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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This rcport cxamincs the labor force position of Latina and Latino immigrants in
California. Therc has been considerable immigration from Latin Amecrica throughout the 20th
century, with much of this migration coming from Mexico. In the last 20 years, immigration from
Central and Scuth America has increased significantly. How immigrants from Mexico and other
Latin Amecrican countrics fare in the U.S. cconomic system is a critical research and policy issue.
Pricr rescarch points to the particularly low status position of Latino immigrants in the labor force
(Morales and Ong, 1993). Immigrants arc typically concentrated in low wage manufacturing jobs,
particulariy in the garment, plastics, and fumniture industrics, as well as in low level scrvice jobs,
such as rcstaurant workers, janitors, and private houschold workers.
This rescarch addresses three major questions:
1. To what extent does labor force position among Latinos vary by whether they were born in
the U.S., arc Mcexican immigrants and citizens, Mexican immigrants and noncitizens, or

Central American immigrants?

2. What factors affect the labor force status of Latinos immigrants? Which types of factors
have a greater impact: human capital factors (c.g., cducation and language ability),
family/houschold factors (e.g., being married or houschold composition), or proxies for
structural indicators such as the prescnee of networks (i.c., contact with Latinos and other

racial/cthnic groups) and residential segregation (i.c., extent of Latino neighbors)?

3. What diffcrences arc there in the labor force position of Latino men and women? Arc

somg factors more tmportant for men than women and vice versa?

The data 10 be used in this analysis came from the 1990 California Identity Project (CiP),
a represcntative sample of 1200 Latinos residing in the state of California. In this report, the major
groups comparcd with respect to labor force intcgration are Mexican origin persons bomn in the
U.S., Mexican immigrants who are ecitizens, noncitizen Mexican immigrants, and Central
Amcrican immigrants. Overall, Latinos are disadvantaged workers with respect to their hourly
wage, working conditions, and family income. U.S.-bormn Mecxicans are the most advantaged

workers followed by Mexican immigrants who are citizens, then noncitizen Mexican immigrants,

and lcast advantaged are Central American immigrants, although there are some exceptions 1o this




pattern. The largest differences are found between the citizen groups-- U.S.-born Mexicans and
Mexican immigrants--on the one hand, and noncitizen groups--Mexican and Central American
immigrants, on the other hand.

We obscrve that cducational levels and English language skills are fairly low among
Latinos. Morcover, citizens are more likely to speak English and have higher levels of education
than immigrants who arc not citizens. In the muitivariate analysis among Latino men, we find that
these individual characteristies--cducation and English langnage ability--cxplain much of the
disadvantaged position of noncitizen immigrants. In other words, non-citizen immigrants tend to
camn less than citizens because of their lower educational and English language skills, Similarly,
Latinos who arc noncitizens have lower family income than citizen immigrants because of their
lower cducation and English proficicney.  On thc other hand, the disadvantaged working
conditions, such as not being unionized and not having health insurance, among noncitizen
immigrants persist even after controlling for individual characteristics,

Consistent with the previous findings, cducation and English proficicney arc found 1o have
a direct cffect on the cconomic position of Latinos. Thus, thosce with higher cducational and
English ability skills have significantly higher wages, hold jobs with significantly better working
conditions, and have significantly higher family income than those with weaker educational and
language skills.

Most Latinos arc marricd and reside in family units with children and other adults.
However, these family characteristics do not cxplain the disadvantaged status of noncitizen Latino
men nor do they have a direct effect on the cconomic position of Latino male workers.

As an indication of social networks, we find that most Latinos have high levels of contact
with other Latinos and relatively little contact with non-Latinos, and are likely to live in Latino
communitics. Morcover, contact with non-Latino groups and living in non-Latino necighborhoods
is more prevalent among those born in the U.S. and among immigrants who have become citizens.
Contact with Latinos and other racial/cthnic groups has a strong positive effect on the wages and
the family income of Latino men. Morcover, contact with Latinos and other racial/cthnic groups
has a significant positive cffect on holding a unionized job but not on other indicators of work
conditions.

Overall, we found the economic position of Latinas to be significantly more disadvantaged

than that of Latino men. Latinas hold jobs with significantly worse working conditions--not being

unionized and not having health insurance. Morcover, Latinas have lower family income than




Latino mcn. Similar to the results among men, the most disadvantaged Latinas arce noncitizen
immigrants. -

Labor force participation among Latinas who are bom in the U.S. was significantly lower
than for Latina immigrants, after controlling for individual, family, and structural characteristics.
This finding suggests that Latinas participate less in the labor foree when they have greater options
due to their skills, family configuration, or structural position, while they participate more when
they have fewer options and greater necds.

