica and Poland on both these measures. Compared to the aboveoajt g
immigrants from Mexico and El Salvador ranked the lowest in ocaudtstatus and
yearly earning. On the other hand, patterns of within-group diffesebetveen the
genders were not as straight forward. Difference in yeadgme and occupational
status between husbands and wives were bigger among those from Chinaarddia

Korea, which was a little surprising given the almost coniparéevels of education
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between men and women for those groups. In other words, these numbessesiige
immigrant women from China, India, and Korea got lower returnghie@ir education,

compared to their male counterparts.

Self employment was the most common among Korean immigrante (beh and
women) in these data, followed by immigrant men from Cuba and Pol@aochpared to
the Koreans, the other immigrant groups not only had a much lateeiof being self

employed, but also had a bigger gender difference within group.

On average, immigrants from Cuban in this data set have been ith&.lengest time
(almost 25 years), followed by those from Poland, Philippines, and canvehile the
other groups were more recent immigrants many of whom have beefoharound 15
years. Not surprisingly, the percent of citizens was alsditifeest among immigrants
from Cuba, Philippines, and Jamaica. However, immigrants fromnéolere an
exception in this case, who had a lower rate of citizens thani¢teavhese and Chinese,
although the latter two groups have been in this country for a shorter The
percentage of immigrants who came to U.S. before 13 years o{laggeneration
immigrants) was generally low (at around 5%) in every group, mighetxceptions of
Cuba and Mexico. In the case of Cuba, it is likely that when wiaobldiés came to U.S.
following the revolution, a considerable number of children came in tbigpg In the
case of Mexico, it is possible that close distance betweemwtheountries make it easier
for immigrant families to have the wife and children stay behmiexico for a few
years before children also come to U.S. (before teenage yelns)variable “married

abroad”, as explained in Chapter 4, was actually a weak proxyireg to indicate if the
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respondent might have been married abroad before they came tdt W& obtained by
using the respondent’s age of arrival to this country, i.e. iha came after 21 years old,
he was defined as being married abroad; and if a woman caend afyears of age, she
was defined as being married abroad. The results for thidkarmaTable 5.2 showed
that 1) the majority of these immigrants did come to US &fteffor men) or 17 (for
women) years old; and 2) there were considerable differencesdrethe numbers for
men and women. While the men’s number mostly ranged from 70% to $8%, t
women’s numbers were significantly higher, reaching 90% amongohdle groups.
Comparing the numbers of men and women more closely, | tendedig¢eebthat the

men’s numbers were possibly more accurate and closer to the real pesentage

Language-wise, immigrants from Philippines, Jamaica, and Indighlealdrgest number
of people who could speak English well, very well, or spoke only Engli$hs is not
surprising, given the fact that English was either one of theialflanguages or very
commonly spoken in those countries. On the three “exposure to thecAmeociety”
measures (i.e. years since immigration, percent of citizers, parcent who spoke
English well or above), there didn’'t seem to have much gender di¢ereithin each
group. The only exception was citizen rate between Viethameseanud women, where
the husbands had a much higher likelihood of naturalization than the Wiwesver this
is just a preliminary observation, which remained to be furthetedein following

analyses.

The average family yearly income for all immigrants in thigdg was around 65,000

dollars, with significant variation across groups which can als@ibghty grouped into
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three tiers. Immigrant families from India, Philippines, andn@hiad the highest yearly
family income, which formed the first tier. They are follalvey immigrant families
from Korea, Jamaica, Poland, Vietham, and Cuba, which can be viewed as the isecond t
in terms of family income. Families from El Salvador andkMde had the lowest yearly

income among the ten groups, and constituted the third tier of countries on this measure.

The control variables for family circumstances didn’t yield amexpected results.
Home ownership rate was the lowest among immigrants fromddeaad El Salvador,
consistent with the finding above on the relatively low income antloege two groups.
Mexico and El Salvador were also the two groups that were the most likely tgdwag
(5 years or younger) children at home, while the Cubans wereasitelilely. This was
consistent with the results for age: immigrants from Mexied Bl Salvador had the
youngest mean age, while those from Cuba were the oldest amotem thoups. The
majority of immigrants in these data lived in a metro arefleateng the high
concentration of immigrants in major metropolitan areas such af\hgsles, Orange
County and San Jose in California, New York, Miami, Chicago, Houfahas, and
Washington DC. Older parents’ incomes were generally low antogge immigrant
households, with an average annual income of around 3,000 dollars. Olderanimig
parents from India and Poland had the highest income among all gvatipgjose to
5,000 and about 4,270 dollars respectively. Immigrant parents from JaaraicEl
Salvador were on the other end of income scale, with only 960 and 1,700 doHaied
income respectively. Finally, immigrant parents from thelipthnes reported the
highest rate of having physical difficulty (close to 5%), followey Cuban and

Vietnamese parents. Nevertheless these rates were not high overall.
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TABLE 5.3: Results of Bivariate Analyses between Presence of Parents
and Main Independent Variables by Gender and Country

(Table continues on the next page)

All Countries

Presence of Parents in Home

Yes
(8%)

Husband Wife

No
(92%)

Husband Wife

Test of Difference
Between Husbands

Test of Difference
Between Wives

Number of obs. 8696 8696 94246 94246
Mean ace 4197 3926 4578  42.68 t=33.01 t=30.48

8 (9.92)  (9.63) (13.76) (13.28) p = 0.0000 p = 0.0000

. 12.80  12.56 11.85  11.38 t =-19.00 t=-24.52
Education (years) 4.42)  (4.23) (5.16) (4.93) p = 0.0000 b = 0.0000
Educated abroad (%) 77.02  77.08 8326  83.12 Chizrglfozolos'ss Ch‘251;=020002'35

. . 4481 2294 38.87 1630 t=-9.86 t=-19.13
Yearly income (54.13) (31.18) (49.77) (28:58) p =0.0000 p =0.0000

. 4060 3426 3578  26.26 t =-16.20 t = -26.62

Occupational status (SEI)  (56'22)  (26.78) (27.86) (27.14) p = 0.0000 b = 0.0000
Self employed (%) 1505 927 1358 938 Ch2 006 A2 =98

o 17.14 1532 17.69  15.75 t=550 t=4.22
Years since immigration (g 54y  (3.7g) (11.45) (11.13) p = 0.0000 p = 0.0000
Immigrated to  U.S. Chi2;)=12.51 Chi2(;) = 6.61
before 13 (%) 657  7.24 565 653 02 000 b2 010
Citizens (%) 61.96  58.59 4869  44.36 Chig‘i’ 0000>> C“‘S‘i’ 5600>"
Speaks English well or Chi2(; =236.03 Chi2;;) = 340.48
ek 7501  68.97 6696  58.83 207 53 2w
Married abroad 6328  80.91 69.06  83.72 Chizey = o5 16 Chiz 755%
Family’s total vyearly 84.65 62.83 t=-26.74
income® (73.46) (65.44) p = 0.0000
Home owners (%) 7421 57.96 Ch‘sﬂz) 581058
Living in metro area (%) 95.94 93.55 ChipZ(:1)0:0707063
Young children in home Chi2(;) = 247.45
) 34.13 26.31 205 200
Mexico

Presence of Parents in Home
Yes No
(5%) (95%)

Husband Wife

Number of obs. 1588 1588

Husband Wife

28362 28362

Test of Difference
Between Wives

Test of Difference
Between Husbands
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Mean age

Education (years)

Educated abroad (%)

Yearly income®

Occupational status (SEI)

Self employed (%)

Years since immigration

Immigrated  to
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Speaks English well or

above (%)

Married abroad

Family’s  total
income®

Home owners (%)

Living in metro area (%)

Young children in home

(%)

Philippines

3701 34.82
(9.99) (9.67)
8.54 8.73
(4.46)  (4.22)
77.83  77.90
25.19  8.06
(23.65) (12.84)
24.04  17.34
(18.68) (20.76)
9.94 6.67
16.80  14.34
(9.53)  (9.64)
10.26  10.58
33.63  27.52
53.15  39.04
35.26  67.00
52.03
(40.24)
56.93
91.50
48.61

4052 37.73
(12.56) (12.05)
8.02 8.01
(4.57)  (4.45)
83.44  83.46
2382  6.93
(27.96) (15.32)
21.84  14.19
(18.43) (19.22)
9.20 6.65
17.87  14.83
(11.35) (11.11)
8.29 9.38
30.78  24.43
4923  36.21
4556  73.08
38.25
(38.24)
49.58
87.24
40.40

t=13.40
p = 0.0000

t=-4.57
p = 0.0000

Chi2;) = 33.66
p =.000

t=-2.23
p =0.0257

t=-4.58
p = 0.0000

Chi2y = 0.96
p=0.326
t=4.30

p = 0.0000

Chi2gy = 7.62
p =.006

Chi2y = 5.70
p=0.017

Chi2y =9.21
p=0.002

Chi2;) = 64.40
p=.000

t=11.51
p = 0.0000

t=-6.57
p = 0.0000

Chi2 = 33.26
p =.000

t=-3.37
p = 0.0008

t=-5.92
p = 0.0000

Chi2( = 0.00
p=0.982

t=1.94
p =0.0529

Chi2y) = 2.54
p=.111

Chiz(lbz 7.73

p = 0.005

Chi2(16= 5.21
p = 0.022

Chi2;) = 28.03
p =.000

t=-13.32
p = 0.0000

Chi2y) = 32.50
p =0.000

Chi2y) = 24.91
p =0.000

ChiZ(l) =42.01
p =0.000

Number of obs.

Mean age

Education (years)

Educated abroad (%)

Yearly income®

Occupational status (SEI)

Self employed (%)

Presence of Parents in Home

Yes
(14%)

Husband Wife
1487 1487
44.01 42.18
(8.73)  (8.29)
14.49 15.00
(2.48) (2.27)
78.41 81.17
40.79 34.86
(42.26) (27.12)
40.15 42.76
(24.34) (22.05)

5.12 3.20

No
(86%)

Husband Wife

9337 9337
50.48  48.05
(13.10) (12.27)
1424  14.39
(3.12)  (3.25)
83.05  84.03
39.51  30.50
(41.40) (33.10)
3861 37.72
(27.13) (25.03)
6.99 432

Test of Difference
Between Husbands

t= 24.50
p = 0.0000

t=-3.50
p = 0.0005

Chi2y = 19.07
p =.000
t=-1.09

p=0.2773

t=-2.23
p=0.0261

Chi2; = 6.83
p=.009

Test of Difference
Between Wives

t=23.50
p = 0.0000

t=-8.94
p = 0.0000

Chi2 = 7.67
p =.006
t=-557

p = 0.0000

t=-8.03
p = 0.0000

Chi2y = 3.82
p=0.051
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Years since immigration

Immigrated to  U.S.
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Speaks English well or
above (%)

Married abroad

Family’s  total vyearly

income®

Home owners (%)

Living in metro area (%)

Young children in home
(%)

China

17.77
(8.26)

5.51

78.41

95.97

70.75

16.30
(7.64)

3.43

78.68

97.24

90.65

94.37
(57.64)

82.04

94.82

26.29

20.15
(11.84)

1837
(10.52)

4.55 4.09
72.73 68.27
94.08 94.21
76.68 91.06

81.71
(60.48)

71.97
93.94

17.01

t=9.65
p = 0.0000

Chi2y) = 2.66
p=.103
Chi2) = 21.26
p =0.000

Chi2y = 8.56
p =0.003

Chi2y) = 24.68
p=.000

t=9.13
p = 0.0000
Chi2;) = 1.46
p=.227
Chi2 = 65.89
p = 0.000
Chi2y, = 23.25
p = 0.000

Chi2;) = 0.26
p=.612

t=-7.81
p = 0.0000

Chi2;y) = 66.59
p =0.000

Chi2 = 1.79
p= 6.181

ChiZ(l) = 74.05
p =0.000

Number of obs.

Mean age

Education (years)
Educated abroad (%)
Yearly income®
Occupational status (SEI)
Self employed (%)

Years since immigration

Immigrated to  U.S.
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Sgeaks English well or
above (%)

Married abroad

Presence of Parents in Home

(11%)
Husband Wife
1620 1620
43.43 40.40
(9.14)  (8.63)
13.77 13.18
(4.62) (4.32)
78.58 80.99
52.60 27.68
(61.66) (37.07)
48.34 41.31
(27.60) (27.61)
17.36 9.42
16.70 14.62
(8.49) (7.85)
4.38 3.77
68.46 70.25
68.58 66.54
75.93 89.07

No
(89%)

Husband Wife

13644 13644
48.93  45.62
(13.61) (12.75)
1421  13.08
(5.01) (4.77)
8259  85.19
48.73 2173
(57.96) (32.66)
47.64  36.06
(30.80) (30.50)
1449 951
16.98  15.23
(12.01) (10.85)
3.36 3.17
56.87  54.79
68.16  61.74
8457  92.27

Test of Difference

Between Husbands

t=21.53
p = 0.0000

t=3.61
p = 0.0003

Chi2;) = 15.90
p=.000

t=-2.40
p =0.0163

t= -0.96
p =0.3361

Chi2 = 9.05
b =0.003

t=1.21
p = 0.2250

Chi2(1) =4.55
p =.033

Chi2y) = 79.79
p =0.000

Chi2; =0.12
p=0.732

ChiZ(l) =79.14
p = .000

Test of Difference
Between Wives

t=21.68
p = 0.0000

t=-0.91
p =0.3646

Chi2;y) = 19.76
p =.000

t=-6.18
p = 0.0000

t=-7.15
p = 0.0000

Chi2y = 0.01
p=~0.912
t=2.82

p = 0.0049

ChiZ(l) =1.66

p=.197
Chi2y = 140.78
p'20.000

Chi2y) = 14.21
p =0.000

Chi2y) = 19.90
p =.000
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Family’s total vyearly 93.69 77.41 t=-7.52
income® (83.11) (75.73) p = 0.0000
Home owners (%) 81.36 66.37 Ch%ﬂ:) 5 54533
Living in metro area (%) 97.59 97.04 Chpizz(lbzzi'ow
Young children in home Chi2(;) =190.14
(%) 32.35 17.99 p(lzl 0.000
Vietham
Presence of Parents in Home
Yes No
(9%) (91%)
. . Test of Difference Test of Difference
Husband  Wife Husband  Wife Between Husbands Between Wives

Number of obs. 711 711 6789 6789
Mean age 40.41 36.92 46.70 42.92 t=16.92 t=16.29

g (9.20)  (9.11) (11.50) (11.43) p = 0.0000 p = 0.0000

. 12.72 11.65 12.02 10.60 t=-4.61 t=-6.56
Education (years) (3.84) (4.01) (432)  (4.65) p = 0.0000 b = 0.0000
Educated abroad (%) 68.07  73.00 80.10  80.93 Ch‘g(g So5-04 Ch‘f)(g =25:46

. a 41.42 19.74 34.39 16.65 t=-4.27 t=-3.48
Yearly income (41.86) (22.47) (40.59) (23.25) p =0.0000 p =0.0005

. 39.95 29.47 33.13 24.64 t=-6.76 t=-4.91

Occupational status (SEI)  (55743)  (22.99) (26.67) (24.38) p = 0.0000 b = 0.0000
Self employed (%) 1281 12.79 13.79  12.64 Chgzglbjl%’o cr;)izz(lbg%m

- - - - 16.19 13.29 15.30 13.48 t=-3.45 t=0.67
Years since immigration g4y (7.00) (7.49)  (7.63) p = 0.0006 p =0.5014
Immigrated to  U.S. Chi2(y) =2.22 Chi2; =2.14
before 13 (%) 6.47 8.58 5.16 7.08 p (=1).136 p (=1).143
Citizens (%) 79.75  62.59 70.03 5821 Ch‘ng)ozozo%ﬁ C*Ezglbzogfs
Speaks English well or Chi2(;) =56.01 Chi2(;) = 53.23
2bove (%) 7482  62.87 60.49  48.49 590,000 500,000
Married abroad 5401  76.23 7138  83.03 ChiZ 72202 Chizy 72051
Family’s  total yearly 83.60 62.30 t=-9.00
income® (60.50) (55.75) p = 0.0000
Home owners (%) 78.06 60.60 Chigg)go%%ﬁ
Living in metro area (%) 98.17 96.85 ChF)iz:(lb:()gb84
Young children in home Chi2;)=91.54
) 41.07 24.51 o 0,000
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(Table continued from the previous page)

India
Presence of Parents in Home
Yes No
(10%) (90%)
. . Test of Difference Test of Difference
Husband  Wife Husband  Wife Between Husbands Between Wives
Number of obs. 1235 1235 11315 11315
41.49 37.54 42.94 38.75 t=5.68 t=4.78
Mean age (8.13)  (8.09) (11.41) (11.24) p = 0.0000 p = 0.0000
. 15.61 14.73 16.09 15.05 t=5.77 t=3.52
Education (years) (2.75)  (2.99) 2.87) (3.23) p = 0.0000 b = 0.0004
Educated abroad (%) 7457 70.77 81.79  80.48 Chigtg oo Chif)(g Soa:44
. a 74.97 28.39 70.35 22.09 t=-1.91 t=-5.21
Yearly income (81.40) (40.27) (72.92) (40.77) p = 0.0561 p = 0.0000
. 57.52 42.27 59.90 36.85 t=3.21 t=-6.32
Occupational status (SEI)  54'73)  (28.23) (24.17) (31.59) p=0.0013 p = 0.0000
Self employed (%) 19.70  10.62 1355  7.89 ChLZ‘:”oz.ggd% CT221633383
. . . . 16.09 13.91 13.79 11.84 t=-10.03 t=-8.94
Years since immigration (734, (747) (9.88)  (9.54) p = 0.0000 p = 0.0000
Immigrated to u.S. Chi2( = 26.06 Chi2 =29.72
before 13 (%) 413 583 192 294 b = 0000 02 000
Citizens (%) 72.87 6219 4330 3834 hiZn 3 oo Chizu 2 365
Speaks English well or Chi2(; =3.08 Chi24 = 2.35
above (%) 97.09 91.17 96.08 89.79 D =(16.079 D =(1)0.126
Married abroad 7595  85.02 86.94  93.72 Chizey = oo 68 ChiZ = O
Family’s total vyearly 118.21 97.70 t=-6.67
income® (103.79) (91.42) p = 0.0000
Home owners (%) 78.62 54.22 Ch%(lz)z 588'97
Living in metro area (%) 96.28 95.18 ChpiZ:(16=O§~596
Young children in home Chi2(;)=67.10
(%) 38.30 27.24 D (=1)0.000
Cuba
Presence of Parents in Home
Yes No
(9%) (91%)
. . Test of Difference Test of Difference
Husband  Wife Husband  Wife Between Husbands Between Wives
Number of obs. 622 622 6259 6259
Mean age 49.45 46.76 57.10 53.87 t=14.66 t=14.01
8 (12.06) (11.71) (15.42) (15.25) p = 0.0000 p = 0.0000
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Education (years)
Educated abroad (%)
Yearly income®
Occupational status (SEI)
Self employed (%)

Years since immigration

Immigrated to  U.S.
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Beaks English well or
ove (%)

Married abroad

Family’s  total
income®

yearly

Home owners (%)

Living in metro area (%)

Young children in home
(%)

Jamaica

1229 12.19
(3.67) (3.41)
74.44  68.01
3492 17.08
(39.55) (23.63)
36.29  34.86
(24.48) (26.86)
2142 621
1.96  22.01
(12 66) (12.54)
13.83  18.17
59.32  63.83
59.16  56.59
68.97  70.10
70.15
(58.18)
81.67
99.20
12.86

1140  11.27
(4.47)  (4.24)
81.46  76.98
33.13  14.78
(47.21) (25.22)
29.46  25.53
(27.02) (27.03)
2019  8.67
2495  25.04
(13.53) (13.34)
10.95  14.91
66.13  67.90
51.86  50.10
77.36  77.90
55.42
(60.84)
69.36
98.19
9.12

t= 561
p = 0.0000

Chi2y = 18.03
p =.000
t=-1.05

p =0.2919

= -6.57
p = 0.0000

Chi2yy = 0.48
p = 0.489
t=5.58
p = 0.0000
Chi2(1) =4.72
p=.030

Chi2y) = 11.59
p=0.001

ChiZ(l) =12.10
=0.001

cmzu, -22.20

t=-6.30
p = 0.0000

Chi2y = 25.08
02 000
t=-2.30

b=0.0218
t=-8.26
b = 0.0000

Chi2y, = 3.36
p~0.067
t=5.71

b = 0.0000

ChiZ(l) =4.67
b o 031

Chi2y, = 4.29
p~0.038

ChiZ(l) - 9.53

5,002

Ch|2(1) 19 59

t=-6.00
p = 0.0000

ChiZ(l) = 41.24
p =0.000

Chi2y, = 3.37
b ~0.067

Chi2y = 9.23
b ~0.002

Number of obs.

Mean age

Education (years)
Educated abroad (%)
Yearly income®
Occupational status (SEI)

Self employed (%)

Presence of Parents in Home

Yes
(6%)

Husband Wife

159 159
4599  43.14
(10.17) (10.02)
1252 13.21
2.76) (2.72)
84.28 7421
35.05  32.58
(26.10) (37.42)
33.73  37.15
(24.40) (22.68)
12.75 461

No
(94%)

Husband Wife

2628 2628
50.00  47.04
(12.92) (12.66)
12.05  12.64
(3.19)  (2.98)
84.67  79.45
3485  25.06
(38.41) (28.63)
3158 3230
(24.24) (24.64)
1030  5.15

Test of Difference
Between Husbands

t=4.75
p = 0.0000

t= -2.05
p =0.0421

Chi2 = 0.02
p=.895
t=-0.09

p =0.9269

t=-1.08
p = 0.2830

Chi2y = 0.90
p=0.343

Test of Difference
Between Wives

t=4.69
p = 0.0000

t=-2.54
p=0.0119

Ch|2(1) 2 49
t=-2.49
p=0.0137

t=-2.60
p =0.0100

Chi2y = 0.09
p=~0.769
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Years since immigration (199'1230) (188.:‘3882) (%gﬁig) (%gﬁfg) pt:O-.%gf:BlQ pt:=0(.)§(§)):é8
Lrggiirigegﬁ) to u.S. 252 4.40 4.83 6.05 Chéjzg)jgldw Chip2(=1);90473
Citizens (%) 61.01  79.25 60.43  65.94 Chgzg)ofsgfz ChLZ(:l)OfOlolf“
gggilés(%li)nglish well or 100.00 99.37 99.73 99.70 ChFIZZ(lbz(l).SllZ Ch|2(1) 0 49
Married abroad 7233 7862 7896  83.56 ChiZw 5 92 ChLZ(:DEOZS-“
Family’s  total vyearly 81.65 67.76 t=-3.12

income” (54.39) (54.72) p=0.0021

Home owners (%) 84.91 72.56 Chigg)g.o%llﬁs

Living in metro area (%) 99.37 97.60 Chgzglbflﬁgo-c’

Young children in home 23.27 18.11 Chpjzz(lb.:18366

(%)

Korea
Presence of Parents in Home
Yes No
(7%) (93%)
. . Test of Difference Test of Difference
Husband  Wife Husband  Wife Between Husbands Between Wives
Number of obs. 556 556 7285 7285
Mean age 43.08  40.30 47.76 4471 t=11.44 t=11.30
8 (9.02) (8.60) (12.37) (11.70) p = 0.0000 p = 0.0000
. 14.63  14.03 14.83  13.75 t= 1.73 t= -2.66
Education (years) (261) (233) (312) (3.14) p=0.0838 p =0.0079
Educated abroad (%) 78.42  78.78 8402  86.13 Ch'g(lj o84 Ch%ﬂ:) Laz70
: a 50.60  23.02 4629  16.77 t=-1.58 t= -4.15
Yearly income (61.93) (34.48) (61.81) (31.02) p=0.1136 p = 0.0000
. 49.90 36.58 47.67 3036 t=-2.05 t=-5.14
Occupational status (SEI)  52726) (27.43)  (28.04) (28.42) p=0.0410 p = 0.0000
Self employed (%) 4075 2838 3514 2567 Chgzglbzogg-c’ Cf:)i2=(16=2i653
Lo 16.32  14.78 16.30  15.02 t=-0.06 t=0.68
Years since immigration  (72g)  (7.92) (9.65)  (9.32) p=0.9518 p=0.4977
Immigrated to  U.S. Chi2 =2.17 Ch|2 6 73
before 13 (%) 6.65 6.65 5.20 430 o0 141 ws
Citizens (%) 57.01  53.42 50.16  46.56 Chg)z;lbzogén C'giﬂb:oggs
Speaks English well or Chi2;) =1.78 Chi2(;) =1.85
Bove (%) 66.91  54.14 64.09  51.15 b 187 0174
Married abroad 75.00  85.61 8372  90.43 cmzu, 02795 Ch'2<1l o344
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Family’s  total
income®

yearly

Home owners (%)

Living in metro area (%)

Young children in home
(%)

86.34 68.35
(79.31) (75.93)
64.39 49.72
97.84 96.79
27.52 17.90

t=-5.17
p = 0.0000

Chi2y) = 44.48
p =0.000

Chi2 = 1.89
p=0.169

ChiZ(l) = 31.59
p =0.000

Poland
Presence of Parents in Home
Yes No
(6%) (94%)
. . Test of Difference Test of Difference
Husband  wife Husband ~ Wife Between Husbands Between Wives
Number of obs. 246 246 3671 3671
41.93  39.58 51.25  48.27 t=13.82 t=13.10
Mean age (9.73)  (9.63) (16.05) (15.16) p =0.0000 p =0.0000
. 13.17  13.26 12.58  12.55 t= -3.21 t=-4.41
Education (years) 2.73)  (2.38) (3.66)  (3.40) p=0.0015 b = 0.0000
Educated abroad (%) 8293 8171 88.96  85.82 Chliozg) co2 Ch‘pz(:ﬂ =316
) a 4596  21.65 4332 17.27 t=-1.00 t=-2.21
Yearly income (39.83) (30.27) (44.99) (27.11) p=03174 p=0.0281
. 35.84  31.28 29.69  24.42 t=-3.89 t=-3.78
Occupational status (SEI)  537gg)  (27.60) (25.55) (26.27) p = 0.0001 b = 0.0002
Self employed (%) 13.81  13.71 16.10  11.78 Chgzglbgg-lw Chrijzz(lb:‘lgf“
Lo 16.03  15.13 2093  19.63 t= 7.17 t=6.45
Years since immigration (g gq)  (10/16) (15.89) (15.63) p = 0.0000 p = 0.0000
Immigrated to  U.S. Chi2(; =0.02 Chi2(;) =2.35
before 13 (%) 4.07 7.32 3.90 5.07 p (=1).896 p (=1).125
Citizens (%) 5244 5407 55.46  52.82 Chgngggé% Chrijzz(lb}gé“
Speaks English well or Chi2(;, = 0.07 Chi2y =1.47
2bove (%) 7439  79.27 75.16  75.86 b 788 b h2%6
Married abroad 7317 85.77 82.66  88.28 ChiZ oo™ hi2 2 6
Family’s total vyearly 85.58 66.14 t=-4.67
income® (63.57) (57.00) p = 0.0000
Home owners (%) 83.74 71.89 Chigg)go%%w
Living in metro area (%) 94.31 95.21 Chgzél)ozsgglo
Young children in home Chi2;;) = 36.65
%) 27.24 13.32 020,000
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(Table continued from the previous page)

El Salvador
Presence of Parents in Home
Yes No
(9%) (91%)

Test of Difference
Between Wives

Test of Difference

Husband ~ Wife Between Husbands

Husband Wife

Number of obs. 472 472 4956 4956
3829  36.58 4012 37.81 t=4.18 t= 2.89
Mean age (8.96) (8.71) (10.26) (10.05) p = 0.0000 p = 0.0040
. 969  9.53 834 818 t= -6.42 t= -6.35
Education (years) (4.32)  (4.20) 471)  (4.63) p = 0.0000 b = 0.0000
Educated abroad (%) 8072  79.24 88.40  86.14 Chig(g o360 Ch%ﬂ:) -39
. a 3186  14.78 2612 10.33 t=-3.11 t= -3.46
Yearly income (39.11) (27.33) (29.92) (18.33) p = 0.0020 p = 0.0006
, 2743 23.49 2343 17.85 t=-3.97 t= -5.28
Occupational status (SEI)  57°1g)  (22.32) (18.40) (19.90) p = 0.0001 b = 0.0000
Self employed (%) 10.04 10.55 1043  10.61 Chgzglb;gém Chgngfg%’o
o 16.42  15.46 15.83  14.37 t=-1.91 t=-3.19
Years since immigration ('35, (7 09) (6.94) (7.31) p = 0.0565 p = 0.0015
Immigrated to  U.S. Chi2;)=0.61 Chi2;;)=8.79
before 13 (%) 445 890 373 535 o 436 o = 003
Citizens (%) 4237 3898 3111 28.85 Chig(g 5020 ChLZQOfozoldle
Speaks English well or Chi2;)=31.43 Chi2(;) =29.96
hoas (%) 69.49  58.26 56.13  45.12 o 90,000 o 90,000
Married abroad 4195 7225 5519  79.58 ChiZu 73040 Chizn <552
Family’s  total vyearly 64.10 45.07 t=-6.89
income” (58.39) (44-39) p = 0.0000
Home owners (%) 58.90 41.02 Chig‘;’g 088'34
Living in metro area (%) 97.67 97.11 Chgzg&gé“g
Young children in home Chi2) = 2.30
) 37.92 34.44 CYES
Note:

a: income in thousands.

5.3. Bivariate Analyses

Table 5.3 presents the results of bivariate analyses betweéwtltbther older parents
were present” outcome and the main independent variables by gendeyuainy.c For

each continuous independent variable the mean and standard deviatiorwg8D)
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obtained, while for each dichotomous variable the percentage of #& @\swer was
calculated. As the independent variables were hypothesized ta #&fee@utcome,
differences between the “yes” and “no” groups were expectegisb on these variables.
Thus, appropriate bivariate tests for differences between the ngetnlse “parents
present” and “parents absent” groups) were conducted for husbands and wives
respectively: Student’s t-tests for each of the continuous vesiabhd Pearson’s Chi-
square tests for each of the dichotomous variables. Results obthasate tests would

shed light on the nature and direction of relationships between the @ufcenpresence

of older parents in home) and the hypothesized predictor/control variables in Table 4.2.

Looking at the trend of all countries as a whole, the results loleTa&3 showed that
compared to their no-parents counterparts, immigrants (both husbandsvasil who

had older parents in home were more likely to:

be younger in age,

have higher education level,

have received some of their education in U.S. after immigrating to this country,
have higher annual income,

have higher status jobs,

L T o

have been here in U.S. for a slightly shorter period of time butshfgdly more
likely to have immigrated before 13 years old,

7. be naturalized citizens,

8. speak better English,

9. have higher family income;

10.own their home,

11.live in a metro area, and

12.have young children age five years old or younger.
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In addition, immigrant husbands (but not wives) from multi-generationaleholds
were more likely to be self-employed, compared to their countsrfram households

with no parents.

Results by each country again revealed differences on most ofdiggendent variables
between households that had older parents in home and those that did nadby- The

country results are summarized in the bullets below.

e Across most of the ten immigrant groups, these findings suggesteohthigfrant
households that had older parents present were more likely to be yourge,
had higher education level, higher annual income as well as lstdtes jobs.
This was particularly true among wives. The exception on themsbles was the
case of India, where immigrant husbands from “with-parents houselzutisilly
had lower education level and lower status jobs than their countefnpantSno-
parents households”. Indian immigrant wives from “with-parents hougs€hol
also had slightly lower education level than their counterpasta fino-parents
households”, although the “with-parents” group also had higheryyesrbme

and higher status jobs at the same time.

e Self-employment had a less universal effect across imntigr@ups. Out of the
ten sending countries, self-employment rate was found to be sagifi
different among Chinese husbands, Indian husbands and wives, and Korean
husbands. In all four cases those from “with-parents households” mae

likely to be self-employed than their counterparts from “no-parents households”
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Years since immigration also had a somewhat mixed effecs&ammigrant
groups. On the one hand, it was negatively related to presenceepfspamong
Mexican husbands, Pilipino husbands and wives, Chinese wives, Cuban husbands
and wives, as well as Polish husbands and wives. In other wordsniggramts

in these groups, the longer they have been in U.S., the less tikedg ito find a

parent present in their family. On the other hand, it had the opedfsitd among
Vietnamese husbands, Indian husbands and wives, and Salvadorian wives. For
immigrants in these groups, the longer they have been in U.S., tleelikely

they had at least one parent living with them.

Looking at the percentage of immigrants who immigrated to Wefare 13, we

found that in about half of the groups those from “with-parents” households we
slightly more likely to have come before their teen years, coedpto their
counterparts from “no-parents” families. This was consistetit thie findings

that the average age of arrival for “with-parents” immigsanas younger than

their “no-parents” counterparts (24.83 vs. 28.10 for husbands, and 23.94 vs. 26.93
for wives). It was also consistent with the findings that igramts from “no-
parents” households were more likely to have received all theiagdn@abroad

and have married abroad before immigrating to U.S.

For all of the sending countries except Cuba and Poland, both husbands and wives
were more likely to be naturalized citizens if they hadep@r living with them.

Surprisingly, Cuban husbands and wives who had parents in homelessre
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likely to be citizens than their counterparts who did not have argn{szaco-

residing. In the case of Poland, the difference was not significant.

Better English proficiency was associated with having parant®me for six of

the ten immigrant groups (both husbands and wives) in the data except among
Indians, Jamaicans, Koreans, and Poles. For immigrants from tee ftair
sending countries the difference in English proficiency between -
parents” husbands and wives and their “no-parents” counterparts wasinotd

be statistically significant.

As expected, immigrant households with older parents present draticaintly

higher family income, and were more likely to own a home ané aung kids

in the house, compared to households that did not have older parents. These
findings were universally true for all ten immigrant groupshaigh the
differences on metro area residence and having young children motre
statistically significant for Jamaicans and Salvadorians. ngivh metro areas

was found to be positively associated with having parents in home amnbng

Mexican and Vietnamese immigrants.

Although the results from bivariate analyses were indicativéhef relationships

between the outcome (whose parents were present) and the predncteperident

variables), they were by no means conclusive of these assosiatFor one thing,

the relationships suggested here were only between two var{ablethe dependent

variable and the particular independent variable that were beass tabulated),

without taking into account any other factors that might alscttfie outcome. This
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is where regression analyses come in, to model the relationshigedne the
dependent variable and a number of predictors, while controlling for attters that
may also affect the outcome. In the following | present andusksdogistic
regression analyses results on the first main outcome ofttlyg, 3.e. whether any
older parents were present in the immigrant household.

TABLE 5.4: Logistic Regressions Predicting Presence of Older Parents in

Home: All-Country Results
(Table continues on the next page)

Dependent Variable: Presence of Older Parents at Home (1=yes, 0=no)

Model 1 (using Husband’s data) Model 2 (using wife’s data)
Variable Coefficient Coefficient
(SE) (SE)
Family characteristics:
Age .042%** .044%**
g (.012) (.012)
-.001%** -.001%**
Age squared term (.000) (.000)
L . a .002%*** .002%**
Family’s total yearly income (.000) (.000)
- * % -
Education (years) '(001014) ( (())(());)
% %k %
Educated abroad ('82% '1(50947)
_ *okok _ ok ok
Occupational status (SEI) '?%%1) .?(())4(1)1)
Husband’s usual hours worked per week ('88(1)) ('88%
% k% % %k %
Wife’s usual hours worked per week '?00501) '(()%501)
Husband self-employed ('8%) ('8‘21(9))
Wife self-employed (.82(8)) (_'gfé)
. .540*** 524%**
Owning home (.034) (.034)
L 323 x* .320%**
Living in metro area (.067) (.066)
%k % % %k k
Young children in home 3200432) "9210732)
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Dependent Variable: Presence of Older Parents at Home (1=yes, 0=no)

Model 1 (using Husband’s data) Model 2 (using wife’s data)
Variable Coefficient Coefficient
(SE) (SE)
Exposure to American society:
Years since immigration 053%* 052%+*
(.006) (.007)
. . . . -.001*** -.001%**
Years since immigration squared term (.000) (.000)
. - 257%** -.133*
Husband arrived before 13 years old (.066) (.057)
. . -.249%** -.328%**
Wife arrived before 13 years old (.054) (.066)
. . " A90*** .545%**
Being naturalized citizen (.033) (.034)
. - -.077%** -.073%**
English proficiency (.019) (.018)
. .041 .013
Married abroad (.047) (.054)

Sending country: (reference group: Mexico)

e 1.176*** 1.126***
Philippines (.054) (.056)
China .985*** .825%**

(.054) (.053)
Vietnam 552%** AL6***
(.060) (.059)
India 954 % ** 758%**
(.060) (.058)
Cuba 1.217%** 1.137%**
(.067) (.066)
Jamaica 311** .183
(.103) (.103)
Korea .B45%** AT9H**
(.069) (.068)
Poland ALT7*** 341%%*
(.087) (.087)
* %k %k k% %k
El Salvador ":%665) 110165)
Number of observations 67,570 67,570
Log likelihood -20873.07 -20908.22
Pseudo R .0678 .0662
Note:

* significant at .05 level; ** significant at .01 level; *** significant at .001 level.
®: income in thousands.
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5.4. Logistic Regression Analyses

5.4.1. Predicting Presence of Parents in Home, All Ten Countries

Table 5.4 presents the regression results on the first outcome stuby, i.e. presence
of older parents in the immigrant household. As explained in the mahlplan in
Chapter 4, two regression models were tested to examine thts effehe hypothesized
predictors in Table 4.2. Both included the same family charsiotsr exposure to
American society variables, and sending-country variables. Miadel 1 used the
husband’s data, while Model 2 used the wife’'s data to represent fémeily
characteristics” on age, education, occupational status, years smoearation,
citizenship status, English proficiency, educated abroad, and mabreada In addition,
for both Model 1 and Model 2 | ran two regressions: once without thengenduntry
variables and a second time with the sending country variabkadtéréor regressions
that did not include sending country variables were not presented ire bad).
Likelihood ratio tests were then performed to test for significhange in the ability to
explain variances between the with-sending-country and without-secolimgry results.
This approach allowed comparison of models with husband’s or the wiftls alad
better determination of the effect of sending countries throughieixeanthe two sets of

regression coefficients and testing for difference between the two snodel

The second column of Table 5.4 contains results of Model 1. The Tamily
socioeconomic characteristics included annual family income, edncétvel and
occupational status. Both the husband’'s and wife’s usual hours workec:@lengre

included to account for the family’s need for help with household labtreirsituation
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where both spouses worked for long hours. Self-employment statussascluded in
the model, based on a previous finding on self-employed Korean immidravitsg
older parents (especially mothers and mothers-in-law) liviggtteer in the household to
help out with family work and child rearing (Lim, 1997). Other fignuircumstances
variables included home ownership, living in a metro area, and having {(foxengears
old or younger) children at home, all of which were expected toaserthe likelihood of
having older parents present. In addition, educated abroad and married aerea
included to test if receiving all one’s education and being sthbvefore immigrating to
U.S. might be associated with more traditional outcome. Exposudsmépican society
variables included husband’s years since immigration, the squaredfterears since
immigration to account for possible curvilinear effect, and aishg status and English
proficiency. Whether the husband or wife arrived in U.S. before ta@ff3 were both
included in the model to test for the effect of growing up in USS1.&-generation
immigrants on the outcome, which was hypothesized to decreasksdliteobd of having
the more traditional multi-generational household. Both spouses’ \ewiabkre
included because the correlation was not high between spouses on thislevari
(correlation = 0.31), and husband’s or wife’s status as being 1ésajgm immigrant

might have different effect on the outcome.

Results for Model 1 indicated that, first of all, age did hawurailinear effect on the
likelihood of having older parents in home, which was consistent with Winaid

expected, i.e. the very young and the very old were less likdigte multi-generational
households. Family income was significantly positively relatethé presence of older

parents in home. This was consistent with my hypothesis thdegreaources increase
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the likelihood of older parents’ presence. On the other hand, curioudhyefotation
and occupational status had opposite effects on the outcome: while mgbere
increased the likelihood of having older parents, higher education and oonapatatus
would decrease it. Moreover, it was also somewhat surprisinge¢o that self-
employment status did not matter — neither spouse’s self-emphbywees significant.
Wife’s hours worked, however, was a good predictor of the outcomexpested, the
longer hours wife worked, the more likely that older parents weesept in the
household. Home ownership, living in a metro area, and having young chdliiren

significantly increased the probability of older parents’ presence asiaedi

Years since immigration turned out to have a curvilinear effe¢ch@mmutcome as well:
while the regular term was positively associated with oldesmis’ presence, the squared
term had the negative effect. In other words, while immigramilies who were very
recent arrivals may not be established enough in U.S. and thelat&réhe necessary
resources to have older parents over, those who have been rexefgriong time were
also less likely to have older parents possibly because offlnerice of the American
preference of nuclear family living arrangements. As expeatamigrating to U.S. at an
early age (before 13) had a negative effect, i.e. significaettyeasing the possibility of
having multi-generational households. This was true for both spousesomig a
naturalized citizen significantly increased the likelihood of hgvolder parents, but
English proficiency had the opposite effect: the better onegtigbnproficiency, the less
likely to have older parents in home. This could be interpretéeiag consistent with

the hypothesis that as immigrants become more “Americanigadasured by one’s
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English proficiency), they were less likely to have the maeitional multi-generational

household structure.

The last column of Table 5.4 shows the results for Model 2 on the dapemdent
variable (i.e. presence of older parents in home or not). All the sadependent
variables in Model 1 were included in this model, except for the thagssubstituted
husband’s data with wife’s data as explained above. Overall,gedulodel 2 stayed
the same as those of Model 1 on most family characteretidsexposure to American
society measures, with the only difference found in the effe@duwtation and educated
abroad. While the effect of education was negative in Model 1, it edatogbe not-
significant in Model 2. Educated abroad had the opposite patterns ihetssignificant
in Model 1 but showed a significantly positive effect in Model 2. heowords, while
for the husband it was education level that mattered (regaafl@gdsere he received that
education), for the wife it was the location where she receiveddcaration (regardless
of how much) that mattered. More education on the husband’s part @ec¢heas
likelihood of having older parents in home; while receiving all rsrcation abroad
before immigrating to U.S. increased that likelihood. ThesetsesNealed interesting
findings on the effects of education and country-of-education by gendertheOother
hand, being married abroad before coming to U.S. was not found to ridicaig in

either model.

The country effects were all significant in both Model 1 and Modek2ept for the case
of Jamaica in Model 2). That is to say, compared to immigr®ats Mexico, the

biggest group in this study, those from all other countries excamiaida were
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significantly more likely to have older parents present in homResults of likelihood
ratio tests showed that adding the country variables signifycantiieased the explained
variances for both Model 1 (LR clgg= 697.07, Prob > chi2 = .0000) and Model 2 (LR
chi2g) = 620.56, Prob > chi2 = .0000). Further testing was then performedttfote
significant differences between the country coefficients, wisiejgested that the ten
sending countries could be seen as roughly four groups in terms offabe (size of
coefficient) on the outcome. The first group of countries was Meaind Jamaica,
whose immigrants were the least likely among the ten to have phtents living
together in the household. Poland, El Salvador, Vietham, and Korea abrefidtes
second group: immigrants from these countries were more likelwdider parents in
home compared to those from Mexico and Jamaica. The third group inchdiacahd
China: the likelihood of immigrants from these countries to have gdeants present
was higher than that of the first two groups but lower thanahBhilippines and Cuba.
The latter two countries made up the fourth group, which had theshiggsitive effects
among the ten countries on having older parents in home, when othess factor
controlled for. This pattern remained the same for both Model 1 ani¢IN2, regardless
of which spouse’s data were used to represent the selected f@mailgicteristics as

explained above.

To summarize the findings of this part of analyses, two reigressodels, one using
husband’s data and the other using wife’s data to represent sorihe daanacteristics,
yielded largely the same results. To predict the presermdeafparents in home, family
income, wife’s usual hours worked per week, naturalized citizensbipe lownership,

metro area residence, and having young children were all found tgritfecant factors,
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all positively influencing the likelihood of having older parents. efand years since
immigration had a curvilinear effect, suggesting that it finsteased the probability of
older parents’ presence to a certain point then decreased it. tifdwad occupational
status had been expected to increase the likelihood of having olderspéangninstead
were found to both decrease that likelihood (in men’s case). Immigta U.S. before
13 and high English proficiency both decreased the likelihood of mulérgganal

household, possibly reflecting the effect of greater exposure areptaoce of the

preference for nuclear families in the American society.