Morcover, we find that ceducational level and English ability have a direct effect on labor
force participation. And we find that cducation and English fluency to some extent explain the
lower family income of noncitizen Latinas and havce a direct cffect on family income among
Latinas. In contrast, working conditions were found not to be strongly affected by these individual
characteristics among Latinas nor do individual characteristics explain the more disadvantaged
working conditions of Latinas.

Family characteristics are much more important for understanding the cconomic position
of Latinas than of Latino men. Being married and having children in the home negatively affects
labor force participation while the presence of other adults in the houschoeld positively affects labor
force participation. In addition, being married and having other adults in the houschold affects the
family incomc of Latinas in a positive manner. In contrast, working conditions were found not to
be strongly affected by family characteristics among Latinas.

Similar to the results among Latino men, contact with Latinos and other racial/cthnic
groups has a strong positive effect on the wages and the family income of Latinas. On the other
hand, contact with Latinos and other racial/cthnic groups does not influence working conditions,
such as having hecalth insurance or retirement benefits.

Owerall, it was found that individual factors--cspecially cducation and English ianguage
ability--were important in cxplaining the especially disadvantaged position of noncitizen
immigrants, Morcover, individual and structural factors had a strong direct cffect on the labor
position for both mcn and women while family characteristies werc morc important for Latinas
than Latinos, We found that gender differcnees in labor foree position were pervasive, with
Latinas consistently in a lower status position than their male counterparts.

These findings suggest a number of policies that could be implemented to assist in

improving the labor foree position of Latinos and Latinas:
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Education: Improving the educational retention of U.S.- born Latinos and immigrants
who come to the US. at a young age would cnhance their labor market position.
Education had a consistent cffect on labor foree position for men and women. Yet we
know from this and other studies that Latinos have cspecially low rates of high school
complction and college attiendance. Educational programs at adult schools and community
colleges (including bilingual cducation), cspecially for those who scek vocational rather

than academic training, would be uscful.

English literacy: Incrcasing adult classes in English litcracy would be especially
beneficial to immigrants  since this study found mmigrants to be consistently
disadvantaged by lack of English language skills, While such services currently exist, the

demand for these classes generally cutnumbers the availability of classcs.

Child care: Having high quality and affordable child care is critical in assisting Latinas to
participatc in the labor force. Conventional wisdom suggests that Latinas prefer forms of
child care provided by family members. While this view is supported by the finding that
the prescenee of other adults in the home facilitated participation in the work foree, many
familics do not have this resource available 1o them. One alternative might be to facilitate
the establishment of coopcerative low—cost child care centers. The availability of affordable
child care would cnable grcater labor force participation by Latinas and other working

parcents.

Job placement/seeking strategies: Owvercoming the structural barrers to better paying
and morc stablc jobs in the labor force is difficult. Yet, since we know that networks arc
important, stratcgics that expand job contacts and networks for immigrants might prove
helpful. In particular, job sccking and placement programs will assist Latinos in

overcoming barriers and might serve to improve their labor force position.

Unionization: The working conditions of Latino and Latina workers werc shown by this
study to be quite inadequate. For example, few have health insurance or a retirement plan,

Historically, one mechanism workers used to improved their working conditions was to

unionize. Whilc there are currently many forces against unionization (government




legislation, corporate strategics, and economic restructuring), unionization still plays an
important role in sccuring adeguate working conditions, For instance, several union cfforts
have proved successful in organizing Latino workers in Los Angcles--two that comce
rcadily to mind are Justice for Janitors and the drywallers union, These efforts have been
successful despite the conventional wisdom that Latino immigrants arc difficult to
organize. Since this study shows that unions rcach a small portion of the Latino labor

force, conditions facilitating untonization should be created,

Government Intervention: Another mechanism for improving working conditions of workers has
historically been direct government intervention. One example of an existing cffort is the minimum
wage law. An cxample which has not succeceded is President Clinton's cfforts to establish a
national health carc program, which would have rcached many of the respondents in this study who
work at low-wagc jobs without hcalth insurance. Unfortunatcly, public sentiment and government
lcadership arc currently against strong government intervention. In fact, much of this sentiment is
particularly targeted at immigrants as being partly responsible for job displacement, crime, and
high social welfarc costs. (as is cvident in the overwhelming support for California's Proposition
187 in November 1994), Thercfore, the feasibility of increasing the role of govermment in
addressing the needs of ummigrants scems dismal.  Nevertheless, this is likely to be the most
successful mechanism in the long run for improving the position of immigrants, considcring that
government interventions have historically been the only mechanisms for significantly altering the

working and living conditions for socicty as a whole or for significant portions of the population.