As explained in the analytical plan in Chapter 4, after examifantprs influencing
presence of older parents among all ten immigrant groups togetepedted the same
analyses for each of the countries to control for possible intemaeith birth places. In

the next section | report the by-country regression results.
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TABLE 5.5A: Logistic Regression Results Predicting Presence of Older Parents in Home: By-country Results
(Using Husband’s Data for “Married Abroad”)
(Table continues on the next page)

Country Mexico Philippines China Vietnam India Cuba Jamaica Korea Poland El Salvador
Education (years) -0.004 -0.003 -0.036%** 0.004 -0.038* 0.003 -0.000 0.014 -0.025 0.048**
(0.009) (0.016) (0.009) (0.015) (0.017) (0.017) (0.038) (0.023) (0.034) (0.015)
Family’s total yearly income® 0.005%** 0.004*** 0.002%** 0.005%** 0.001** 0.002* 0.003 0.002** 0.004*** 0.004***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Occupational status (SEI) 0.001 -0.007*** -0.007*** -0.002 -0.006*** -0.003 -0.003 -0.002 0.002 0.003
(0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.005) (0.002) (0.004) (0.003)
Husband’s usual hours worked per 0.003 -0.005 -0.001 0.000 0.004 -0.000 -0.004 -0.004 0.001 -0.006
week (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.007) (0.003) (0.006) (0.005)
Wife’s usual hours worked per 0.001 -0.000 0.007*** 0.000 0.011%** 0.002 0.000 0.010%** 0.010* 0.006
week (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.006) (0.003) (0.005) (0.004)
Husband self-employed 0.044 -0.119 0.085 -0.110 0.092 0.118 0.194 -0.011 -0.483* -0.195
(0.117) (0.142) (0.089) (0.141) (0.102) (0.126) (0.270) (0.120) (0.238) (0.193)
Wife self-employed 0.057 -0.279 -0.158 0.034 0.190 -0.375 -0.013 0.066 0.339 0.038
(0.134) (0.177) (0.111) (0.142) (0.127) (0.210) (0.412) (0.131) (0.237) (0.189)
Years since immigration 0.049** 0.034* 0.084%** 0.054 0.088*** 0.048* 0.091* 0.081%** 0.075* 0.067
(0.016) (0.016) (0.015) (0.034) (0.022) (0.020) (0.046) (0.028) (0.036) (0.039)
Years since immigration squared -0.001* -0.001* -0.002*** -0.001 -0.002*** -0.001 -0.001 -0.002** -0.001 -0.002
term (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Being naturalized citizen 0.221** 0.504*** 0.461%** 0.259 1.173%** -0.010 -0.096 0.274* 0.120 0.368**
(0.077) (0.086) (0.080) (0.133) (0.093) (0.143) (0.196) (0.128) (0.183) (0.131)
English proficiency -0.035 0.033 -0.106* 0.029 -0.136 0.012 0.334 -0.266*** -0.296* 0.083
(0.035) (0.058) (0.044) (0.070) (0.073) (0.062) (0.347) (0.080) (0.116) (0.068)
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Country

Owning home

Living in metro area

Young children in home

Husband arrived before 13 years

old

Wife arrived before 13 years old

Educated abroad

Age

Age squared term

Married abroad

Number of observations
Log likelihood
Pseudo R’

Mexico Philippines China Vietnam India Cuba Jamaica Korea Poland El Salvador
0.431%** 0.493*** 0.551*** 0.505*** 0.667*** 0.692%** 0.673** 0.492%** 0.625** 0.479%**
(0.075) (0.082) (0.086) (0.121) (0.098) (0.142) (0.250) (0.122) (0.218) (0.123)
0.450*** -0.031 0.141 0.572 0.256 0.926 0.491 -0.210 0.183
(0.115) (0.138) (0.196) (0.334) (0.189) (0.602) (0.374) (0.341) (0.341)
0.143 0.187* 0.585%** 0.311** 0.487*** -0.070 0.033 0.373** 0.558** 0.072
(0.074) (0.080) (0.074) (0.102) (0.086) (0.161) (0.234) (0.141) (0.202) (0.128)
-0.106 -0.133 -0.304 -0.522%* -0.254 -0.229 -1.085 -0.194 -1.241%* -0.411
(0.147) (0.165) (0.174) (0.216) (0.223) (0.199) (0.587) (0.261) (0.513) (0.334)
-0.181 -0.543** -0.351* -0.476** 0.236 -0.427** -0.450 0.020 0.043 -0.094
(0.104) (0.172) (0.161) (0.170) (0.161) (0.150) (0.415) (0.219) (0.306) (0.223)
-0.003 0.038 0.247* 0.160 0.193 0.139 0.705 0.259 -0.352 0.053
(0.115) (0.131) (0.113) (0.165) (0.132) (0.258) (0.363) (0.264) (0.330) (0.189)
-0.101*** 0.185*** 0.036 -0.091 0.156*** 0.103** -0.012 0.072 0.144 -0.097
(0.027) (0.033) (0.031) (0.049) (0.044) (0.038) (0.086) (0.057) (0.079) (0.057)
0.001* -0.003*** -0.001** 0.000 -0.002*** -0.001*** -0.001 -0.001* -0.002** 0.001
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
0.173 0.078 -0.114 0.254 -0.105 0.246 -0.022 -0.119 -0.033 -0.108
(0.111) (0.128) (0.118) (0.164) (0.141) (0.244) (0.324) (0.259) (0.310) (0.185)
16568 8802 10744 5449 8419 3916 2173 5052 2508 3893
-3697.84 -3554.76 -3769.76 -1753.19 -2679.22 -1378.85 -505.30 -1379.07 -623.03 -1153.53
0.0300 0.0676 0.0810 0.0680 0.1269 0.0378 0.0465 0.0561 0.0842 0.0512
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TABLE 5.5B: Logistic Regression Results for Presence of Older Parents in Home: By-country Results
(Using Wife’s Data for “Married Abroad”)
(Table continues on the next page)

Country Mexico Philippines China Vietham India Cuba Jamaica Korea Poland El Salvador
Education (years) 0.014 0.031 -0.034*** -0.003 -0.028 -0.013 0.038 0.022 0.012 0.045**
(0.009) (0.017) (0.010) (0.014) (0.016) (0.018) (0.042) (0.025) (0.037) (0.015)
Family’s total yearly income® 0.005*** 0.003*** 0.001*** 0.005%** 0.001*** 0.001 0.003 0.002** 0.004*** 0.004***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Occupational status (SEI) 0.000 -0.003 -0.005** -0.003 -0.008*** 0.004 -0.005 -0.004 -0.002 0.005
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003)
Husband’s usual hours worked per 0.003 -0.004 0.001 0.001 0.004 0.001 -0.003 -0.003 0.002 -0.003
week (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.006) (0.003) (0.006) (0.005)
Wife’s usual hours worked per 0.000 -0.000 0.009%** 0.000 0.010*** 0.001 -0.001 0.011*** 0.010* 0.004
week (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.006) (0.003) (0.005) (0.004)
Husband self-employed -0.004 -0.205 0.099 -0.090 0.067 0.100 0.172 0.019 -0.530* -0.229
(0.117) (0.142) (0.089) (0.140) (0.102) (0.126) (0.271) (0.120) (0.239) (0.193)
Wife self-employed 0.048 -0.229 -0.124 0.013 0.214 -0.385 -0.064 0.068 0.320 0.018
(0.134) (0.178) (0.112) (0.142) (0.127) (0.210) (0.416) (0.131) (0.238) (0.189)
Years since immigration 0.043** 0.056** 0.087*** 0.066* 0.104*** 0.028 0.072 0.028 0.077* 0.065
(0.014) (0.018) (0.017) (0.032) (0.023) (0.020) (0.051) (0.027) (0.037) (0.035)
Years since immigration squared -0.001 -0.002** -0.002*** -0.002* -0.003*** -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
term (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Being naturalized citizen 0.238** 0.742%** 0.715%** -0.020 0.776*** 0.071 0.669** 0.297* 0.247 0.188
(0.083) (0.086) (0.083) (0.120) (0.089) (0.151) (0.237) (0.130) (0.181) (0.134)
English proficiency -0.021 -0.108 -0.075 0.157* -0.204*** 0.006 -0.324 -0.309*** -0.129 0.106
(0.033) (0.061) (0.043) (0.064) (0.061) (0.060) (0.217) (0.077) (0.116) (0.060)
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Country Mexico Philippines China Vietnam India Cuba Jamaica Korea Poland El Salvador
Owning home 0.348%** 0.425%** 0.555%** 0.536*** 0.762%** 0.660*** 0.621* 0.532%** 0.606** 0.444%**
(0.075) (0.083) (0.086) (0.120) (0.098) (0.143) (0.253) (0.124) (0.220) (0.121)
Living in metro area 0.414%** -0.044 0.112 0.627 0.357 0.832 0.505 -0.240 0.149
(0.116) (0.138) (0.195) (0.335) (0.189) (0.602) (0.373) (0.337) (0.340)
Young children in home 0.214%** 0.153 0.518%*** 0.299** 0.536%** 0.037 -0.027 0.373%** 0.491* 0.134
(0.076) (0.082) (0.074) (0.104) (0.087) (0.166) (0.241) (0.142) (0.203) (0.132)
Husband arrived before 13 years 0.114 -0.197 -0.157 -0.349 0.309 -0.203 -0.932 -0.286 -0.594 -0.159
old (0.109) (0.144) (0.156) (0.195) (0.197) (0.159) (0.530) (0.228) (0.444) (0.289)
Wife arrived before 13 years old -0.506*** -0.371 -0.345 -0.404* -0.307 -0.337 -0.881 0.197 0.497 -0.279
(0.140) (0.211) (0.194) (0.201) (0.209) (0.191) (0.460) (0.278) (0.476) (0.268)
Educated abroad -0.086 0.240* 0.366%** 0.260 0.127 -0.174 0.668 -0.138 0.808* 0.400
(0.125) (0.112) (0.110) (0.188) (0.111) (0.282) (0.406) (0.219) (0.393) (0.219)
Age -0.048 0.127*** -0.036 -0.040 0.146*** 0.143%** -0.043 0.049 0.059 -0.024
(0.027) (0.035) (0.033) (0.046) (0.042) (0.038) (0.085) (0.056) (0.077) (0.059)
Age squared term 0.000 -0.002*** -0.000 -0.000 -0.002*** -0.002*** -0.000 -0.001* -0.002 -0.000
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Married abroad 0.081 0.189 0.035 0.061 -0.424** 0.178 -0.315 0.325 0.261 -0.056
(0.109) (0.162) (0.147) (0.192) (0.160) (0.292) (0.421) (0.268) (0.475) (0.200)
Number of observations 16568 8802 10744 5449 8419 3916 2173 5052 2508 3893
Log likelihood -3705.54 -3532.11 -3761.28 -1761.77 -2720.93 -1381.88 -500.89 -1381.85 -625.44 -1159.45
Pseudo R 0.0280 0.0736 0.0831 0.0634 0.1133 0.0357 0.0548 0.0542 0.0807 0.0464
Note:

* significant at .05 level; ** significant at .01 level; *** significant at .001 level.

% income in thousands.

®, All households who reported not living in a metro area belonged to the outcome=0 group; therefore it was dropped from the regression and 46 observations not used.
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5.4.2. Predicting Presence of Parents in Home, Each Country

Table 5.5 shows the by-country regression results on the outcomén&wloéder parents
were present in home”. The same regression models, i.e. Model 1aated ®in Table
5.4 were run separately for each of the ten countries, and resultsesented in Table
5.5A and Table 5.5B respectively. Overall these results rebehé same patterns of
findings seen in the all-country analyses, but lost statistical sigmikcisn some countries
when countries were analyzed separately. Below I'll focus ainer5.5A (by-country
results of Model 1 in Table 5.4, using husband’'s data to representedefactily

characteristics) and go over the main findings.

While the positive effect of family income was still stromglainiversal across all groups
except Jamaica (where it was not significant), the negatifects of education and
occupational status were found to be significant in only less tHamfhine countries.
Moreover, there was opposite effects of education among differemgnant groups: it
was negative among immigrant families from China and India butiygsimong those
from El Salvador. Receiving all her education abroad before comibgS. was found
to increase the likelihood of having multi-generational households onlymimigrant
wives from China. Occupational status was negatively assoomth older parents’
presence among immigrants from Philippines, China, and India. Wigial hours
worked per week were positively related to older parents’ presbaotenly significant
among Chinese, Indian, Korean and Polish immigrants. For immignaniefs from
Poland, the husband’s self-employment status was found to decredsdesltheod of

having older parents in home. While home ownership still had a uniyepsitive
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effect for every immigrant group, living in a metro area wassignificant among most
groups except Mexicans. Having young children increased théhbleliof having older
parents in most of the groups, except among Mexicans, Cubans, Jamaicdns,

Salvadorians.

As in the all-country analyses, the effects of both age and gears immigration was
curvilinear: it first increased then decreased the likelihood ofnigasider parents in
home among immigrant families from most of these groups. Elthsband or wife
immigrating to U.S. before 13 was also found to have a negative efféee of the

immigrant groups, consistent with the all-country results. Beaingaturalized citizen
increased the probability of having older parents among almosgralips except
Vietnam, Cuba, Jamaica, and Poland. English proficiency was foundniéicsigtly

decrease the likelihood of parents’ presence among Chinese, KaednPolish

immigrants.

In summary, although the analyses by each country yielded ntbstsame patterns of
findings as those from the all-country analyses on predictingress# older parents in
home, significant results were much less common than in the allrgoegtessions. In
the case of education, results by each country revealed contradictdings across
immigrant groups. In the next section | compared and discusssrésutt all-country

and each-country analyses in more detail.

5.4.3. Comparison of Different Models and Discussion

As reviewed above, results obtained from all the analyses wetfy massistent, despite

findings of education’s opposite effects across immigrant groupsrall findings from
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all-country and by-country analyses confirmed each other with no exgpateractions
found between any of the independent variables and birthplace. Hheirtgyd sets of
results was helpful in drawing more accurate conclusions about effects of thenthetgpe
variables on the outcome and identifying the particular immiggaotips where the
effects were significant. While significant results frahcountry analyses may give
wrong impressions about their real generalizability acrossigmant groups, separate
analyses by each country was able to correct that tendency by furtremgtee effects
of the predictors among each immigrant group. This is especidfifuhe situations
where significant variations exist across groups, as in theoédbe current study. For
instance, while the effect of metro area residence was fogndicant in the all-country
analyses, later revelation by each-country analyses of $ignificance only among
Mexican immigrants (the biggest group in the study) helped pinpoirttubeextent of

the findings and avoid wrong generalization of the effect of this factor.

Overall, on the first outcome of this study (whether older pasgats present in home),
the results can be summarized as following. Family income and bamership both
had universally positive effect on older parents’ presence acHossnaigrant groups,
which findings were consistent with my hypothesis that grea®yurces of the family
would increase the likelihood of the outcome. Unexpectedly, the effeethucation and
occupational status were both negative, although the effect of mEnlueeds positive
among Salvadorian immigrants. Wife’'s working long hours and having yohitdyen
in the family were two factors that significantly incredghe likelihood of older parents’
presence. This is consistent with the hypothesis that immitaamlies’ practical need

for help with household work and child rearing would increase the likelibbdving
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older parents in home. By-country analyses further narrowed dowiffélae e having
young children to among groups other than Mexican, Cuban, Jamaican, eado8ah
immigrants. This finding might be a result reflecting loweshyability of having young
children at home because of older age of Cuban immigrants on ayseag€able 5.1),
and because of the relatively common practice of leaving youngraildehind in
Jamaica among Jamaican immigrants (Foner, 2005). Years snugration had a
nonlinear relationship with having older parents, as it first inecedéisen decreased the
likelihood of parents’ presence, possibly reflecting the effectonfer exposure to
American society and the influence of the preference for auctamily living
arrangement here. The negative effect of English proficiemay also be understood as
reflecting the degree of “assimilation” to the hose sociemfture. Citizenship
significantly increased the probability of the outcome among mmastigrant groups,

while self-employment was not a good predictor of having older parents in home.

After-model tests in the all-country analyses comparingttadl country coefficients
further suggested that immigrant families from these ten sgradiuntries can be seen as
roughly falling into four groups in terms of the relative probapibf having older
parents in home. These four groups included immigrant families ftprivlexico and
Jamaica, 2) Poland, Vietnam, Korea, and El Salvador, 3) India and Chitha4)a
Philippines and Cuba. The likelihood of having older parents in home eajrilfi
increased with each of the four groups, while countries in the gmowp were not
significantly different from each other in most cases in tesfiihie probability of older

parents’ co-residence.
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Table 5.6 presents the p-values of all pair-wise comparisorad! fien immigrant groups
before and after regression (based on results from Model 1 in $able These results
were consistent with the results of after-model tests foergifice between coefficients.
With the row of blank cells diagonally across the table beiagéparator, the left/lower
half of p-values indicates the significance of comparisons befegression on the
prevalence of older parents’ presence in home. The right/upper hb¥ tdble, on the
other hand, contained all the p-values for pair-wise comparisonrefperssion, i.e. with
all the socioeconomic and acculturation factors controlled for. Hwagnthe change in
p-values before and after regression indicated whether differieetween two countries
still existed after other factors were taken into account. €limesnbers showed that
differences between the following countries were not signifiaftet other factors were
controlled for: 1) Philippines and Cuba; 2) India and China; 3) VietnanKarea, 4)

Vietnam and Poland, 5) Jamaica and El Salvador, and 6) Poland and El Salvador.
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TABLE 5.6: The Likelihood of Having Older Parents in Home: p-values
for Between-country Comparisons Before and After Regression

Mexico Philippines China Vietnam India Cuba Jamaica Korea Poland ElSalvador

Mexico .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0026 .0000 .0000 .0000
Philippines .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .5208 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000
China .0000 .0000 .0000 .5120 .0002 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000
Vietnam .0000 .0000 .0081 .0000 .0000 .0219 .1845  .1288 .1534
India .0000 .0000 .0347 4039 .0001 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000
Cuba .0000 .0000 .0003 .3628 .0693 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000
Jamaica .3655 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0025 .3800 .2232
Korea .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0123 .0147 .0147
Poland .0111 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .3301 .1005 .7644
El Salvador .0000 .0000 .0001 1270 .0163 .5058 .0000 .0007  .0000

Note: The left/lower half of p-values indicates the significance of comparisons before regression on the prevalence of older
parents’ presence in home. The right/upper half of the table contains p-values for pair-wise comparison after regression, i.e.
with all the socioeconomic and acculturation factors controlled for.

5.5. Conclusion

The analyses performed in this chapter tried to predict the outobmanether older

parents were present in the immigrant household.

Methodologically, the analyses performed included three major atepswo ways of
controlling for the effects of sending countries. The three m&tgps included: 1)
obtaining summary statistics for both the outcome and the predictogetta good
understanding of the current data in terms of the distribution perdkent and
independent variables; 2) performing bivariate analyses betiweeutcome and each of

the predicting factors to explore the nature and direction ofaedtips between them as
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well as variation across groups; and 3) performing regression asabtyfurther examine
the effects of predictors on the outcome. The two ways of chngydbr the effects of
sending countries refers to the regression analyses beingnpedfdroth at the all-ten-
country level, and separately at the each-country level, to lesiterol for variations

between groups and possible interaction of any predictor with sending country.

Overall, findings from these analyses supported the three gegprthhses outlined in

the beginning of this chapter: 1) immigrant families that had meseurces such as
higher family income and home ownership were found to be more liketyave older
parents present in home; 2) immigrants families that had gréatposure” in this
country including having been in U.S. longer, immigrating at anezatyie (before 13 as
defined in the analyses), and having naturalized citizenship were todr@dmore likely

to have older parents in home; and 3) immigrant families that meagoing through
particular life stages and had “practical needs” for oldezrga to help out in home such

as those who worked for long hours and those with young children were found to be more

likely to have older parents present in the household.

The next chapter, Chapter 6, will present and discuss findings andimeoutcome of
this study, i.e. which spouse’s parents were more likely to be faundhmigrant

households that did have older parents present.
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CHAPTER 6

WHOSE PARENTS IN HOME: RESULTS AND

DISCUSSION

6.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter | presented results on the first outcorhes gtaidy, i.e. whether
any parents were present in the immigrant household. In this chaptdts on the

second outcome, i.e. which spouse’ parents were in home are presented.

The general hypotheses of the current analyses were as folldwsin the multi-
generational immigrant household the spouse that had more personalcessour
(considered as bargaining leverage and decision making power) suaitaoase,
education and occupational status was more likely to have his @ahamts present in
home. 2) Both structural and cultural factors such as women’s siegeaconomic
contribution to the family and greater exposure to the more egatitgender culture in
the American society may be associated with changes in geeli#ions among
immigrants, to the extent that co-residence patterns of oldentgsareflected gender
relations, relative status, and decision making power in the immidransehold.
Translated into results, this means that immigrant familiesrevithe wife played a
relatively bigger economic role were more likely to have heemnga present, as were
families that had been in U.S. for a longer period of time (aeckfore presumably more
exposed to the more egalitarian gender relations in this coun8)y)There is great

variation in the degree of patriarchy and hence very difféstatting points” in gender
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relations among the ten sending countries in the current study. iglams from
countries with more patriarchal gender cultures were expeated more likely to have
the husband’s parents present, whereas immigrants from counttieselatively less
patriarchal gender cultures were more likely to have the svipairents living in the

household.

In the following | describe the analyses performed and discuss the results.

6.2. Descriptive Statistics

As shown in Table 5.1, among all the households that had older parerdés)tpséightly

more of them were the husband’s parents (51.4%) than the wife’'s pgte%o), while

about 2.6% of the households had both spouses’ parents (Table 5.1 in Chapter 5).
Although these percentages suggested that the numbers of househottls Witkband’s
parents and those with the wife’s parents are almost the sees, variations were

found across immigrant groups. Among the ten sending countries, immigrantsidiam

had the highest proportion (76%) of households that had the husband’s galiemsd

by immigrants from Korea (65%), China (56%), Vietnam (54%), Mefd&%6), Poland
(46%), El Salvador (45%), Philippines (41%), Cuba (38%), and Jamaica (31B®).
proportion of households that had the wife’s parents present in home fblibevecverse

order in the list above.

As expected, among immigrants from more patriarchal sendingesiithe percentage of
households with the husband’s parents in home was found to be higher, regrésent
the cases of India (74% with husband’s parents vs. 23% with wifeengsh and Korea

(64% with husband’s parents vs. 34% with wife’s parents). On the othdr among
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immigrants from less patriarchal cultures the number of househkattisthe wife’'s

parents was found to be higher, represented by the cases of tippiRdsl (40% with

husband’s parents vs. 57% with wife’s parents) and Jamaica (31% with husband’s parents

vS. 67% with wife’s parents). This preliminary finding showed adreonsistent with

Hypothesis 3 above.

Next, bivariate analyses between the outcome and the independahtegaexpected to

affect the outcome were performed and results presented in the next section.

TABLE 6.1: Results of Bivariate Analyses between Whose Parents in
Home and Selected Independent Variables by Gender and Country
(Table continues on the next page)

All Countries

Whose Parents in Home

Husband’s
(53%)

Husband Wife

Number of obs. 4465 4465
41.10 38.38
Mean age (9.52)  (9.45)
Education (years) (1433?24) (1422590)
Difference in education” (g'g%
Educated abroad (%) 75.95 76.13
Yearly income® (gggg) éigi)
Proportion of wife's 0.31
income in couple's total (0'26)
income )
Occupational status (SEI) (gggg) ég%g)
Difference in
occupational status (2899694)
score :
Self employed (%) 16.16 9.81
Husband and wife both 5.44

self-employed (%)

Years since immigration (18615(3 (1842?92)

Wife’s
(47%)

Husband Wife

4004 4004

4296  40.26
(10.32)  (9.76)

1250  12.61
(453)  (4.18)

-0.11
(3.43)

78.42 78.25

4256 24.26
(53.25) (30.89)

0.35
(0.27)

3855  35.16
(26.14) (26.78)

3.39
(29.84)

13.80 8.73

4.11

17.81  16.31
(9.33)  (9.02)

Test of Difference
Between Husbands

Test of Difference
Between Wives

t=8.55 t=8.99
p = 0.0000 p = 0.0000
t=-5.55 t=1.21
p = 0.0000 p = 0.2255
t=-8.74
p = 0.0000

Chi2;)=7.33 Chi2;) =5.39
p =.007 p=.020

t=-3.42 t=3.73
b = 0.0006 b= 0.0002
t=7.44
p = 0.0000
t=-6.62 £=3.10
b = 0.0000 b= 0.0019
t=-8.65
b = 0.0000
Chi2y = 8.88 Chi2 = 2.41
b =0.003 p=0.121
Chi2 = 6.58
b <0.010
t=6.83 £=9.90
b = 0.0000 b = 0.0000
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Husband arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Wife arrived 5 vyears
earlier or more (%)

Immigrated to  U.S.
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Husband and wife both
citizens (%)

Husband citizen wife
non-citizen (%)

Husband non-citizen wife
citizen (%)

Speaks English well or
above (%)

Both speak English well,
very well, or speak only
English (%)

Married abroad

Age difference between
couple

Parents’ yearly income®

Parents with physical
disability (%)

Mexico

24.46
10.21
6.23 7.46
64.05 53.84
45.78
18.28
8.06

76.75 68.35

63.45

62.80

2.73

3.50
(15.52)

27.93

21.18
10.21
6.79 6.97
59.12 63.29
50.27
8.84
13.01

73.05 69.48

62.54

63.84

2.70

2.80
(10.45)

27.75

Chi2(1) = 12.85
p = 0.000
Chi2(; = 0.00
p = 0.998

Chi2y) = 1.12 Chi2;;)=0.76
p=.290 p=.385

Chi2(1) =21.79 Chi2(1) =77.48
p =0.000 p =0.000

Chi2yy = 17.10
p=0.000

Chi2;) = 157.80
p'=0.000

Chi2(1) = 55.48
b 20.000

Chi2y = 15.42 Chi2y = 1.25

b 210.000 p=~0.264
ChiZ(l) = 0.75

b ~0.386
Chi2y = 0.98

o 323

t=-0.28

p=.7822

t=-2.46
p=0.0139

Chi2; =0.03
p=0.853

Number of obs.

Mean age

Education (years)
Difference in education®
Educated abroad (%)

Yearly income®

Proportion of wife's
income in couple's total
income

Occupational status (SEI)

Whose Parents in Home

Husband’s
(49%)

Husband Wife

759 759
36.02 33.87
(9.35)  (9.33)

8.76 8.58
(4.48)  (4.31)

0.18

(4.40)
7549 7536
25.08  7.19
(23.96) (10.23)

0.20

(0.24)
2428  16.11
(18.75) (19.72)

Wife’s
(51%)

Husband Wife

797 797
37.99  35.75
(10.51)  (9.88)
8.28 8.83
(4.44)  (4.15)
-0.55
(4.35)
80.80  80.68
2525 875
(23.67) (14.71)
0.22
(0.24)
23.73  18.40
(18.62) (21.52)

Test of Difference
Between Wives

Test of Difference
Between Husbands

t=3.93 t=3.85
p =0.0001 p =0.0001
t=-2.12 t=1.18
p =0.0340 p =0.2377
t=-3.31
p=0.0010
Chi2;) = 6.43 Chi2(;) = 6.42
p=.011 p=.011
t=0.14 t=2.45
p =0.8852 p =0.0145
t=2.03
p =0.0430
t=-0.58 t=2.19
p =0.5643 p =0.0288
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Difference in

occugational  status (yich (25.48) 0= 0.0265

Self employed (%) 1042 583 964  7.49 Chgzglbz(l’é% Chrjz:ubfz_cl)'zll
ot and e both 31 chizg 018
wmenmenen $5 BE 8% BH S
tbend aved S e z0 chizy; 4o

e Ty s 88
Lrggir%rigeg%) to  US. 4580 11.73 9.28 9.03 Chipz(zl)gloé% Chipz(:1)6831.04
Citizens (%) 3557 2464 3124  29.74 Chrjz:ubz%zg Chrjz:ubzgfo
Zgiszté?]r;(z%?nd wife both 17.52 18.70 Ch;iJ2=(1)0.:52§36
e i
ggiikéﬁr}c;))non-citizen wife 711 11.04 ChFiJ2:(1)0.=Og?23
2%3';5(%5)”@“5“ well or 5599 3831 50.06  39.65 Chgzzﬂbj)i;‘-" Chgzzﬂbfsgg“
vy il ot Deak ool 31.49 29.74 Chi2g = 0.56

English (%) p=0.453

Married abroad 31.49 39.15 Chig(i) 5092'97
égspltéifference between 214 2.24 F;c:gé3691

Parents’ yearly income® (5294112) (112.?776) pt:d.lz'g;?’
e s

Philippines

Number of obs.

Mean age
Education (years)
Difference in education®

Educated abroad (%)

Whose Parents in Home

Husband’s
(41%)

Husband Wife

595 595
4328  41.77
(8.76)  (8.90)
14.48  14.68
(2.29) (2.45)

-0.20
(2.40)
79.83  79.66

Wife’s
(59%)

Husband Wife

849 849
4462 4256
(8.72)  (7.89)
1452 1524
(2.58) (2.11)

-0.72
(2.58)
77.50  82.33

Test of Difference
Between Husbands

Test of Difference
Between Wives

t= 2.86 t=1.75
p = 0.0043 p = 0.0802
t=0.33 t=4.56
p = 0.7410 p = 0.0000
t=-3.95
p = 0.0001

Chi2(1) =1.12 Chi2(1) =1.63
p =.289 p =.201
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Yearly income®

Proportion of wife's
income in couple's total
income

Occupational status (SEI)

Difference
occuq)atlonal
score

n
status

Self employed (%)

Husband and wife both
self-employed (%)

Years since immigration

Husband arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Wife arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Immigrated to  U.S.
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Husband and wife both
citizens (%)

Husband citizen wife
non-citizen (%)

Husband non-citizen wife
citizen (%)

Speaks English well or
above (%)

Both speak English well,
very well, or speak only
English (%)

Married abroad

Age difference between
couple

Parents’ yearly income®

Parents with physical
disability (%)

China

7043 3148
(40.54) (26.28)

0.44
(0.23)

39.09  40.40
(23.37) (22.34)

-1.31
(27.97)

5.03 2.68

0.91

16.44 15.65
(7.85) (7.99)

22.69
17.65
3.53 3.53
77.31 70.92
62.52
14.79
8.40

95.63 96.64

94.45

73.28
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3.27
(11.33)

31.93

4102 3743
(43.26) (27.72)

0.49
(0.23)

41.05 4451
(24.93) (21.89)

-3.46
(28.68)

5.08 3.71

1.15

18.66 16.79
(8.49) (7.39)

29.80
13.55
6.71 3.30
78.92 84.10
72.67
6.24
11.43

96.11 97.53

94.58

69.14

2.06

3.69
(11.81)

37.69

t=0.25
p = 0.8045

t=4.14
p = 0.0000

t=3.76
p = 0.0002

t=3.47
p = 0.0005

t= 1.52
p=0.1278

t=-1.42
p=0.1547

Chizg =0.00 Chizg, = 110
p =0.961 p=0.294

ChiZ(l) = 0.17
p=0.682

t=5.11 t=2.75
p = 0.0000 p = 0.0060
Chi2(;) = 9.00
p = 0.003
ChiZ(l) = 4.56
p=0.033

Chi2(;) = 6.94 Chi2(;) = 0.06
p =.008 p=.811

Chi2(; =0.53 Chi2;) = 36.19
p~0.467 p =0.000
Chi2(1) = 16.71
p = 0.000

Chi2y) = 29.01
p=0.000

Chi2;) = 3.49
p =0.062
Chi2;=0.21 Chi2; = 1.00
p= 6.648 p=0.317
Chi2;) = 0.01
p=0.916

Chi2y) = 2.90
p =.089
t= 1.97
p =.0488

t=0.68
p = 0.4959

Chi2y = 5.08
p=~0.024

Number of obs.

Whose Parents in Home

Husband’s
(56%)

Husband Wife

870 870

Wife’s
(44%)

Husband Wife

696 696

Test of Difference
Between Wives

Test of Difference
Between Husbands
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Mean age

Education (years)
Difference in education”
Educated abroad (%)

Yearly income®

Proportion of  wife's
income in couple's total
income

Occupational status (SEI)

Difference in
occuq)anonal status
score

Self employed (%)

Husband and wife both
self-employed (%)

Years since immigration

Husband arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Wife arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Immigrated to  U.S.
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Husband and wife both
citizens (%)

Husband citizen wife
non-citizen (%)

Husband non-citizen wife
citizen (%)

Speaks English well or
above (%)

Both speak English well,
very well, or speak only
English (%)

Married abroad

Age difference between
couple

Parents’ yearly income®

Parents with physical
disability (%)

4298  40.22
(9.22)  (8.69)

13.70  12.94
(4.53)  (4.35)

0.76
(3.20)

77.70 80.69

50.79  27.02
(59.18) (39.92)

0.35
(0.26)

48.01  39.47
(27.32) (27.33)

8.55
(30.16)

17.60 10.95

6.34

16.81  14.54
(8.22) (7.89)

20.23
6.09
4.48 3.79
72.53 67.47
59.31
13.22
8.16

69.54 66.55

59.77

73.22

2.76

3.72
(14.20)

22.18

70.66
?94.-1005) (8.60)

13.83  13.49
(4.75)  (4.28)

0.34
(3.15)

79.74 81.90

54.74  28.60
(65.00) (33.90)

0.36
(0.26)

4859  43.54
(27.93) (27.87)

5.05
(31.00)

16.79 7.50

4.68

16.63 14.77
(8.85) (7.86)

17.67
6.47
4.17 3.74
63.22 73.28
57.04
6.18
16.24

68.10 66.52
58.33

79.17

3.40

2.85
(8.18)

16.67

t=2.30 t=1.00
p=0.0216 p =0.3187
t=0.55 t= 2.50
p = 0.5827 p=0.0124
t=-2.59
p = 0.0096

Chi2;;) =0.96 Chi2y) =037
p=.328 p=.543

t=1.24
p=0.2143

t=0.84
p = 0.3992

t=1.11
p=0.2686

t= 041
p=0.6818

t=2.90
p =0.0038

t=-2.25
p =0.0249

Chi2(y =0.17 Chi2y = 4.67
p=0.679 p=0.031
ChiZ(l) =172
p = 0.190
t=-0.41 t=0.57
p =0.6814 p = 0.5668
Chi2yy = 1.64
p =0.201
Chi2 = 0.09
p =0.762
Chi2y) = 0.09 Chi2y = 0.00
p=.760 p=.953
Chi2y = 15.50 Chi2(y = 6.21
p =0.000 p=0.013

Chi2y, = 0.82
p = 0.365
Chi2gy = 21.13
p = 0.000
Chi2(y = 24.31
p = 0.000

Chi2(16= 0.37 Chi2(16= 0.00
p = 0.542 p =0.990

Chi2;) = 0.33
p=0.565
Chi2y) = 7.47
p =.006

t= 2.83
p =.0047

t=-1.53
p=0.1272

Chi2y = 7.43
b ~0.006
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Vietham

(Table continued from the previous page)

Number of obs.

Mean age

Education (years)
Difference in education®
Educated abroad (%)

Yearly income®

Proportion of wife's
income in couple's total
income

Occupational status (SEI)

Difference in
occupational status
score

Self employed (%)

Husband and wife both
self-employed (%)

Years since immigration

Husband arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Wife arrived 5 vyears
earlier or more (%)

Immigrated to  U.S.
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Husband and wife both
citizens (%)

Husband citizen wife
non-citizen (%)

Husband non-citizen wife
citizen (%)

Speaks English well or
above (%)

Both speak English well,

very well, or speak only
English (%)

Married abroad

Whose Parents in Home

Husband’s
(54%)

Husband Wife

375 375

39.73 3637
(8.83) (8.87)

12.82  11.53
(3.63) (4.15)

1.29
(3.30)

66.40 72.00

40.46  18.41
(31.63) (22.43)

0.30
(0.24)

4052  28.86
(25.56) (25.36)

11.66
(28.48)

11.11 11.50

5.23

15.69  12.72
(6.33) (7.33)

29.60
6.13
5.60 10.67
79.73 58.93
54.67
25.07
4.27

76.00 60.00

54.67

52.53

Wife’s
(46%)

Husband Wife

317 317

4119  37.61
(9.66)  (9.40)

12.62  11.80
(4.09) (3.87)

0.82
(3.22)

69.09 73.50

4162  21.31
(49.18) (22.70)

0.35
(0.26)

39.45  30.26
(25.56) (24.54)

9.19
(28.10)

14.94 14.23

5.84

16.67  13.97
(6.48)  (6.57)

27.44
3.79
7.57 6.62
80.13 66.88
62.78
17.35
4.10

73.50 66.25

60.25

55.52

Test of Difference
Between Husbands

Test of Difference
Between Wives

t=2.05 t=1.77
p = 0.0404 p=0.0776
t=-0.67 t=0.90
p = 0.5004 p=0.3709
t=-1.90
p=00574
Chi2gy = 0.57 Chi2(y) = 0.20
p=.452 p=.659
t=0.36 t=1.68
p=0.7190 p=0.0930
t=2.54
p=0.0115
t=-0.55 t=0.74
p = 0.5847 p = 0.4608
t=-1.14
p=0.2528
Chi2y = 2.16 Chi2(y = 0.99
p=0.141 p=0.319

Chi2; = 0.10
p=0.748

t=1.99 t=2.37
p = 0.0467 p=0.0179

Chi2;) = 0.39
p=0.532
Chi2y) = 1.97
p=0.160

Chi2(1) =1.10 Chi2(1) =3.49
p =.295 p =.062

Chi2(16: 0.02 Chi2(16: 4.63
p =0.898 p=0.031
Chi2(y = 4.65

p=0.031
ChiZ(l) = 6.05

p=0.014

Chi2; = 0.01

p=0.914

Chi2(1b: 0.57 Chi2y = 2.87
p = 0.450 p = 0.090

Chi2y) = 2.19
p=0.139

Chi2y) = 0.62
p=.432
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Age difference between
couple

Parents’ yearly income®

Parents with physical
disability (%)

India

3.36

3.74
(9.95)

40.00

3.58

3.33
(8.33)

34.07

t= 059
p =.5538

t=-0.59
p =0.5524

Chi2y =2.58
p=0.108

Number of obs.

Mean age

Education (years)
Difference in education®
Educated abroad (%)

Yearly income®

Proportion of wife's
income in couple's total
income

Occupational status (SEI)

Difference in
occupational status
score

Self employed (%)

Husband and wife both
self-employed (%)

Years since immigration

Husband arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Wife arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Immigrated to  U.S.
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Husband and wife both
citizens (%)

Husband citizen wife
non-citizen (%)

Whose Parents in Home

Husband’s
(76%)

Husband Wife

910 910

40.81 36.97
(7.79) (7.85)

1551  14.60
(2.78)  (3.06)

0.92
(2.87)

73.30 70.55

7234 26.43
(76.36) (36.68)

0.28
(0.25)

57.59  41.05
(24.19) (28.21)

16.54
(32.25)

20.07 11.04

6.27

15.81  13.60
(7.13)  (7.47)

28.90
13.30
4.95 6.37
75.49 57.36
49.34

26.15

Wife’s
(24%)

Husband Wife

290 290

43.58 39.10
(8.83) (8.57)

15.85  15.10
(2.70)  (2.80)

0.75
(2.86)

79.66 71.03

8227  34.25
(96.31) (48.56)

0.31
(0.28)

57.44 4632
(26.29) (27.86)

11.12
(34.11)

18.09 9.35

4.20

16.74 14.67
(8.02) (7.42)

23.45
8.62
1.38 4.14
63.45 74.83
53.79

9.66

Test of Difference
Between Husbands

Test of Difference
Between Wives

t=4.79 t=3.77
p =0.0000 p = 0.0002
t=1.84 t=2.59
p=0.0661 p=0.0098
t=-0.85
p=0.3967

Chi2y) = 4.72 Chi2 =0.03
p=.030 p=.874

t=1.60
p = 0.1097

t=252
p=0.0121

t=2.00
p = 0.0462

t=-0.08
p =0.9340

t=2.80
p =0.0054

t=-2.39

p=0.0175

Chiz(lbz 0.53 Chi2(16: 0.55
p = 0.465 p=0.457

ChiZ(l) =141
p=0.235

t=1.77 t=2.13
p = 0.0769 p =0.0333
Chi2gy) = 3.27
p = 0.070
ChiZ(l) = 4.50
p = 0.034

Chi2(1) =7.14 Chi2(1) =2.00
p =.008 p=.157

Chi2y) = 28.35

Chi2y) = 16.04
p = 0.000 p =0.000

ChiZ(l) =1.74
p=0.187

Chi2(1) = 34.70
p =0.000
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Husband non-citizen wife
citizen (%)

Speaks English well or
above (%)

Both speak English well,
very well, or speak only
English (%)

Married abroad

Age difference between
couple

Parents’ yearly income®

Parents with physical
disability (%)

Cuba

8.02

96.92 90.33

89.56

73.63

3.84

5.27
(26.19)

33.52

21.03

97.24 93.79

9241

83.79

4.48

3.61
(12.48)

25.86

Chi2(1) = 37.54
p = 0.000

Chi2(16: 0.08 Chi2gy = 3.28
p=0.782 p =0.070

Chi2y, = 2.03
p=0.154

Chi2gy = 12.49
p =.000
t= 2.44
p=.0148
t=-1.46
p = 0.1450
Chi2(y = 5.95
p=0.015

Number of obs.

Mean age

Education (years)
Difference in education®
Educated abroad (%)

Yearly income®

Proportion of wife's
income in couple's total
income

Occupational status (SEI)

Difference in
occupational status
score

Self employed (%)

Husband and wife both
self-employed (%)

Years since immigration

Husband arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Wife arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Whose Parents in Home

Husband’s
(38%)

Husband Wife

230 230

49.03  46.12
(11.52) (11.57)

1212 11.79
(3.72)  (3.80)

0.33
(3.30)

75.65 70.00

36.70
(41.81)

15.83
(21.89)

0.30
(0.26)

36.33
(24.87)

33.64
(25.82)

2.69
(29.03)

22.79 6.04

1.69

20.81
(12.72)

20.32
(12.86)

11.74

9.13

Wife’s
(62%)

Husband Wife

377 377

49.75  47.15
(12.37)  (11.74)

1235  12.42
(3.67) (3.17)

-0.07
(3.81)

73.74 66.58

33.57
(38.36)

17.72
(24.76)

0.33
(0.26)

36.01
(24.35)

35.66
(27.57)

0.35
(32.54)

20.86 6.21

3.94

22.66
(12.60)

22.95
(12.30)

9.02

12.47

Test of Difference
Between Wives

Test of Difference
Between Husbands

t=0.73 t=1.06
p = 0.4636 p = 0.2900
t=0.74 t=2.09
p = 0.4612 p =0.0372
t=-1.35
p=0.1765

Chi2;)=0.27 Chi2;)=0.77
p =.600 p=.381

t=-0.92 £=0.98
b = 0.3560 b= 0.3282
t=1.72
p = 0.0858
t=-0.15 t=0091
p=08776 p=0.3623
t=-0.92
b= 0.3582
Chi2y = 0.29 Chi2y, = 0.01
p=0.588 p=0.943

ChiZ(l) = 1.86
p=0.172
t=1.75 t=2.49
p =0.0814 p =0.0132
Chi2y) = 1.17
p=0.279

ChiZ(l) = 1.60
p = 0.206
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Immigrated to U.S.