Overall, this study pointed to a number of key issucs that impact the labor force
participation and position of Latinos and Latinas. While the processes that create these social
inequalitics arc not casily remedied, a number of strategics like those suggested here could assist

Latinos in their struggles in the labor market.
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I. LABOR FORCE POSITION OF LATINO IMMIGRANTS IN CALIFORNIA

This report examines the labor force position of Latina and Latino immigrants in
California. There has been considerable immigration from Latin America throughout the 20th
century, with much of this migration coming from Mcxico. In the last 20 years, immigration from
Central and South America has increcased significantly (Portes and Rumbaut, 1990). How
immigrants from Mcxico and other Latin American countries farc in the U.S. cconomic system is a
critical rcscarch and policy issuc. Prior rcsearch points to the particularly low status position of
Latino immigrants in the labor force (Morales and Ong, 1993). Immigrants arc typically
concentrated in low wage manufacturing jobs, particularly in the garment, plastics, and furniturc
industries, as well as in low level scrvice jobs, such as restaurant workers, janitors, and private
houschold workers.

Onc key question examined in the prescent study is how immigrants fare in the labor markct
as a result of greater contact with U.S. culturc {c.g., by residing in the U.S. longer and/or acquiring
U.S. citizenship) According to assimilation thcory, as persons from other countrics scttle and come
in contact with the ncw culture in the host country, they integrate economically {(Gordon, 1964;
Licberson, 198 1) Rescarch has shown that the extent to which assimilation occurs and the pacc at
which it progresses vary significantly for different immigrant groups at different historical periods.
Whilc Europecan immigrants who camc to the U.S, at the turn of the century appear to fit a
traditional assimilation model in which immigrants acquired the new culture and language and
sccurced a position in the economic structure, the experiences of more recent immigrants from third
world countrics indicate that this model does not readily apply (c.g. Chapa, 1989-90). The
experienees of Mexican immigrants and Chicanos in the Southwest suggests that alternatives to
traditional assimilation models are nceded.

;I'hc sccond major rescarch question examined by this study is what factors c¢xplain the
labor force position of Latino immigrants, Three major scts of factors are cxamined. First, the
human capital perspective suggests that individual attributes are key to understanding the socio-
cconomic position of immigrants (Borjas, 1990, Chiswick, 1979; 1986; Portes and Bach, 1985).

Conscquently, factors such as cducational level and English language ability should be strong

! Assimilation has other dimensions, including the extent to which immigrants acquire behaviars, norms,

and valucs (cultural assimilation); and arc accepted into the institutions and social cireles of the host

country {structural assimilation).




predictors of labor force status.  Sccond, the call for a gendered understanding of the
interrelationships among family, work, and migration suggests that other factors are key to
understanding the labor force position of immigrants (Grasmuck and Pessar, 1991; Simon, 1992).
Particularly important according to this perspective, cspecially for women immigrants, is the role
of houschold and family factors. Third, a structural perspective poses that cmployment and
migration do not simply result from individual-level decisions but rather reflect processcs by which
individuals c¢xercise options within constraints posed by structural forces (Argucilo, 1989,
Fernandez-Kelly, 1983; and Sasscen, 1987). For instance, corporatc and government policy result
in conditions favorabic and unfavorable to migration or to cxpanding cconomic opporiunitics,
While structural forces arc difficult to measure directly with individual-level data, cxamining
factors such as metropolitan arca of residence, contact with other racial/ethnic groups, and the
prcsence of Latinos in once's neighborhood can scrve as proxics for these more abstract concepts.
More specifically, greater contact with Latinos and with other racial/cthnic groups can indicate a
wide nctwork of persons (conccivable with weaker tics) that in turm provide greater links to jobs
(Granovetter, 1973; Greenwell, DaVanzo, Valdez, 1993; Wegener, 1991). Prescnce of Latinos in
one's neighborhood can indicate the extent of residential scgregation and scrve as a proxy for
access to employment and areas of job growth (Masscy, 1984; Wilson, 1986),

The third major question addressed in this study is whether there are differences between
men and women with respect to both their labor force integration as well as the factors that affeet
on these outcomes. For instance, women have typically been viewed as passive participants in the
immigration process (Houstoun, Kramer, and Barrett, 1984). They are thought not to cngage in
the immigration decision themsclves but to be part of a family process whether that be the family
of origin or of procreation. However, scholars have suggested that women themsclves arc active in
making dccisions about migration and in implementing cconomic survival strategics (Pedraza-
Bailcy, 1990). Conscquently, these analyses arc carricd out separately for men and women and
particular attention is paid to the role of houschold and family factors in understanding the socio-
cconomic position of women (Grasmuck and Pessar, 1991).