Chi2;)=0.20 Chi2;)=0.44
before 13 (%) 13.04  16.96 1432  19.10 oY 658 o 508
Citizens (%) 56.09  57.39 60.48  67.37 Chgzélbzzgél“ Chpjzz(lbzo‘liél-g
Husband and wife both Chi2yy = 3.35
citizens (%) 49.13 56.76 p~0.067
Husband citizen wife Chi2; = 3.20
non-citizen (%) 6.96 3.71 p :(1)0.074
Husband non-citizen wife Chi2;) = 0.90
citizen (%) 8.26 10.61 p =(1)0.343
Speaks English well or Chi2(;) = 0.46 Chi2) = 1.70
2bove (%) 60.87  53.48 58.09  58.89 b2b.499 o 25193
Both speak English well, iy
very well, or speak only 45.65 46.68 Ch|2_(1)0—8(())506
English (%) p=u.
Married abroad 71.30 67.64 Chizw 3,3
Age difference between t=-0.68
couple 291 2.60 p =.4954
Parents’ yearly income® (%'gg) (g'%g) pt::()lz'}go
Parents with physical Chi2;;) = 0.68
disability (%) 36.96 40.32 p ~0.410
Jamaica
Whose Parents in Home
Husband’s Wife’s
(31%) (69%)
. . Test of Difference Test of Difference
Husband  Wife Husband  Wife Between Husbands Between Wives
Number of obs. 49 49 107 107
44.27 42.22 46.74 43.56 t=1.37 t=0.75
Mean age (10.66) (10.56) (9.98)  (9.87) p=0.1737 p = 0.4561
: 12.90 13.29 12.25 13.14 t=-1.55 t=-0.34
Education (years) 2.14)  (2.27) (2.94)  (2.92) p=01248 p=0.7356
Difference in education® ('3'438) ('g'%% pt:dlzlslfs
Educated abroad (%) 87.76 7755 8224  71.96 Ch2m Chi2m 28,34
. a 33.98 31.04 35.66 33.55 t=0.37 t=0.49
Yearly income (26.02) (20.20) (26.46) (43.44) p =0.7105 p=0.6231
Proportion of  wife's
: : , 0.46 0.45 t=-0.30
income in couple's total _
neome (0.23) (0.27) p=0.7679
: 33.94 36.00 33.24 37.70 t=-0.17 t=0.46
Occupational status (SEI)  55'56)  (20.45) (25.09) (23.90) p = 0.8622 p = 0.6488
Difference in
. -2.06 -4.46 t=-0.55
occupational status o
Scorel% (23.11) (29.34) p = 0.5830
Self employed (%) 1042 6.52 1327  3.88 Ch;2:(16=6fz>.324 Chgzglbjg'z“g
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Husband and wife both
self-employed (%)

Years since immigration

Husband arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Wife arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Immigrated to  U.S.
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Husband and wife both
citizens (%)

Husband citizen wife
non-citizen (%)

Husband non-citizen wife
citizen (%)

Speaks English well or
above (%)

Both speak English well,
very well, or speak only
English (%)

Married abroad

Age difference between
couple

Parents’ yearly income®

Parents with physical
disability (%)

Korea

4.44

18.12
(8.27)

17.04
(8.80)

20.41

12.24
0.00 4.08
73.47 77.55
57.14
16.33
20.41

100.00 97.96

97.96

69.39

2.04

0.79
(4.52)

26.53

3.13

19.83
(9.55)

19.71
(8.49)

16.82
16.82
3.74 4.67
54.21 79.44
47.66
6.54
31.78

100.00 100.00

100.00

72.90

3.18

1.04
(5.16)

30.84

ChiZ(l) = 0.16
p=0.693
t=1.14 t=1.78
p =0.2570 p = 0.0788
Chi2;) = 0.29
p =0.588

ChiZ(l) = 0.54
p = 0.462

Chi2;)=1.88 Chi2;=0.03
p=.170 p =.868

Chi2y, = 5.21 Chi2;, = 0.07
p=0.022 p=0.789

ChiZ(l) =121
p=0.272
Chi2y) = 3.70

p=0.054
Chi2y = 2.14
p=0.143

Chi2; = 0.20
p=.651

t=1.27
p=.2078

t=0.30
p =0.7650

Chi2; = 0.30
p=0.584

Number of obs.

Mean age

Education (years)
Difference in education”
Educated abroad (%)

Yearly income®

Whose Parents in Home

Husband’s
(65%)

Husband Wife

356 356
4258  39.53
(9.14) (8.62)
1455  13.90
(2.62) (2.35)

0.65

(2.57)
78.65  79.21
51.80  22.54
(63.81) (37.87)

Wife’s
(35%)

Husband Wife

189 189
4419  41.90
(8.61) (8.32)
14.76 1425
(2.60)  (2.30)

0.50

(2.39)
79.37  79.37
4822  24.13
(59.38) (27.90)

Test of Difference
Between Husbands

Test of Difference
Between Wives

t=2.04 t=3.12
p=0.0421 p =0.0019
t= 0.89 t=1.71
p=0.3738 p =0.0873
t=-0.67
p = 0.5002

Chi2(1) =0.04
p=.846

t=-0.65
p =0.5149

Chi2(; = 0.00
p=.967

t= 0.56
p=0.5768

157



(Table continued from the previous page)

Proportion of  wife's
income in couple's total
income

Occupational status (SEI)

Difference in
occupational status
score

Self employed (%)

Husband and wife both
self-employed (%)

Years since immigration

Husband arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Wife arrived 5 vyears
earlier or more (%)

Immigrated to  U.S.
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Husband and wife both
citizens (%)

Husband citizen wife
non-citizen (%)

Husband non-citizen wife
citizen (%)

Speaks English well or
above (%)

Both speak English well,
very well, or speak only
English (%)

Married abroad

Age difference between
couple

Parents’ yearly income®

Parents with physical
disability (%)

Poland

0.31
(0.29)

50.88  35.83
(24.58) (27.48)

15.05
(31.43)

40.94 28.26

22.22

15.85  14.06
(7.17)  (7.66)

19.66
7.58
7.30 7.58
57.58 48.88
40.17
17.42
8.71

64.61 53.09

45.51

75.28

3.04

2.45
(11.83)

28.37

0.33
(0.28)

47.88  37.47
(24.21)

10.41
(32.77)

41.21 29.14

21.23

17.06  16.03
(8.08) (8.11)

15.87
6.35
4.76 3.70
56.61 61.90
47.62
8.99
14.29

70.90 55.56

50.79

76.72

2.29

1.44
(6.94)

25.40

(27.53)

t=0.61
b= 0.5425
t=-137 t= 0.66
p=01715 p = 0.5083
t=-1.60
p=01114
Chi2y, = 0.00 Chi2y, = 0.04
p=0.952 p=~0.843
Chi2y = 0.05
b ~0.816
t= 173 t=2.74
p = 0.0841 b = 0.0064
Chi2y = 1.18
p=0.277

Chi2;) = 0.28
p=0.594

Chi2(1) =1.33 Chi2(1) =3.18
p =.249 p =.075

Chi2 = 0.05 Chi2,,, = 8.42
b ~0.827 p = 0.004

Chi2(;) = 2.80
p = 0.094
ChiZ(l) = 7.06
p = 0.008

Chi2y) = 4.04
p=0.044

Chizg = 2.20 Chizg = 0.30
p=0.138 p=0.583

Chi2yy = 1.38
p=0.239

ChiZ(l) = 0.14
p=.709

t=-2.54
p=.0114

t=-1.25
p=0.2119

ChiZ(l) = 0.55
p = 0.458

Number of obs.

Mean age

Whose Parents in Home

Husband’s
(46%)

Husband Wife

112 112
4120 38.84
(9.27)  (9.12)

Wife’s
(54%)

Husband Wife

130 130
42.78  40.48
(10.10)  (10.01)

Test of Difference
Between Husbands

t=127
p = 0.2037

Test of Difference
Between Wives

t=133
p=0.1844
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Education (years) (123.%3433) (123.'5241) (122.6954) (123.'237(; N o160y pt:o%ggo
Difference in education® ((2)121121) ('g??f) pt=:6.%59g2

Educated abroad (%) 8125 8214 83.85  80.77 Chgzg)ggoézg Chgzg).;soliog
Yearly income’ (2900) (2329  (4749) (3599 0= 0.0590 00,6739
P ti f ife'

R S
Occupational status (SE) (3608 (3777)  (2171) (27.48) b= 0.1265 b= 0.6706
Diff i

gég;eég?icoe”a' status (279.7191) (311'.5325) pt:d.lig%o

Self employed (%) 982  10.64 17.07  16.83 Chrj{(lbfléfz Chgzg)ofzhw
Hasbond and fe B0t 105 i 23
Verssnce mmigation 197 M85 jest gsav teo@ cem
Hsbord v £ Ve 1875 N 27

e grived & s 10 h = 058
ergiirigegﬁ) to  US. 50 2.04 533 6.92 Chéjzg),gglz'll ChLZS);fz.ll
Citizens (%) 50.89 5357 53.85 5538 Chgzg)()}%l Chﬁ%;%”;
Egiikéir;cz%e)md wife both 38.39 46.92 Ch;ijzz‘lb.:mlim
S e s e
ggiszkéir}%?on-citizen wife 15.18 8.46 Chrijzz(l)o.zlgé%
gggilés(%li)nglish well or 80.36 7946 69.23 7923 ChpiZ:ubBi.;l ChpiZz(lbngOO
\E/;grt\t1 vsvréﬁakorE rl%lésahk Woﬁllly 72.32 66.15 Chi2y, = 1.07

English (%) p =0.301

Married abroad 70.54 74.62 ChiZzi 2,930
é—\gsplgifference between 2.36 231 Ft; -é)zgz

Parents’ yearly income® (143;4839) (143;.1142) pt:(;.%é;G

Parents with physical 25.00 20.00 Ch;iJ2=(1)0.:33287

disability (%)
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El Salvador

(Table continued from the previous page)

Number of obs.

Mean age

Education (years)
Difference in education®
Educated abroad (%)

Yearly income®

Proportion of  wife's
income in couple's total
income

Occupational status (SEI)

Difference in
occuq)anonal status
score

Self employed (%)

Husband and wife both
self-employed (%)

Years since immigration

Husband arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Wife arrived 5 years
earlier or more (%)

Immigrated to  U.S.
before 13 (%)

Citizens (%)

Husband and wife both
citizens (%)

Husband citizen wife
non-citizen (%)

Husband non-citizen wife
citizen (%)

Speaks English well or
above (%)

Both speak English well,

very well, or speak only
English (%)

Married abroad

Whose Parents in Home

Husband’s
(45%)

Husband Wife

209 209

37.33 3550
(8.34)  (9.13)

9.64 9.13
(4.30)  (4.73)

0.50
(5.14)

77.99 79.43

30.98
(33.38)

13.51
(28.12)

0.26
(0.26)

26.62
(20.21)

21.31
(20.73)

5.32
(25.47)

10.40 5.49

2.55

16.27
(6.27)

14.05
(6.90)

21.53
7.66
5.26 7.18
41.15 29.19
20.10
21.05
9.09

72.73 53.59

45.93

38.28

Wife’s
(55%)

Husband Wife

252 252

3894  37.26
(9.41)  (8.30)

9.85 9.89
(4.25)  (4.01)

-0.05
(4.25)
82.54 78.97

32.71
(43.76)

15.99
(27.23)

0.32
(0.26)

27.94
(21.45)

24.83
(23.22)

3.11
(27.31)

9.76 14.08

3.96

16.45
(6.48)

16.49
(7.07)

12.70
15.08
3.97 10.71
42.46 46.03
31.35
11.11
14.68

67.86 61.90

53.17

44.44

Between Husbands

Test of Difference
Between Wives

t=1.95 t= 2.15
p =0.0516 p = 0.0324
t= 0.52 t= 1.84
p =0.6017 p = 0.0672
t=-1.24
p=0.2169

Chi2y) = 1.50 Chi2 = 0.01
p=.220 p=.904

t=0.48
p = 0.6302

t= 0.96
p =0.3395

t=2.51
p=0.0123

t=0.68 t= 1.72
p = 0.4980 p =0.0858

t=-0.90
p=0.3702

Chi2(1b: 0.05 Chi2y = 7.31
p =0.823 p = 0.007
ChiZ(l) = 0.55

p = 0.460

t=0.31 t=3.74
p=0.7570 p = 0.0002

Chi2y, = 6.41
p=0.011
Chi2;, = 6.09
p=0014

Chi2;) = 0.44 Chi2;)=1.73
p =.507 p=.189

Chi2;, = 0.08 Chi2y, = 13.71
p=0.776 p =0.000
ChiZ(l) = 7.47
p = 0.006
Chi2y) = 8.57
p = 0.003
Chi2y) = 3.35
p = 0.067

Chi2(16= 1.29 Chi2(16= 3.25
p =0.256 p =0.072
Chi2y) = 2.40

p=0.122

Chi2y) = 1.79
p=.181
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Age difference between 1.83 1.69 t=-0.25

couple p =.8021

, : 1.94 1.46 t=-0.76
Parents’ yearly income® (7.07) (6.37) b = 0.4457
Parents with physical Chi2(;y = 0.02
disability (%) 17.70 18.25 p~0.878

Note:
®: income in thousands.
®. All “difference” variables were calculated by subtracting wife’s number from husband’s number.

6.3. Bivariate Analyses

Table 6.1 presents the results of bivariate analyses betweenviiose' parents were
present” outcome and the main independent variables (plus age) Br gaddcountry.
These bivariate analyses were conducted in the same appraaehomes performed in
Section 5.3.1, but on a different outcome, i.e. which spouse’s parents \@eentpin
home. Student’s t-tests and Pearson’s Chi-square tests waire wspd to detect
differences on the independent variables between households with thedsigizaents
and those with the wife’s parents. Overall much fewer diffeaermetween those who
had the husband’s parents and those who had the wife’'s parents wedetdobe

significant, compared to the findings in the last chapter.

Again results for all ten countries combined together are firsepted (the first part of
Table 6.1). For easier discussion, immigrant families wheréudbkband’s parents were
present are called “his-parents” families below; similattiypse where the wife’s parents
were present are called “her-parents” families. Overathpared to immigrant husbands
and wives from households where her parents were present, husbandvesdrom
“his-parents” families were both younger in age. On averaggydrents husbands had

higher education than their counterparts from her-parents famillesoking at the
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difference of education between husband and wife: among his-p&aenilies husbands
had higher education than their wives, whereas among her-parentedamwiiles had
higher education than their husbands. This suggested a pattern ofdVaisteaye
associated with his parents’ presence, and her advantage associatéer parents’
presence”. Results on income showed the same pattern: his-gausbhtnds earned
more than their her-parents counterparts, while his-parents waveeceless than their
her-parents counterparts. The proportion that wife’s income accouoteth fthe
couple’s total income was higher in her-parents families. Odtiomgé status for her-
parents wives was higher, and the difference in occupational $§&Hliscore) between
husband and wife was smaller among her-parents familiesh $muses being self-
employed was more common among his-parents families, and husbandsdpanents
families were more likely to be self-employed. Immigraouples from his-parents
families have been in U.S. for a shorter time than their her-pareminterparts.
Citizenship status again demonstrated the same pattern asimcworeducation above:
his-parents husbands were more likely to be citizens than thegmahemts counterparts,
while his-parents wives were less likely to be citizens tharpaeents wives. Both
spouses being citizen was more common among her-parents familfasjilies where
only one spouse was citizen and the other one was not, the spouse wtitzenasvas
more likely to have his/her parents in home. Lastly, his-parents fslbead better
English proficiency than her-parents husbands; receiving all oneisaton abroad
before coming to U.S. was found to be more common among families wigarests in

home, while English proficiency, immigrating before 13, married ahrage difference
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between the couple, and presence of parents with physical diffieeity not found to be

significantly different between the two groups of the outcome.

Next, the same analysis was repeated for each country wdypawehich results further

revealed cross-group differences. They are summarized into the followinganais.

e Immigrant couples who had the wife’s parents in home tended to beioldge
compared to those who had the husband’s parents, although the difference wa
only significant among Mexicans, Indians and Koreans for both spousesga
Filipinos, Chinese, and Vietnamese for only the husbands, and among

Salvadorian wives.

e Immigrant wives from Philippines, China, India, and Cuba who had theintgare
in home received higher education than their counterparts in fanvilieere
husband’s parents were present. Furthermore, results on diffeneadaaation
between husband and wife revealed interesting variations agn@$ss: among
Mexican immigrants, husbands got higher education than their wiviasnihes
with his parents, but husbands had lower education than their wives ilregam
with her parents; among Filipino immigrants, husbands got lower edachan
their wives regardless of whose parents were in home, but thexedite in
education was smaller in families with his parents than in lieenwith her
parents; among Chinese immigrants, husbands had higher education than thei
wives regardless of whose parents were in home, but the diffareedeication
was greater in families with his parents than in familigth viher parents.

Receiving all one’s education abroad was only significant amomgigrants
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from Mexico (both spouses), and among Indian immigrant husbandsl. thneal
cases those with the wife’s parents in home were more likdipve received all
their education abroad, compared to their counterparts from familtashig

parents present.

Yearly income of immigrant wives from Mexico, Philippines, and Ingie had

her parents in home was significantly higher than their counterghddad their
husband’s parents in home. Furthermore, wife’s income accounted for a
significantly higher proportion of the couple’s total income imifees with her
parents in home among immigrants from Mexico, Philippines, Vietnama,Indi
and El Salvador. Mexican, Filipino, Chinese, and Indian immigrant wife’'s
occupational status was found to be higher in families where hentparere
present compared to their counterparts’ occupational status ieHalds where

the husband’s parents were present.

The finding on self-employment was few and inconsistent, asgfoyment
rate was higher among Chinese immigrant households with the husparetés,
while it was higher among Salvadorian immigrant households with tfesw

parents.

For all immigrant groups except Jamaicans and Poles, the amesg “wife’s
parents present” households had been in U.S. for a longer time andkalgréol
be naturalized citizens, compared to the wives in “husband’s parergsng’
households. Immigrating before 13 was only significant among raligind

Indian immigrant husbands, and the findings were opposite of each etheno
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husbands from “her-parents” families were more likely to be é&rtegation
immigrants, while Indian husband from “his-parents” familiesenaore likely to
have immigrated before 13. Both spouses being naturalized citizssnare
common among families where wife’s parents were in home;nmliés where
only one spouse was citizen, results showed that it was alimaysspouse’s
parents who were present, although this trend was not statistsigfiificant

among all groups.

Higher English proficiency on the husband’s part was found amongckfexnd
Polish households where husband’s parents were co-residing, wiibes inot

significant in all other groups.

Finally, older immigrant parents’ incomes were not significandijferent
between husband’s parents and wife’s parents in any of the ten grQiger
parents with substantially limited physical difficulty waona likely to be the
wife’s parents among Mexican and Filipino immigrants, but moréylikebe the
husband’s parents among the Chinese and Indians. Married abroad was
significant among immigrants from Mexico, China, and India, and linhede
cases couples from “her-parents” families were more likelljave got married
abroad compared to those from “his-parents” families. Lastly,dd@erence
between husband and wife (where husband was older than wife inesd) vess
significantly bigger among couples from “her-parents” farilfer those from
Philippines, China and India, but it was bigger among couples from “hes{ga

families for those from Korea.
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TABLE 6.2: Logistic Regression Results for Whose Parents in Home: Separate-

Spouse vs. Joint-Spouse Approach, All Ten Countries

(Table continues on the next page)

Dependent Variable: Whose Parents at Home (1=husband’s parents, 0O=wife’s parents)

Separate-Spouse Approach

Joint-Spouse Approach

Model 1 (using Model 2 (using Model 1 (using Model 2 (using
Variable Husband data) Wife’s data) Husband’s data) Wife’s data)
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
(SE) (SE) (SE) (SE)
Personal characteristics:
Husband’s education .028%** .028%**
(years) (.010) (.010)
Wife’s education -.059%** -.055%**
(years) (.010) (.010)
Difference in 0471 %** .037%**
education (.009) (.009)
Husband’s yearly -.000 -.000
income® (.001) (.001)
Wife’s yearly income® ~-001 ~001
(.001) (.001)
Proportion of wife’s -.290* -.288*
income in couple’s ; ;
total income (115) (115)
;‘gcsl.?s:t?osnal status 002 002
(.001) (.001)
(SEI)
Wife’s  occupational -.005%** -.005***
status (SEl) (.001) (.001)
Difference in 003** 003**
occupational status '( 001) '( 001)
score ’ ’
Husband self- .084 .087
employed (.080) (.080)
. -.032 -.029
Wife self-employed (.094) (.094)
Husband and wife .065 .067
both self-employed (.124) (.124)
Exposure to American society:
Husband’s years since -.001 .003
immigration (.006) (.006)
Wife’s  years since -.019** -.024%**
immigration (.006) (.006)
Husband arriving 5 .032 .094
years earlier or more (.079) (.076)
Wife arriving 5 years 114 .047
earlier or more (.098) (.098)
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Dependent Variable: Whose Parents at Home (1=husband’s parents, 0O=wife’s parents)

Separate-Spouse Approach

Joint-Spouse Approach

Model 1 (using

Model 2 (using

Model 1 (using

Model 2 (using

Variable Husband data) Wife’s data) Husband’s data) Wife’s data)
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
(SE) (SE) (SE) (SE)

Husband being .550%** 555%**
naturalized citizen (.068) (.069)
Wife being naturalized -.514%** - 517%%*
citizen (.070) (.070)
Husband and wife -.160* -.161%*
both citizens (.070) (.070)
Husband citizen wife 570%** 573%**
non-citizen (.095) (.095)
Husband non-citizen -.526%** -.538%**
wife citizen (.096) (.096)
Husband'’s English .060 .059
proficiency (.042) (.042)
Wife's English -.029 -.031
proficiency (.040) (.040)
Husband and wife
both speak English -.051 -.054
well, very well, or (.065) (.065)
speak only English
Parents’ yearly .001 .001 .001 .001
income® (.002) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Parents with physical .140* .140* .093 .089
difficulty (.060) (.060) (.059) (.059)
Husband educated .084 .068
abroad (.094) (.082)

. -.353**x* -.215*
Wife educated abroad (.083) (.094)
Husband and wife -.085 -.033
both educated abroad (.113) (.111)
Husband educated .046 -.021
abroad wife not (.125) (.118)
Wife educated abroad -.353** -.214
husband not (.119) (.128)
Husband arrived -.284% -.331%*
before 13 years old (.126) (.127)
Wife arrived before 13 .392%* .295%*
years old (.125) (.129)
Husband and wife -.147 -.269
both arrived before 13 (.200) (.205)
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Dependent Variable: Whose Parents at Home (1=husband’s parents, 0=wife’s parents)

Separate-Spouse Approach Joint-Spouse Approach
Model 1 (using Model 2 (using Model 1 (using Model 2 (using
Variable Husband data) Wife’s data) Husband’s data) Wife’s data)
Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
(SE) (SE) (SE) (SE)
Husband arrived -.184 -.221
before 13 wife not (.140) (.140)
Wife arrived before 13 .283* .189
husband not (.135) (.139)
. -.073 -.335%*x* -.170* -.330***
Married abroad (.085) (.104) (082) (.101)
Age difference -.026%** -.029%** -.019** -.024%**
between couple (.007) (.007) (.006) (.006)

Sending Country: (reference group: Mexico)

bhilionines 057 090 -.005 008
Pp (.110) (.110) (.105) (.103)
China 582%** 608*** 507%** S11%%
(.103) (.102) (.097) (.095)
Vietnam 187 203 218 221
(118) (117) ((115) (114)
ndia 1.468%** 1.499%** 1.353%%x 1.361%**
(.124) (.123) (.115) (.114)
Cuba -.097 -.082 -209 -220
(127) (.126) (.124) (122)
. -335 -319 -349 -358
Jamaica (218) (217) (.203) (.203)
972%%* 995*** 842 % 845**
Korea (.139) (139) (.131) (.130)
328 354* 248 253
Poland (168) (168) (.165) (164)
-115 -.104 -120 -.108
El Salvador (129) (129) (128) (128)
Number of observations 6,738 6,738 6,738 6,738
Log likelihood -4346.02 -4341.14 -4364.00 -4360.84
Pseudo R’ .0682 .0693 .0644 .0651
Note:

* significant at .05 level; ** significant at .01 level; *** significant at .001 level.
®: income in thousands.
®. All “difference” variables were calculated by subtracting wife’s number from husband’s number.
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6.4. Logistic Regression Analyses

6.4.1. Separate-Spouse vs. Joint-Spouse Approach, All Ten
Countries

Table 6.2 presents results of the logistic regression anatys¢se outcome “whose
parents were present in home”. The population of analyses becamethosby
households with either husband’'s or wife’s parents present. A smaiber of
households (n=227, see Table 5.1) that had both spouses’ parents in homaludezle
from this part of the analyses. Among the 8,469 households with githesess parents,
4465 of them had parents of the husband’s (coded 1 on the dependent variable) and 4004
had parents of the wife’s (coded 0 on the dependent variable). Usisgrtieeanalytical
process as was used on the first outcome (whether any pareatpregsent), a Model 1
was first run using husband’s data for the “married abroad” var{ablef the husband
had immigrated to U.S. after the age of 21). Then Model 2 usedrtieeisdependent
variables as Model 1 but using wife’s data to represent therigdaabroad” information
(i.e. if the wife had immigrated to U.S. after the age of 1The same process was
repeated for both the Separate-Spouse and Joint-Spouse approachesestitsare

shown in the four columns in Table 6.2.

In the Separate-Spouse Model 1 (the second column of Table 6.2), both spouses’
personal characteristics and exposure to the American soeaieaples were put in the
regression simultaneously, followed by four control variablesnfarried abroad, age
difference between husband and wife, parents’ yearly income, andthdloator of

whether there was an older parent with physical difficultyhim household. As these
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results suggested, each spouse’s educational level and citizeashgovetre associated
with increasing likelihood of his or her own parents’ presendigher education level of
the husband increased the probability of having his parents, whilerheglucation level
of the wife increased the probability of having her parents in hoimghe same way,
each spouse’s citizenship significantly increased the presé#rus/her own parents in
home. On the measures of occupational status, years of imongieatd being educated
abroad, only the wife’s information was associated with sigmfigaincreased
probability of her parents’ presence while the effects of thedmasé information on
these measures were not significant. These results, howahaild be taken with
caution, because of the high statistical correlations between huabdnalife’s data on
these variables (correlation = .39 on occupational status, corretatibhon years since
immigration, and correlation = .39 on receiving all education abroathexpectedly,
neither spouse’s income was found to be significant. The effectraf &el.5-generation
immigrant was also a little surprising: each spouse’s 1.5rgoe immigrant status
actually increased the likelihood of the other spouse’s parentg ibehome. While the
effect of the husband’s 1.5-generation immigrant status could be diiasvdeing less
traditional and less patriarchal, the effect of the wife’sgefenation immigrant status
was not as straight-forward to interpret. This finding tleesfwarrants further
exploration in future research. Two of the control variables, pam@mgsical difficulty
and age difference between husband and wife were both found to beargrbit their
effects in opposite directions. While parents’ with physicdiadilty were more likely to
be husband’s parents, in immigrant families where the age ahfferbetween husband

and wife was bigger, it was the wife’s parents who were nikety/Ito be present. Self-
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employment, English proficiency, parents’ income, and marriesbabmvere not found to

have any significant effect.

Similar to the analytical steps in the last chapter, | debtedel 1 first without and then
with the country variables, and performed likelihood ratio tessfatistical difference
between the two regressions. Results of the likelihood ratioskested that adding
country variables into the regression model significantly inectags power of
explaining variances (LR chi? = 319.56, p > chi2 = .0000). The country effects were
less obvious in this model than in the previous model predicting whatherolder
parents were in home. Compared to Mexican immigrant householdsthosky from
India, Korea and China were significantly more likely to have thédnds parents in
home, while none of the other sending countries was found to have a aigrgfifect on
the outcome. Considering that India, Korea, and China are arguabliaré®e most
patriarchal sending countries in this study, these result® wensistent with the
expectation that immigrants from more patriarchal culture® were likely to have the
husband’s parents. On the other hand, although Jamaica and the Philgmuiltebe
viewed as two of the least patriarchal cultures in this stadg Table 3.1), neither of
them was found to have a significant effect in these regresssaofts. Nonetheless, it is
worth noting that the regression coefficients for Jamaica, Ea8ar, and Cuba were
negative (although not significant), indicating a trend for thesaps being more likely
to have the wife’s parents in home. In other words, there are praieddiipns between
the general status of women in a sending country and the outcomterekt here, i.e.
whose parents were more likely to be in residence withimthagrant family, although

these relations were not able to be fully established with these regressiiis deectly.
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After-model testing between country-coefficients was thefopeaed to further probe for
differences between sending cultures. Results suggested teatrdies indeed existed
across groups which the regression analyses above were not ableab r&he ten
countries roughly fell into four groups, in terms of the likelihood bbse parents were
present in home. Jamaica, El Salvador, and Cuba formed the fgb, gwhose
immigrants were more likely to have wife’'s parents home (negaoefficients, as
compared to Mexican immigrants). Meanwhile, Vietham and Polané opathe second
group, whose immigrants were more likely to have husband’s parents (pogsigve
coefficients, significantly different from the three negative coeffits above). While the
coefficient for Philippines was positive, after-model testingnsdtb that the difference
between Philippines and the two groups above were both not significahtis T
Philippines and Mexico (the reference group in the regression) doantigird group. All
these three groups, in term, were all significantly differesrhfindia, Korea, and China,
which, as discussed above, can be considered as the most patriemdiad sultures in
the study. Moreover, it was a little surprising to find tiet differences between these
three countries were significant as well: Indian immigravese significantly more likely
to have husband’'s parents in home than Korean immigrants, who in turn were
significantly more likely to have husband’s parents in home than Ghinasigrants.
Overall these finding were largely consistent with the infoilongpresented in Table 3.1
in Chapter 3, further indicating that the probability of whose parerttaye in home was

to a certain extent related to women'’s status and gender equality in thegsasitlire.

Table 6.3 presents the p-values of all pair-wise comparisorad! fien immigrant groups

before and after regression (based on results from the sepaoatse approach Model 1
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in Table 6.2). These results were more complete but consistinthwiresults of after-
model tests for differences between the country coefficientsh té row of blank cells
diagonally across the table as the separator, the left/loweofhavalues indicates the
significance of comparisons before regression on the likelihoodawhdp husband’s
parents’ presence in home. The right/upper half of the table, onhiirehaind, contained
all the p-values for pair-wise comparison after regressiorwitke.all socioeconomic and
acculturation factors controlled for. Examining the change inlygesabefore and after
regression indicated whether difference between two countiiegxssted after other
factors were taken into account. These numbers showed that mos-regf@ssion
differences became non-significant after other factors w@mné&olled for, except in only
one case where the change went in the opposite direction. Teeeddé between
Vietnam and China were not significant before regression but beeamesignificant
after. This indicated that at the first look Vietnam and Ching segm similar in terms
of multi-generational immigrant household living arrangements hoeitstmilarity was
probably associated more with socioeconomic and acculturation fastdréess with
sending culture.  Overall the information in Table 6.3 supported thermpaif ten
countries falling roughly into four general groups as discus$edea Jamaica, El
Salvador, and Cuba were the first group; Philippines and Mexico madwe lgetond
group; the third group consisted of Vietham and Poland; and the last gr@uged
China, Korea, and India. On the probability of whose parents were in hbme,
likelihood of having husband’s parents increased from the first to ti fgroup, while

the likelihood of having wife’s parents decreased from the first to the last group.
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TABLE 6.3: The Likelihood of Having Husband’s Parents in Home: p-values for
Between-country Comparisons Before and After Regression

Mexico Philippines China Vietnam India Cuba Jamaica Korea Poland ElSalvador

Mexico .6012 .0000 1122 .0000 4418 1242 .0000 .0511 .3696
Philippines .0000 .0000 .2418 .0000 .2138 .0533 .0000 .0913 .2010
China .0002 .0000 .0002 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0015  .1123 .0000
Vietnam .0187 .0000 .5413 .0000 .0377 .0182 .0000 .4133 .0365
India .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0003  .0000 .0000
Cuba .0000 .1430 .0000 .0000 .0000 .2998 .0000 .0184 .9076
Jamaica .0000 .0186 .0000 .0000 .0000 .1459 .0000 .0075 .3384
Korea .0000 .0000 .0001 .0001 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0005 .0000
Poland 4765 1381 .0075 .0359 .0000 .0219 .0033 .0000 .0179
El Salvador .2108 1112 .0001 .0039 .0000 .0116 .0024 .0000 .8268

Note: The left/lower half of p-values indicates the significance of comparisons before regression on the prevalence of having
husband’s parents present in home. The right/upper half of the table contains p-values for pair-wise comparison after
regression, i.e. with all the socioeconomic and acculturation factors controlled for.

Results for Model 2 of the Separate-Spouse approach were presethiedhind column
of Table 6.2. The only difference of this model from Model 1 wasiéli@ used the
wife’s data to indicate if the couple had got married abroad. bBtneeapresented results
from Model 1 remained mostly unchanged in Model 2, except for a cofipl#ferent
findings. First, the effect of being married abroad becamefisigmi in this model,
which increased the probability of the wife’s parents in home. As explained ineCHapt
the “married abroad” variable was a weak proxy based on agenafration since the
exact location of marriage was not available, which should be keghahwien looking

at this finding. The second different finding of Model 2 was thavrggrthe sending
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countries, Poland was found to have a positive effect on having husband’s parent

home, along with India, Korea, and China.

Regression results of the Joint-Spouse approach are presentedhst th® columns of
Table 6.2. Column 4 showed the results of Joint-Spouse Model 1 (using husband’s
information for the “married abroad” variable). They showed, thet of all, bigger
differences between the spouses in education and occupational istatessed the
likelihood of having husband’s parents, but greater proportions of wifetsrie in the
couple’s total income increased the likelihood of having wife’s pare@Gtempared with

the finding from the separate-spouse model above that showed rspithese’s income

had a significant effect individually, this finding on the proportiorwd€’s income out

of the couple’s total income indicated the importancewife’'s economic power:
regardless of her husband’s (or her own) overall income level, the greater proportion he

income took up in the family income, the more likely she had her own parents in home.

In terms of citizenship, these results showed that wife’sngangere more likely to be
present when both spouses were citizens, and also when wife wzas eitid husband
was not, compared to immigrant couples that were both non-citizemsbahkd’'s parents
were more likely to be present only when husband was citizewid@advas non-citizen.
This finding implied something worth noting, i.e. wife’s citizeqsbeemed to be a more
decisive factor than husband’s citizenship. Husband’s citizenship $tatlian effect
only when wife was not citizen; once she became one, her parersshpeein home was
significantly increased, regardless of her husband’'s citizenskafusst Wife's

information was found to have a significant effect on two other uneasn this model:
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educated abroad and arriving before 13. In families where theragtaved all her
education abroad while her husband got more education after contih§.tber parents
were more likely to be present. Additionally, in families venéhe wife immigrated
before 13 and her husband came after 13 years old, his parents wergkehpit® be
present. These findings were a little puzzling, as they skémsuggest that foreign-
educated wives had more power in the decision of whose parentsowewith them,
and 1.5-generation wives were the ones more traditional in havinq{ewrs living
together. In the same manner, married abroad was found to ha¥eeantleat was
somewhat counterintuitive as well: being married abroad actually irecrélas likelihood
of wife’s parents in home, not husband’'s parents. On the other handr bigge
difference between the couple was found to increase the probalfilitys gparents’
presence, consistent with what | had expected. Meanwhile, yeaes isnmigration,
English proficiency, older parents’ income, and parents with pHydiifigulty were not

found to have any significant effects.

Country effects were found to be the same as in the Separatee$pprsach Model 2
above, i.e. compared to immigrants from Mexico, those from Indmseds and China
were more likely to have husband’s parents in home, while the otheriesunére not

found to have significant effect on the outcome.

The last column of Table 6.2 shows results of Model 2 by the Joous8papproach,
which used wife’s information for the “married abroad” indicatwstead of husband’s
information in Model 1. Again, the general pattern of findings ragththe same as that

from Model 1, with the only differences being the following two vagabbsing their
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significant effects in Model 1: “wife educated abroad and husbaitl and “wife
immigrating before 13 and husband not”. Main findings on other variaéesimed the
same: most importantly, the proportion of wife’s income in the toiEdme between
husband and wife was significant. Greater proportions of the wifie@me in the
couple’s total income significantly increased the likelihood of heerda being in the
household. Bigger differences in education and occupational statushdtusband and
wife were found to associate with higher possibility of havimg husband’s parents in
home. The effect of citizenship also remained the same &g idoint-spouse Model 1
above. Husband’s citizenship was associated with higher likelihood obanests’
presence when wife was non-citizen; but in immigrant familieere both spouses were
citizens, wife’'s parents were more likely to be found in the Hulde compared to

families where both spouses were non-citizens.

After running the above regressions for ten countries togethian the same analyses
again for each country separately, to have an additional set ofsasaty control for
variations across immigrant groups as well as possible intmmactbetween the

independent variables and sending countries. Results are discussed next.
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TABLE 6.4: Logistic Regression Results for Whose Parents in Home: Separate-Spouse vs. Joint-Spouse

Approach, for Each of the Ten Countries
(Table continues on the next page)

Husband’s education (years)

Wife’s education (years)

Difference in education”

Husband educated abroad

Wife educated abroad

Husband and wife both educated

abroad

Husband educated abroad wife not

Wife educated abroad husband not

Husband’s yearly income®

Wife’s yearly income®

Mexico Philippines China Vietnam
Spt.t Jnt.t Spt. Jnt. Spt. Jnt. Spt. Jnt. Spt. Jnt.

0.043* 0.052 0.026 0.070 -0.025
(0.020) (0.032) (0.022) (0.037) (0.045)
-0.046* -0.103** -0.063** -0.081* -0.013
(0.021) (0.035) (0.024) (0.036) (0.042)

0.045%* 0.063* 0.039* 0.066* -0.002

(0.017) (0.027) (0.020) (0.031) (0.033)
0.073 -0.182 0.209 0.143 -0.129
(0.221) (0.254) (0.216) (0.317) (0.299)
-0.624** -0.439* -0.361 -0.489 -0.132
(0.228) (0.183) (0.197) (0.297) (0.216)

-0.282 -0.724* 0.206 -0.379 0.316

(0.289) (0.315) (0.256) (0.354) (0.335)

0.354 -0.559 0.300 -0.327 0.218

(0.313) (0.338) (0.300) (0.392) (0.363)

-0.228 -0.820** -0.241 -0.690 0.189

(0.315) (0.285) (0.270) (0.368) (0.352)
-0.002 0.002 -0.002 -0.001 -0.000
(0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001)
-0.003 -0.006* 0.002 -0.003 -0.002
(0.005) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002)
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Proportion of wife’s income in
couple’s total income

Husband’s occupational status (SEI)

Wife’s occupational status (SEI)

Difference in occupational status
score

Husband self-employed

Wife self-employed

Husband and wife both self-

employed
Husband’s years since immigration

Wife’s years since immigration

Husband arriving 5 years earlier or

more

Wife arriving 5 years earlier or more

Mexico Philippines China Vietnam India

Spt.t Int.t Spt. Int. Spt. Int. Spt. Int. Spt. Int.
-0.140 - 0.235 -0.749 -0.039
(0.296) 0.953*** (0.257) (0.401) (0.355)

(0.295)

0.002 -0.000 0.003 0.002 0.005

(0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.004)

-0.005 -0.006 -0.007* 0.006 -0.005

(0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.005)
0.004 0.002 0.004 -0.003 0.005
(0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003)

0.001 0.291 -0.012 -0.379 0.107

(0.235) (0.279) (0.166) (0.278) (0.222)

-0.280 -0.365 0.441%* -0.026 0.163

(0.270) (0.353) (0.217) (0.278) (0.276)
-0.307 -0.365 0.293 -0.068 0.441
(0.459) (0.596) (0.256) (0.386) (0.371)

0.046** -0.027* 0.002 0.002 -0.047*

(0.015) (0.013) (0.016) (0.024) (0.021)

-0.055*** 0.010 -0.007 -0.042 0.012

(0.015) (0.014) (0.016) (0.024) (0.023)
0.500%** -0.256 -0.115 0.106 -0.114
(0.185) (0.166) (0.201) (0.261) (0.236)
-0.582* 0.353 -0.079 0.126 1.125%**
(0.256) (0.181) (0.266) (0.464) (0.354)
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Husband arrived before 13 years old

Wife arrived before 13 years old

Husband and wife both arrived

before 13

Husband arrived before 13 wife not

Wife arrived before 13 husband not

Husband being naturalized citizen

Wife being naturalized citizen

Husband and wife both citizens

Husband citizen wife non-citizen

Husband non-citizen wife citizen

Husband’s English proficiency

Mexico Philippines China Vietnam India
Spt.t Jnt.T Spt. Jnt. Spt. Jnt. Spt. Jnt. Spt. Jnt.
-0.496 -0.517 -0.378 -0.866* 1.097
(0.269) (0.350) (0.336) (0.414) (0.670)
0.797** -0.361 -0.001 1.435%** 0.229
(0.289) (0.394) (0.345) (0.397) (0.450)
0.182 -1.676* -0.701 0.270
(0.489) (0.688) (0.641) (0.617)
-0.339 -0.579 -0.083 -0.807 0.577
(0.282) (0.372) (0.354) (0.478) (0.652)
0.687* -0.256 0.223 1.210** -0.306
(0.307) (0.455) (0.381) (0.443) (0.457)
0.283 0.486** 0.759*** 0.221 1.191%**
(0.163) (0.169) (0.159) (0.279) (0.196)
-0.148 -0.864*** -0.698%*** -0.413 -0.850***
(0.179) (0.170) (0.165) (0.245) (0.209)
0.001 -0.531** 0.060 -0.347 -0.017
(0.182) (0.185) (0.154) (0.264) (0.233)
0.173 0.617* 0.844*** 0.287 1.080%**
(0.202) (0.261) (0.247) (0.319) (0.317)
-0.334 -0.717** -0.541* -0.140 -1.103***
(0.222) (0.256) (0.213) (0.491) (0.291)
0.035 -0.109 -0.012 -0.004 0.003
(0.079) (0.135) (0.100) (0.155) (0.212)
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Wife’s English proficie
ncy

Husband and wife both speak
English well, very well, or speak only
English

Parents’ yearly income®

Parents with physical difficulty

Married abroad

Age difference between couple

Number of observations
Log likelihood

Pseudo R’

Mexico Philippines China Vietnam India
Spt.t Jnt.T Spt. Jnt. Spt. Jnt. Spt. Jnt. Spt. Jnt.
-0.054 0.148 0.110 -0.006 -0.232
(0.074) (0.150) (0.101) (0.146) (0.182)
-0.043 0.035 0.043 -0.192 -0.158
(0.153) (0.286) (0.129) (0.197) (0.320)
-0.000 0.000 -0.003 -0.002 0.011 0.012 0.006 0.010 0.001 0.003
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.009) (0.009) (0.005) (0.005)
-0.234 -0.253 -0.246* -0.261%* 0.463** 0.454** 0.356 0.332 0.514** 0.486**
(0.173) (0.167) (0.125) (0.124) (0.154) (0.151) (0.184) (0.183) (0.181) (0.176)
0.028 -0.013 0.340 0.240 -0.299 -0.496* 0.244 0.158 -0.369 -0.572
(0.173) (0.165) (0.239) (0.231) (0.212) (0.206) (0.302) (0.284) (0.312) (0.300)
-0.041* -0.032 -0.039* -0.032* -0.037* -0.026 -0.049* -0.042* -0.048 -0.044
(0.018) (0.016) (0.015) (0.014) (0.017) (0.016) (0.022) (0.021) (0.027) (0.025)
986 986 1332 1332 1317 1317 579 579 971 965
-657.70 -660.75 -850.08 -851.27 -866.83 -873.73 -379.27 -380.25 -489.56 -491.84
0.0357 0.0313 0.0574 0.0561 0.0442 0.0366 0.0530 0.0506 0.0947 0.0876
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Husband’s education (years)

Wife’s education (years)

Difference in education”

Husband educated abroad

Wife educated abroad

Husband and wife both educated

abroad

Husband educated abroad wife not

Wife educated abroad husband not

Husband’s yearly income®

Wife’s yearly income®

Proportion of wife’s income in
couple’s total income

Cuba Jamaica Korea Poland El Salvador
Spt.t Int.t Spt. Int. Spt. Int. Spt. Int. Spt. Int.

-0.007 0.247* -0.022 0.064 -0.017

(0.041) (0.124) (0.056) (0.084) (0.033)

-0.059 0.026 -0.060 -0.081 -0.081*

(0.042) (0.1112) (0.064) (0.104) (0.033)
0.048 0.122 0.009 0.056 0.026
(0.034) (0.087) (0.048) (0.074) (0.027)

-0.218 1.379 -0.243 -0.010 0.242

(0.511) (0.838) (0.512) (0.701) (0.384)

-0.055 -0.027 -0.213 0.451 -0.909*

(0.395) (0.645) (0.359) (0.684) (0.405)
-0.209 1.134 -0.177 0.501 -0.269
(0.560) (0.880) (0.574) (0.892) (0.499)
-0.150 1.134 -0.201 -0.096 0.445
(0.521) (0.974) (0.625) (0.964) (0.578)
0.101 -0.026 -0.052 0.490 -0.552
(0.616) (1.159) (0.575) (0.918) (0.586)

0.003 -0.003 -0.001 -0.004 0.001

(0.003) (0.008) (0.002) (0.005) (0.003)

-0.006 -0.003 0.001 -0.005 -0.001

(0.005) (0.007) (0.003) (0.007) (0.004)
-0.684 1.137 -0.021 -0.707 -1.218*
(0.424) (0.844) (0.440) (0.799) (0.517)
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Husband’s occupational status (SEI)

Wife’s occupational status (SEI)

Difference in occupational status

score

Husband self-employed

Wife self-employed

Husband and wife both self-

employed
Husband’s years since immigration

Wife’s years since immigration

Husband arriving 5 years earlier or

more

Wife arriving 5 years earlier or more

Husband arrived before 13 years old

Cuba Jamaica Korea Poland El Salvador
Spt.t Int. Spt. Int. Spt. Int. Spt. Int. Spt. Int.
0.003 -0.008 0.012* 0.001 0.005
(0.005) (0.011) (0.006) (0.009) (0.006)
-0.003 -0.015 0.000 -0.013 -0.008
(0.006) (0.012) (0.006) (0.008) (0.006)
0.004 -0.003 0.007 0.009 0.003
(0.004) (0.008) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005)
0.290 0.063 0.285 -0.665 0.325
(0.255) (0.731) (0.251) (0.503) (0.427)
-0.060 0.875 -0.039 -0.950 -1.255%*
(0.437) (0.982) (0.276) (0.518) (0.448)
-0.945 0.939 0.214 -1.835 -0.544
(0.676) (1.070) (0.267) (1.155) (0.654)
-0.008 -0.013 -0.015 0.016 0.046
(0.022) (0.043) (0.031) (0.039) (0.034)
-0.013 -0.060 -0.028 -0.041 -0.094**
(0.022) (0.043) (0.032) (0.042) (0.033)
0.409 0.016 -0.285 0.776 0.473
(0.458) (0.587) (0.425) (0.556) (0.380)
-0.036 0.099 0.346 0.433 -0.635
(0.429) (0.674) (0.478) (0.697) (0.462)
-0.223 0.413 -2.954%* 0.076
(0.391) (0.576) (1.308) (0.652)
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Wife arrived before 13 years old

Husband and wife both arrived

before 13

Husband arrived before 13 wife not

Wife arrived before 13 husband not

Husband being naturalized citizen

Wife being naturalized citizen

Husband and wife both citizens

Husband citizen wife non-citizen

Husband non-citizen wife citizen

Husband’s English proficiency

Wife’s English proficiency

Cuba Jamaica Korea Poland El Salvador
Spt.t Int.t Spt. Int. Spt. Int. Spt. Int. Spt. Int.
0.009 0.532 1.191* 1.221 -0.616
(0.376) (1.035) (0.607) (0.952) (0.558)
-0.183 1.017 -0.192
(0.456) (0.920) (1.115)
-0.904 0.366 -2.119 0.035
(0.643) (0.616) (1.352) (0.693)
-0.350 -0.078 0.793 0.895 -0.982
(0.433) (0.988) (0.669) (0.882) (0.584)
0.127 0.748 0.535 -0.274 0.306
(0.299) (0.491) (0.287) (0.434) (0.283)
-0.255 0.291 -0.308 0.004 -0.311
(0.323) (0.568) (0.308) (0.457) (0.285)
-0.272 0.857 -0.154 -0.116 -0.371
(0.249) (0.714) (0.266) (0.411) (0.297)
0.505 1.410 0.448 0.848 0.388
(0.465) (0.910) (0.406) (0.653) (0.341)
-0.081 0.529 -0.591 0.776 -0.245
(0.386) (0.766) (0.383) (0.569) (0.371)
0.431** 1.964 -0.193 0.696* 0.160
(0.146) (1.658) (0.187) (0.312) (0.155)
-0.136 -0.361 -0.175 0.075 0.048
(0.130) (0.647) (0.186) (0.313) (0.140)
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(Table continued from the previous page)

Cuba Jamaica Korea Poland El Salvador
Spt.t Int. T Spt. Int. Spt. Int. Spt. Int. Spt. Int.

Husband and wife both speak English 0.142 -0.321 0.474 -0.122
well, very well, or speak only English (0.252) (0.234) (0.392) (0.250)
Parents’ yearly income® -0.012 -0.007 0.007 0.004 -0.005 -0.003 0.008 0.011 -0.007 -0.000

(0.013) (0.013) (0.041) (0.040) (0.016) (0.016) (0.013) (0.012) (0.021) (0.021)
Parents with physical difficulty 0.006 -0.059 0.058 -0.083 0.228 0.143 0.454 0.385 -0.013 -0.181

(0.218) (0.212) (0.501) (0.453) (0.254) (0.247) (0.422) (0.405) (0.311) (0.299)
Married abroad 0.111 0.033 -1.489* -1.032 0.223 -0.036 -0.160 -0.351 0.210 -0.007

(0.459) (0.459) (0.638) (0.596) (0.497) (0.486) (0.600) (0.599) (0.293) (0.283)
Age difference between couple 0.017 0.016 -0.022 -0.006 0.077 0.082* -0.003 0.002 -0.034 -0.015

(0.024) (0.023) (0.049) (0.045) (0.040) (0.039) (0.046) (0.043) (0.027) (0.025)
Number of observations 452 452 137 136 413 413 191 189 356 356
Log likelihood -289.32 -291.89 -76.36 -80.77 -250.45 -255.68 -116.90 -117.94 -224.09 -230.78
Pseudo R 0.0410 0.0325 0.1196 0.0566 0.0622 0.0426 0.1168 0.0997 0.0817 0.0543
Note:

tSpt.: Separate-Spouse model; Jnt.: Joint-Spouse model.

* significant at .05 level; ** significant at .01 level; *** significant at .001 level.

% income in thousands.

®. All “difference” variables were calculated by subtracting wife’s number from husband’s number.
% All households where both husband and wife could speak English well, very well, or speak only English had only the husband’s parents in home; therefore it was dropped from the regression
and 1 observation not used. (In the selection model all households who reported not living in a metro area belonged to the outcome=0 group; therefore it was dropped from the regression and

46 observations not used.)
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6.4.2. Separate-Spouse vs. Joint-Spouse Approach, Each Country

By-country regression results on the main outcome “whose parergsinveome” are
presented in Table 6.4. Compared to results above from the all-caumaigses on the
same dependent variable, the current results from by-countmgsssgns lost statistical

significance among some of the immigrant groups.

While both husband’s and wife’s education had significant (but opposieetsin the
all-country models, husband’s education was significant only for inamig from
Mexico and Jamaica, and wife’s education significant for immigréms Mexico,
Philippines, China, Vietnam, and El Salvador. Same as in the allrgountels, higher
education on the husband’s part increased the likelihood of his parembsne, while
wife’s education increased the likelihood of her parents in the hodsiditionally,
among immigrants from Mexico, Philippines, China, and Vietnam, biggérence
between the spouses in years of education was associated vidr pigbability of
having the husband’s parents. These findings were consistent whlggbthesis of the
bargaining theory: each spouse’s personal resource (educations icati@) increased

his/her power in the family decision.

Besides the amount of education, the country where immigrant vduesi@¢t husbands)
received all of her education was also found to have an effecteivitey all her

education abroad significantly increased the likelihood of the’svdwn parents in home
among those from Mexico, Philippines, and El Salvador. This findinghatsonsistent

with my hypothesis that receiving all one’s education (and beiagied) abroad would
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be associated with more traditional outcome, in this case ghidakhood of having

husband’s parents in home.

Like in the all-country analyses, income was not found to have act @ff@lmost all
immigrant groups, which was unexpected. The only significant findiag that wife’s
yearly income was associated with increased likelihood of havinganents only among
Filipino immigrants. Higher proportion of the wife’s yearly incomehe couple’s total
income increased the probability of the wife’s parents in homeang immigrants from

Philippines and El Salvador.

Occupational status did not have significant effects in most inamigyroups except in
the case of Korea (where husband’s higher occupational statusssasiated with
increased probability of his parents in home) and China (whefe’swhigher
occupational standing significantly increased her parents’ meese the house). Self-
employment of the husband was not found to have an effect among #rg grioups,
while self-employment of the wife had opposite effects across grohpsese immigrant
wife's self-employment increased her husband’s parents’ presembide self-

employment of Salvadorian women made her own parents’ present more likely.

The “years since immigration” variables showed significantltesn four out of the ten
countries, and its effect was also opposite across groups. Lorggsrhgre increased
each spouse’s own parents’ probability of presence for Mexicangramihusbands and
wives. On the opposite, among immigrants from Philippines and India, hushangeér
years here in U.S. was associated with increased probabihty wfife’s parents in home;

moreover, among Salvadorian immigrant households, longer yearSirot)the wife’'s
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part significantly increased the likelihood of her own parents in ho@@ming to U.S.
before 13 showed an interesting effect as well: each spousegerdeBation immigrant
status was found to increase the likelihood of the other spouse’stgane home.
Specifically, 1.5-generation immigrant husbands from Vietnam andchéalere more
likely to have his wife’s parents in home, while 1.5-generation imanigwives from
Mexico, Vietnam, and Korea were more likely to have her husbandstsan the house.
Since the effect of being 1.5-generation immigrants was hypo#iteto be associated
with less traditional gender relations, this finding was againpewgd and need further

clarification by future research.

In the current by-country analyses the effect of citizenship ovdy significant among
immigrants from Philippines, China, and India. Among these three gtbepsverall
pattern of findings on citizenship was consistent with the finding® fthe all-country
models: when looked at separately, husband’s citizenship and wifezenship
increased the probability of each spouse’s own parents’ presencena) however if
looked at together, these results suggested that husband’s citizenghipadnéffect
when his wife was non citizen. In the two scenarios whereviteehad citizenship (i.e.
in families where both spouses were citizens, and in familesewvife was citizen and
husband was non-citizen), her parents were more likely to be in hegaslless of her

husband’s citizenship status.

The effect of English proficiency was found only among Cuban andhPatimigrants,
where better English on the husband’s part increased the likelihood @atrents in

home. It was not significant in any of the other categories and countries.
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Parents with physical difficulty were more likely to be wafparents among immigrants
from Philippines, but more likely to be husband’s parents among thmseGhina and
India. Consistent with the all-country findings, bigger age diffeeebetween the couple
increased the likelihood of her parents in home, significant in thes cafs Mexico,

Philippines, China, Vietham, and Korea.

Next | compare the different approaches and models used above baksedeasults they

have yielded.

6.4.3. Comparison of Different Models and Discussion

Different models and approaches of analyses were used in thierckapind the best
fitting model to explain whose parents were present in the immtidrousehold. This
process included three parts. 1) Based on the research questithe aurrent data, the
Heckman probit model was first tested whose results (not repgtiedled that selection
bias was not significant in this case and therefore correctismatawarranted. Regular
logistic regression was then used to examine whose parentsirvemne given the
dichotomous outcome. 2) In the all-country analyses two models wgreyed, Model
1 using husband’s data to represent the couple’s information on theéthabiroad”
variable and Model 2 using wife’s data for that variable. Testoth possibilities gave a
more complete estimate since exact information on the countrgaofiage was not
available and both spouses’ data on age of arrival in U.S. could be usedkaproxies
to indicate if they might have been married abroad before imnagratn addition, for
each model two regressions were run, one without and the other wiimgeountry

variables. The purpose of this approach was to assess theoéffertding countries.
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Likelihood ratio test results showed that adding the sending countgesicantly
increased the explained variances in both models. 3) A separate-spodekeand a
joint-spouse model were used to predict the outcome of whose parestsnwesme.
Results of both models confirmed and complemented each other for thgpamosAn
examination of the significance and magnitude of coefficientslgieby each model led

to the conclusion that the two models’ ability to predict the outcome were about the same

with no one model obviously or significantly better than the other at explaining variance

Overall, my findings lent support to the bargaining theory framewuitkere each
spouse’s (especially the wife’s) personal resources includingagduoc occupational
status, income, length of time here in U.S., citizenship statasEaglish proficiency
were found to be associated with increased probability of hateig éwn parents in
home. More specifically, on the educational attainment (i.e. yehreducation),
husband’s resource increased the likelihood of his parents in homeywhikeresource
increased hers. Sending-country-wise, Mexican and Jamaicargramnihusbands’
higher education was associated with increased possibility of leatpan home, while
higher education of immigrant wives’ from Mexico, Philippines, Chifiainam, and El
Salvador made it more likely to have her parents in the house.outry of education
(i.e. receiving all education abroad before immigrating to U.S.), evtiex husband had
received his education did not seem to matter; however if treehaifl received all her
education abroad, the likelihood of her parents being present wascsigttyfiincreased.
How to interpret this finding was not immediately clear in #tisdy and needs future
research to better understand. Neither spouse’s income was tapdadictor of older

parents’ presence, but among Filipino immigrant families wifbigher income
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significantly predicted having her parents’ in home. Moreover,joint-spouse model
showed that the proportion of wife’s income out of the total income between husband and
wife had a significantly positive effect on having her pardanthome: the higher
proportion her income took up in the couple’s total income, the more lilkkelpdrents
were found living together with the married couple. Higher ocoupat status and
greater length of time since immigration on the wife’'stpaere associated with
increased probability of her parents’ presence in home; but thesdts idgsould be taken
with the high correlations between husband and wife on these mgasumind.
Immigrating before 13 yielded some unexpected results: husbanadimgbefore-13
status was associated with increased likelihood of having hisswigeents in home, and
wife’'s coming before 13 increased the probability of her husband’stsapesence. In
other words, the 1.5-generation-status for one spouse appeared toelyoaitiect the
likelihood of the other spouse’s parents’ presence. This somewhat coduitére
result was found in both all-country and each-country analyses ¢aimonigrants from
Mexico, Vietnam, Korea, and Poland). In the separate-spouse apprdasnship
status was found to have the same effect as education, i.e. each'spmutiEenship
increased the likelihood of their own parents’ presence in homewevter, joint-
approach models also revealed that wife’s citizenship seemed to play a cisredele
than husband’s citizenship: in households where wife was noncitizen, husband’s
citizenship would make his parent’s presence in home more likelypuseholds where
wife was citizen, her parents’ presence were more likebyarodess of her husband’s
citizenship status. Finally, husband’s English proficiency predibts parents’ presence

in the household only among Cuban and Polish immigrants, being married abroad
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appeared to increase the likelihood of wife’s parents in home for &hered Jamaican
immigrants, and bigger age difference between the couple was &sdogith greater
probability of her parents’ presence among those from Mexibdippines, China,

Vietnam, and Korea.

To summarize, different approaches and models used in this studiedevesults that
were mostly consistent and complemental. On the outcome of “whichesp@asents
were present in home”, my findings provided support for the barggathieory, where
the spouse (more importantly, the wife) that had more persos@inees and therefore
more bargaining power in family decision making were more likelynfluence the
outcome. Moreover, there was also evidence apparently indieafegig increasing role
in the relative power balance among immigrant couples. This ewdeotuded two
main findings. The first one was on the importance of wife’s incontiee total income
between both spouses: higher proportions that the wife’'s yearly ineocoented for in
the couple’s total income significantly increased the likelihootasing her parents in
home. The other finding was on the important role of wife’s c¢iBhg: husband’s
citizenship had a positive effect on his parents’ presence ohily vife was non citizen;
once she naturalized, the likelihood of her parents’ presence wafscaigtly increased,
regardless of her husband’s citizenship status. Although conclusigal galationship
could not be determined from these results alone, they were negssthedicative of
changes in gender relations in favor of women'’s increasing saatlislecision making

power in the immigrant family.
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Despite signs of changes in relative marital power, the infRi@hsending cultures on
gender relations proved to be persistent and strong among partgnaaps of
immigrants in this study. Given the different degrees of palnyain gender relations in
the sending countries, it is not unexpected to find that immigramts lfidia, Korea, and
China were significantly more likely than the other countries t@ aisband’s parents
present in home, while immigrants from Jamaica and Cuba were likele to have
wife’s parents in the household. After-model tests showed itpaifisant differences
existed between sending countries, which can be divided into four ggmneugs, in
terms of the likelihood of whose parents were likely to begmtesn home. Immigrants
from Jamaica, El Salvador, and Cuba were the most likely toviié&’'s parents in home
(and the least likely to have husband’s parents); on the other handfriims€hina,
Korea, and India were the most likely to have husband’'s parenenpr@sd the least
likely to have wife’s parents in home). Taking into considerationgtreeral gender
relations culture in these sending countries (reviewed in Chapteheye findings
supported the hypotheses that immigrants from more patriarcharesulivere more
likely to have the husband’s parents co-residing in the household, and rihosée$s
patriarchal cultures were comparatively more likely to havenifes parents. In other
words, the influence of sending culture on gender relations continuedstivobg and

clear among many post-1965 immigrants in this country.

6.5. Conclusion

The analyses performed in this chapter tried to predict the@met of whose parents

were present among the multi-generational immigrant household. Thexaghining
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the effects of a number of predictors on this outcome, the mainofithis study was to
determine what factors (including socioeconomic and cultural) may dféected relative
decision making power in the immigrant family, to the extent ¢tbatesidence patterns

of older parents reflects the result of that power balance and gender relations

Overall, findings from these analyses supported the bargaining theeryin the
immigrant household the spouse that had relatively more personaloessaemed to be
more likely to have his or her parents present. While there wesults indicating
women'’s increasing status and greater decision making rolenwiitaifamily, the effects
of gender relations from the sending culture proved to be persistamigdants from
more patriarchal cultures were more likely to have husbandénisain home even when

other factors were taken into account.

In the next (concluding) chapter, the main limitations of this sasdwell as implications

for future research on immigrant gender relations will be discussed.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

7.1. Introduction

The goal of this study was to examine the effect of migratiogemder relations by
focusing on coresidence patterns in the multi-generational immidrausehold and
factors that were associated with these patterns. All #tistgtal analyses performed in
the previous two chapters aimed to assess the effect of a numbecioéconomic,
immigration experience, and cultural factors on two outcomes, hether any older
parents were present in the household, and whose older parents esspt pn the

household.

Overall the results were consistent with my general hypoth@sd®th outcomes. In
terms of presence of older parents in home, the findings suggestetnthigrant
households with more resources (higher family income, home ownershigdeamyl
naturalized citizen) were more likely to have older parents elsas households that had
practical need for help from family members probably due ticpéar life stages
(working long hours, and having young children). In terms of wip@asents were in
home, the findings supported the bargaining theory where the spousealgsfethe
wife, had more personal resources (education, income, occupationas, stand
citizenship status), he or she was more likely to have his/heipavents present in home.
Moreover, the effect of sending culture on gender relations proved persestently

strong after migration: immigrants from more patriarchal sendultures (India, Korea,
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and China) were more likely to have husband’s parents, while immgrfrom less
patriarchal sending cultures (Jamaica, El Salvador, and Qudra) more likely to have

wife’s parents in home.

In this concluding chapter | turn to a discussion of implicatiomayfindings, as well as

limitations of the study and suggestion for future research.

7.2. Implications of Current Findings

7.2.1. “Whether Parents” vs. “Whose Parents”

Although the focus of this study was “whose parents were in hosna’paoxy to reflect
gender relations in the immigrant household, examining “whethentsarehome at all”
served as a necessary and important first step before theootaome. Empirically it
provided a background by answering the question of which immigrant gnarpsmore
likely to have multi-generational households, while statisticdllgantrolled for the
selection effect of older parents’ presence in home. Findamgshe two outcomes

showed overlaps as well as distinctions between immigrant groups.

On the outcome of “whether older parents were coresiding in the hodigehwhigrants
from Cuba, the Philippines, China, India, and Korea were found to beutetiicnore
likely to have a multi-generational home, compared to the biggesigmnant group in
this study, the Mexican immigrants. Given the traditional pesiee for
multigenerational households in some Asian countries such as Chirag,dndiKorea, it
was not surprising to see this practice continuing at a rehativigh degree after

migration among these groups. Meanwhile, more needs to be known about the
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circumstances under which multigenerational residence was paf@mong immigrant
groups such as Cubans and Filipinos. More research should be done to lotble into
guestion why it was more common among some groups than among ¢tbemsstance,
the majority of immigration from both the Philippines and Jamtdd.S. was initiated
by women whose jobs concentrated in the areas of health care estdohelp in U.S.
However, Filipino immigrants were much more likely to have oldarents’ in the
household than Jamaican immigrants. One hypothesis is that thisafade partly
explained by the relatively common practice of leaving yountgdmen behind in the
charge of female relatives among Jamaican immigrantse(Fd®97). So far most
existing research has focused on younger, working-age immigradtsha relatively
earlier stages of family chain migrations (e.g. Massegl.e1987). Less is known about
older immigrants and factors associated with their immigratiBesearch in this area
will provide a more complete understanding of family chain migratitmsU.S.,
specifically in regard to different mechanisms and circumstarassociated with
immigrants across the whole demographic spectrum. Furtherth@enformation can
be useful to policy makers in assessing the needs of immigramisferent age and
group compositions and in public policies planning (e.g. immigrationpaibtic health

policies) accordingly.

On the outcome of “whose parents were present in the household”, aimgérshowed
that immigrants from India, Korea, and China were the most likehave the husband’s
parents, compared to other immigrant groups in the study. Complisngst with that
from the “whether older parents were in home” list above, the cainduwas that

immigrants from India, Korea, and China were the most likely to haw#i-generation
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households, and the older parents in the house were most likely to be bamdisis

parents.

7.2.2. Separate-Spouse Model vs. Joint-Spouse Model

The separate-spouse vs. joint-spouse approach in predicting whose parengsesent
in home yielded same patterns of results. In summary, finfliogsthe separate-spouse
model were consistent with the bargaining theory where each spouseng@eresources
increased the likelihood of an outcome that was favorable to him/hHeeseTpersonal
resources could be considered as bargaining power in the f@aaision making process
and they included education, income, occupational status, years heres.inadd
citizenship status. However, because of high statistical cioredebetween the spouses’
data on some of the measures, the joint-spouse models were consgleredag of
controlling for redundancy of information in the regressions, and theydaed another
way of checking the findings of the separate-spouse model®las Results from the
joint-spouse approach also further clarified the relationships fograagerpretation on
some of these measures. For example, the joint-spouse model ortipnopbwife’s
income out of the total income of the couple showed one of the most ampbnidings
in this study: it was not the absolute amount of wife’s income rfatered the most;
rather, it was how much the wife’s income accounted for in the ceuptal income that
significantly increased her bargaining power in the familyisies-making. Another
example was the effect of citizenship. While the separate-spuasdel results showed
that each spouse’s naturalized citizenship increased their tigspearents’ probability

of being present in the household, the joint-spouse model results fugtlealed an
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important finding on the effect of wife’s citizenship status. aBneg down all possible
scenarios of both spouses’ citizenship status into four combinations amyl fosr
dichotomous variables to represent these scenarios in the joint ried@int-spouse
model results showed that husband’s citizenship increased his pgresgshce only
when his wife was non-citizen; when both spouses were naturalizeehsithe wife’'s
parents were more likely to be present in the household. This findm@ significant
indication on marital gender power among immigrants: it suggessgghaof increasing
status and power for women in the immigrant household. It is anothesf@dhe most
important findings of this study in support of changing gender relatmmards being
more egalitarian after immigration. Although these signs ofigrant women’s gain in
marital gender power were offset by findings of persistesitiyng effects of patriarchal
sending cultures, its significance is not to be overlooked by részarof immigrant
gender relations. Overall, this study found that while post-imahan gender relations
saw signs of positive (i.e. more egalitarian) changes follommmigrant women’s
increased economic power, the effects of the original sending ewantinued to be
very significant. Gender relations among immigrants fromiticanally more patriarchal
sending cultures were found to be still more patriarchal whereametinued to have
greater decision-making power in the family, compared to immigrdrom less
patriarchal gender cultures. Compared to the effects oftstal changes such as
women’s increasing economic power, the effects of sending csiltome the post-
migration gender relations remained great in explaining outcahdamily decision

making power.
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7.2.3. Inferring on Possible “Causality” Relationships

Findings of the analyses performed in Chapters 5 & 6 showed assogibétween many
of the predictors and their respective outcome. Like in mangscaksocial sciences
research, these relationships can only be characterized asiaisa rather than
causation. Statistical findings from quantitative studies needetsupplemented by
gualitative research to get an accurate and complete pictangeudr it is still helpful to

infer on possible causalities and discuss hypothetical scenaimssient with the
guantitative findings, in order to provoke further thoughts and point out paitéuttire

research directions.

For instance, in predicting presence of older parents in hdwdolowing factors were
found to affect the outcome as hypothesized: higher family inclomger working hours
for the wife, home ownership, having young children, and being naturalizashs all
significantly increased the likelihood of having older parents. sregrce immigration
had a curvilinear relationship with the outcome, i.e. it first iaseel then decreased the
probability of older parents’ presence. This effect can be edeas showing the
likelihood of having older parents first going up as immigrantsesettown and became
more established in U.S, and then going down after a certain poimepartly as the
result of longer exposure to the American norm of nuclear family holde with age
being controlled for. More unexpected was the findings of negeffeets of education
and occupational status. One possible explanation might be that $eritheigrants,
education to some extent played a role of “breaking from traditiong&rms of some

traditional practices and beliefs, such as the preference for multiagjenai residence in
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some (e.g. East Asian) cultures. Another factor worth discussthg ieffect of living in
a metro area. My analyses found that metro area residgmkcantly increased the
likelihood of older parents’ presence in the immigrant household. possible factors
came into mind which may explain this finding. The first is fde that immigrants in
these census data were highly concentrated in several big metopieas including
California, New York, Florida, Texas, New Jersey, and lllinois, dbcalled “big six”
immigrant receiving states in U.S. In 1999, as much as 69.9%l dbraign-born
population lived in these six states (Passel and Zimmerman, 200200, California
was the top state of settlement for immigrants from Mexitaljppines, China, India,
Vietnam, Korea, and El Salvador, while Florida was the top &batammigrants from
Cuba, New York the top state for those from Jamaica, and llliheisop state for those
from Poland. Such high concentrations of immigrant settlementedresmny co-ethnic
residential neighborhoods. It is reasonable to hypothesize thatcsmmmon practices
and sharing of information existed resulting from concentratetastial enclaves
among immigrants from the same sending country (e.g. the exansulebed by Zhou,
1992 of family chain immigrations among Chinese immigrants in Newk). In the
same way, highly concentrated co-ethnic residence may havwhdadme effect on the
practice of having older parents immigrate and come live togethé).S. among
immigrants, leading to increased likelihood of older parents’ poeseSecondly, living
in a metro area may have increased the probability of havohgy garents in home
because it is presumably easier and more suitable for oldegramhparents to live in a
metro environment with closely settled co-ethnic communities amelatively easy

access to public transportation. In contrast, living in suburban ar@agrove to be
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harder for older immigrants who are more likely to experienoeertanguage difficulty
and feelings of loneliness because of the unavailability ofetlatic community. Again,

these hypotheses need to be tested by further research.

Findings of difference among immigrant groups on the likelihood of having p&tents
in home were intriguing but harder to hypothesize in some casesigriamts from Cuba
were the most likely among all ten groups to have older parehtsme. Information on
traditional norms in the Cuban culture about multi-generational housakdhtsking in
the current study, and given the unavailability of statistics @vgbence of multi-
generational households in Cuba, it is hard to come up with hypedescenarios
although two factors were taken into consideration in the intergmetafi this finding.
The first factor is that the Cuban immigrants in these data bese in U.S. for a long
time (in fact they were the group who had been in this codotrhe longest time out of
the ten groups in this study, see Table 5.2). The time of arhwalex] that most of these
Cuban immigrants possibly came to U.S. from late 1950s and 1960s betaihse
Cuban revolution. Unlike the later wave of Cuban immigrants in 1980sy fram this
earlier wave were from higher social classes, well-aibnemically and privileged
socially. Having the necessary resources to immigrate argetigraphical proximity of
Cuba to U.S. made it more possible for whole families to contieet®&).S. together and
also settled down with whole families living together in multig@tional households in
this country. The second-likely to have older parents in haere immigrants from
Philippines. Although review of literature did not suggest a straefe@nce in the
Filipino culture for multi-generational households, the situation teychanged after

immigration partly because of the fact that a majoritiFibpino immigrant women were
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employed in health care (hospitals) and service (restaurais) j Because of the
demanding schedules of these jobs it is likely that they neededhelpravith household
labor, leading to a higher likelihood of having older parents in home. sdime reason
may apply to Salvadorian immigrant households as well. Most afrtimegrant women
from El Salvador worked in food service (restaurants) and domlestper (private
households) jobs in U.S. As a result of long working hours (and in theotasemen
working as live-in domestic helpers they were able to spend essriine in home) the
need for help from family members on home making and child rearag ba even
greater. Immigrants from China and India were two groups amontpphBve most
likely to have older parents home. Given the emphasis on multi-gemalatsidence in
the traditional cultures of both countries, this finding was not sungrisHowever, more
research (especially qualitative research) is certamdgded to fill in the gaps in

interpreting these findings.

Compared to the results on “whether older parents were in homefjnthiegs on
“whose parents were in home” yielded less “unexpected” effe@serall, it is not
surprising to find India, Korea, and China as the three sending coumthese
immigrants were the most likely to have husband’s parents in,hgiren the strongly
patriarchal gender culture in all three sending countries and time abtiving with
husband’s family. On the other hand, Jamaica and the Philippines hadxXpseted to
be the most likely to have wife’s parents present in the househatdtheAreview in
Chapter 3 showed, the gender culture in both Jamaica and the Re#ippere much less
patriarchal, and the two countries were arguably the mostfatairiones among all ten

groups in this study. As it turned out, however, Jamaican and Filipimogrants were
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not more likely to have wife’'s parents, compared to immigriata Mexico and the rest
of the countries except India, Korea, and China. This result waswdwah disappointing

and the real picture is hard to be captured with these quantitative results alone.

7.3. Limitations of the Current Study

While findings of this study contributed to a better understanding rdiegerelations
among the biggest groups of post-1965 immigrants in U.S., severtatioms are worth
noting. First, a main limitation in the research design lethe assumption that the
presence of parents in the house is a result of relative @eamking power between the
husband and wife. This assumption does not take into account other poszsaes
why parents are living with the immigrant couple, such asatrelability to provide
practical help from family members (e.g. the immigrant ceuygeds help taking care of

young kids and only one of the spouse’s parents are available to give such help).

Secondly, using coresidence patterns as a proxy to study getatesns and relative
marital status is by no means a direct measure of theraatc As discussed in Chapter 1,
the research design was based on the assumptions that 1) having r@des ipamigrate
to U.S. and living together was a desirable outcome among immtsgi2) the presence
of older parents in the immigrant household involved spending resourcesaticheffort
on the immigrants’ part to help sponsoring the immigration of oldeanpsir 3) because
of resources limitations it is not realistic to have both spoys@®€nts come and live
together at the same time. In this sense the outcome of “whmgpaere present in
home” represented the result of an important family decision fendelative decision-

making power between the spouses. However, the analyses sttithysvere not able to
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capture and distinguish the following scenarios: 1) immigrants helpedrgitiggir older
parents to U.S. but they did NOT live in the same household at thetithe census; 2)
older parents were sponsored to immigrate to U.S. by other sorughtda of theirs
other than the one they were living with at the time of the cemsuk3) older parents
who came first to U.S. as immigrants and then sponsored the iatioigof their son or
daughter who they were living with at the time of the censusdditian, there should be
a small percentage of households in the data where older parentsteyrng on a
temporary basis (e.g. to visit or to help out with taking careoohyg children for a short
time). In that case the older parents were not immigraéng.S. and it should not be
assumed that staying in U.S. was a “desired” outcome for @mtineigrants or their older

parents.

The above limitation in research design is connected to the lonitaf data, and as a
matter of fact resulting from the limitation of data. Asqisgs data did not contain
information on immigration sponsorship, it was not possible for the rdusteidy to
distinguish the order of immigration within the extended famitg @he direction of
sponsorship. Instead, available information in the census data thatsefs in this
regard was year of immigration, based on which years sincegration was calculated.
Comparison of the years of immigration between immigrants and alder parents
showed a small percentage of households (6.9%) in these data whegeant parents
arrived in U.S. earlier than their adult children. It was probdidé these households
belonged to the second or third scenarios above. However as the ggrogasasmall
and exact information on the direction of sponsorships was not availadjeyere kept

in the study and were not expected to change the general patterns of results.

205



7.4. Implications For Different Stakeholders and Future Research

The current study contributed to the field of immigrant gendetiogls in the following
ways. As discussed above, results of this study have confirmedrganirag theory on
personal resources and the relative decision making power in thigramt family, as
influenced by post-migration structural (socioeconomic) and culag@®rs. Moreover,
by examiningooth spouses’ relative decision making power (instead of focusing only on
immigrant women), and by comparing ten immigrant groups coveringusadegrees of
patriarchal gender relations in the sending culture, the current anagsed but some of
the complex effects between gender, class and race. In sunmyaapalyses found that
sending culture still plays a decisive role on gender relatlwars structural (economic)
factors among the post-1965 U.S. immigrants. These findings contributbdtter
knowledge and a more accurate understanding of post immigration getedems. It
fits into the second of three stages of gender and immigrationreRsd@scussed in
Chapter 1. It added to the effort of overcoming an eitherahéwork when looking at
the effect of migration on gender relations, and trying to accounirfeven effects of

migration.

Another implication of the current study’s findings is to the Englebelief on raising
women’s status through women’s obtaining economic power. Although tmy st
focused on immigrants, the findings also have implications on changmigmgeslations
and raising women’s status in general. This study showed thatusal changes and

increased economic power and independence alone are not enough tdbbuhgeal
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changes in gender relations; they need to be accompanied by fumdaoi@nges in

cultural beliefs and norms as well.

For immigrant families, especially those from traditionally highlyipathal cultures (e.g.
immigrant families from many Asian sending countries), tHevesce of the current
study lies in the empirical confirmation of the powerful effettsending cultures on
gender relations. Although men’s patriarchal power in the grant family has been
challenged by women’s increasing status and economic contribut®riutdamental
influence of sending culture has helped explaining women’s ambivaleveards
drastically changing existing power balance and patterns of gegldéons. Empirical
examples of this have been found by previous researchers, such as Komagrant
women’s unwillingness to challenge patriarchal beliefs and practicéamily/gender
relations (Lim, 1997) and Vietnamese immigrant women’s desitgsé the patriarchal
family system to preserve what they saw as better in tetna&fnese culture than the
American culture (Kibria, 1993). In this sense, immigrant women ghrticipate in
maintaining patriarchy after immigration. Their engagemethig“patriarchal bargain”
(Kandiyoti, 1988, cf Lim, 1997; Kibria, 1993) warrants further researchafdretter
understanding of what and how women “choose their battles” and makedeas to

what they challenge and what they keep maintaining in the patriarchal culture.

Finally, some of the findings in this study also fit into the puldebate about
immigration reform, especially on the issues of immigratialucéon and cutting down
social services. In the current debate over immigration padfoym there are calls for

significantly reducing the existing levels of family reurafiion immigration. Since 1965
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U.S. immigration laws have been mainly based on the principle adllgrdafined family
reunification, which enables immigrants to sponsor their relatbheask home to
immigrate to U.S. as well. Family reunification has indeedn the most important way
by which legal immigrants come to the United States. Famgke, in 2001 about 63%
of all immigrants admitted entered through the family reuatfo;n program. The
program is particularly important for immigrants from speafitintries, such as Mexico
(where 95% of all immigrants come through family reunificati@amd Dominican

Republic (where 98% come through family reunification).

However, examining the family reunification system more cdlsefshows that the
proposed reduction of family-reunification immigration may not betrasght-forward a
way to cut down overall immigration as might have been sughedtéthin the family
reunification system there are two subcategories: 1) immediktives of U.S. citizens,
and 2) family sponsorship according to preference categorieg. firBih subcategory,
immediate relatives of U.S. citizens, includes the non-native spafs&S citizens,
unmarried minor children (aged 21 or under) of US citizens, orphans adopte& by
citizens, and the parents of US citizens over the age of 21. ategocy has no
numerical ceiling, and the number of immigrants entering through shbcategory
affects, to a usually non-significant degree, the number of ptaaeaiable to immigrants
entering through the second subcategory, that of family sponsorshipe family
sponsorship category of the preference entry system includesdmerically limited
categories: 1) unmarried, adult (aged 21 or over) sons and daughtdb citizens; 2)
spouses and unmarried sons and daughters of US permanent residerftgakenscard

holders"); 3) married sons and daughters of US citizens; and 4elsand sisters of
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adult US citizens. Theoretically, 480,000 slots are availableafarly reunification (U.
S. INS statistical yearbook, 2002). This detailed category eak shows that among
all family-reunification based immigration, the majority ofrmgrants are either spouses
or minor children of U.S. citizens or green card holders, while the other relggarests,
adult children, and siblings) account for only a relatively smalt parfamily-based
immigration. This is supported by numbers published by the govetnifioe example,
out of a total of 849,807 individuals admitted as legal immigrants in 2000,6@$19
(8%) were parents of U.S. citizens, 22,833 (2.7%) married sons or daughterS.
citizens, and 60,145 (7.1%) siblings of U.S. citizens. The percewnfagemigrants
admitted as parents of citizens stayed low across diffasmal fyears: e.g., in the 8 years
from 1993 to 2000, parents of U.S. citizens accounted for 6.7% (1995) to 9.5% (1999) of
the total immigrants admitted (U.S. INS statistical yearbook, 2002). themhata of this
study it was also found that co-residing parents of immigraete wot common in the
immigrant household (only about 8.4%). Although the current data werabit®tto
capture those immigrants who did sponsor their parents to U.S. but didenaith them

in the same household at the time of the census, it is quite untikatythe true
percentage would be drastically different from the 8.4% found indtiidy and 8%
reported by the immigration service above on the estimated nurinparemts sponsored
to immigrate. In other words, unless the proposed reduction of féslge immigration
includes dramatically cutting the number of spouses and minor chitdreg.S. citizens
and permanent residents, it is not too likely to meaningfully eedbe number of

immigrants to U.S. through family reunification.
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In the current immigration reform discussion another hotly-deliafed is cutting social
services for illegal and even legal immigrants. While tosts and other issues
associated with illegal immigrants are beyond the scope afuiient study, findings of
my analyses did shed light on legal immigrants that is heklofuhe social services
discussion. As shown in Chapter 5, immigrant households who had older paesetst
in home had significantly higher family income, higher edwcatievel and more
prestigious jobs, compared to their counterparts that did not have oldetsppresent.
Overall, with a mean family income of about $85,000 yearly,haisl to argue that these
multi-generational immigrant households would qualify for and use puldgrgams such
as food stamps, Medicaid, or free or reduced price lunches for chitdpblic schools.
The multi-generational immigrant households were also significamdre likely to own
their home (74.2% of with-parents households were home owners vs. 58% arientsp
households). Furthermore, while a very small fraction (2.4%) of mefterational
immigrant households included older parents with physical difficulyfindings from
regression analyses suggested that the reasons for multitgenerenigrant households
were more likely to be the practical need for help with domdabor and childcare,
instead of immigrants coming to US to get social servicesaasbeen suggested for
illegal immigrants. Of course, as in the case of older nébra individuals, older
immigrants are likely to need more health care servicesthi@nyounger counterparts.
However, based on the above findings that only a small percentagen@frants came
to U.S. each year as older parents sponsored by their adult childcerihat older
immigrants who did come in this category were often from househoblals were

relatively better off and financially more established in USis inot likely that their
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health care would be a significant burden on the existing samakes. On the other
hand, reliable help from family members (such as older parentspusehold labor and
child care could alleviate the financial and emotional burden of inamighouseholds
and thus facilitating a faster and smoother transition and estaigind in the new

community.

It should also be kept in mind, though, that cross-group difference in tdréstics and
sending culture existed and could very well translate into diffemeetds and policy
implications for various immigrant groups. For example, the firgithgit immigrants
from Mexico and Jamaica were less likely to have older pauaresiding compared to
those from Philippines, Cuba, China, and India could imply that: 1) cufitaatices and
expectations in terms of household structure and multi-generatioitsEnes patterns are
very different between countries. Some immigrant groups are\siegs likely to have
multi generational households. 2) Given this, the need for social egraied public
programs should be varied in towns and states with different immigranps. For
instances, in places with a concentrated population from Mexic&la®dlvador it might
be more important to provide affordable child care for immigrant hmide with
relatively lower family income, as many immigrants fansilwere less likely to have
multi generational households and more likely to have lower famiignne. Whereas in
places with considerable numbers of highly skilled professional inamig) from India
and Philippines it might be more applicable to provide adequate aedsdie health
care particularly for older people, as well as community ses\goeh as seniors centers,
as immigrant households from these groups may be more likely todhdee parents

coresiding because of cultural preferences. In this senseygsdf this study could be
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helpful on the public policy level, mainly for states and local gowents where there
are relatively high concentrations of immigrant groups that ame tikely to have older
parents in multi-generational coresidence. The planning of publidirfg allocations
and for specific social services can benefit from better kedgd and anticipation of the

demographic composition of immigrant population in particular states and areas

7.5. Conclusion

Changes in gender relations among post-1965 immigrants in U.S. is &xagle that
highlights how immigration has affected immigrants’ genddations and women’s
status within the family. The current study focused on the living arrangeamotgy ten
biggest immigrant groups and used it as a proxy to infer on how d@neseyements may
have been the outcome of men and women’s decision making power in thg fami
therefore reflecting possible changes brought about by imnaigraffhe main findings
of this study showed that as immigrant women gained more economé pad higher
status in this country, their relative decision making powdriwihe family increased as
a result. On the other hand, my findings also underlined the strontpradasting
influence of the sending culture. Despite positive signs showingeg@atision making
power and gender equality for women, immigrant men from tluitibaally patriarchal
cultures (represented by India, Korea, and China) still exerted power and influence
on important family decisions such as whose parents were tootje¢her in the multi-
generational household. As a matter of fact, on both outcomes stuttg sending
cultures were found to have significant effects that contribig¢embnsiderable between-

group Vvariations, even after other socioeconomic, demographic, andgriiom
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experience factors were controlled for. With regard to theitigetl of having older
parents in home, immigrants from Philippines and Cuba were the rkelst io have
multi-generational households, and those from Mexico and Jamaicahsdeast likely
to have older parents in home. In terms of whose parents wereiketydgd be present,
immigrants from India, Korea, and China were the most likelyatee husband’s parents
in home, and those from Jamaica, El Salvador, and Cuba were moyddikelve wife’s
parents. Comparing these findings on the two outcomes againinedetie complex
nature of cross-group difference and the importance of sendingrecult.g. while
immigrants from Cuba and Jamaica were both more likely to hde&s warents in home,
multi-generational households were much less common among those famnsala This
was probably related to the matri-focal family structure andhikinsystem in the
Jamaican culture, as well as the relatively common practi¢eawing young children

behind in the care of other female kin among Jamaican immigrant families.

These findings contributed to the study of immigration and gendastrores in general.
Additionally, findings on the characteristics of multi-genierad! immigrant households
increased our understanding of post-1965 immigrants’ living arrangements in thig/countr
This knowledge is also timely and helpful for policy makers, stedant scholars of

immigration, as well as the general public.
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