Research Questions

This rescarch addresses three major questions:

1. To what cxtent docs labor force position among Latinos vary by whether they were born in

the U.S., are Mexican immigrants and citizens, Mexican immigrants and noncitizens, or

Central Amcernican immigrants?




2. What factors influcnce the labor force status of Latinos immigrants? Which types of
factors have a greater impact: human capital factors (¢.g., cducation and language
ability), family/houschold factors (c.g., being marricd or houschold composition), or
proxics for structural indicators such as thc presence of networks (i.e., contact with
Latinos and other racial/cthnic groups) and residential segregation  (i.c., extent of Latino
ncighbors)?

3. What diffcrences are there in the labor force position of Latino men and women?  Arce

some types of factors more important for men than women and vice versa?

II. DATA AND METHODS
Methods

The data to be used in this analysis come from the California Idenrity Project (CIP), and
were collected by the UCLA Chicane Studies Rescarch Center in 1990, This data sct is based on a
rcprescentative sample of 1200 Latinos residing in the state of Californja. The survey obtained
dctailed information about cmployment, immigration, and family composition, as well as issucs of
cthnic and social identity and attitudcs toward other racial/cthniec groups.

The CIP data included Latinos with a range of immigration expericnces: the children of
immigrants or U.S.-born Latinos; legal and undocumented immigrants; citizens and noncitzens,
immigrants who vary with respect to their length of time in the U.S.; and immigrants from various
Latin Amecrican countrics. In this report, I compare the labor force intcgration of Mexican origin
persons born in the U.S;, Mexican immigrants who arc citizens, noncitizen Mexican immigrants,
and Central American immigrants. I focus on citizenship, as opposed to other indicators such as
length of time in the U.S,, because it provides a meaningful distinction among respondents.  In
other words, there were significant differences between the citizens and noncitizens and crtizenship
is significantly rclated to other measures, like length of residence in the U.S. and age at
immigration. Almost all of the Central Americans arc noncitizens because of their recent migration
history to the U.S. Among Latino men, the largest group in the sample is Mexican immigrants

who arc not citizens--almost 60 percent--while 10 percent are Central American immigrants, 10

percent are Mexican citizen immigrants, and 20 percent arc U.S.-born Mexicans. Among Latinas,




52 percent are Mexican immigrants who arc noncitizens, while 10 percent are Central American

immigrants, 8§ percent are Mexican citizen immigrants, and 30 percent arc U.S.-bom Mexicans. -

Dagta Limitations

The CIP data provide uscful recent information on the Latino population in California,
particularly given with the delays in utilizing 1990 Census data. On the other hand, the CIP data
has some limitations that stcm from problems during the data collection phase. Data was collected
through a subcontract with Yankclovich (an cast coast firm known primarily for political polling).
In drawing the sample, Yankclovich used interviewers or ficld houscs that were primarily Spanish-
dominant. This improved the mechanisms for identifying Spanish language, 1.¢., Latino immigrant,
respondents but appears to have resulted in the under-identification of U.S.-born Latinos. This
problem was addressed by sampling additional English language respondents, who were primarily
U.S.-born Latinos. However, the sampling flaws mean that the CIP can not be used rcliably to
cstimate . the percentage of immigrants or of Spanish-speaking persons within the Latino
population, or to cstimate immigration flows. In the analysis for this report, I do not focus on these
issucs, but rather on the labor foree characteristics of these groups.

A second limitation rclates to the collection of occupation and industry information in the
survey, It is customary in population surveys (like Census and Current Population Survcys) for
occupation and industry information to be collccted through open-ended questions, including
probes for detailed information. This information is then coded into 300400 classifications with
many categorics{developed by the Census Burcau). From reviewing original qucestionnaircs, it
appcars that interviewers did not probe sufficiently for detailed occupation/industry information
during the interviews. This left considerable room for errors in judgment when doing the coding of
occupation and industry, crcating considerable ambiguity in the coded responscs.  Therefore,
occupation and industry are not used in the analysis of this report.  Other labor foree information,
that is casily quantificd and collected with closc-ended questions {such as number of hours
worked), docs not appcar to have these problems. Thercfore, the analysis of this report relics on
this type of information,

A third limitation is that the CIP is a samplc of only Latinos, therefore other racial/ethnic
groups ar¢ not available for comparison purposcs. While it is not possible to obtain cxactly the

samc measures as arc available in the CIP from other sources, it is possible to make somc

approximatc comparisons with published 1990 census data.  Thercfore, in the process of




prescnting descriptive statistics on Latino men and women, I will atiempt to compare the results to
publishced information on other groups as much as possible. -
Despite these limitations, these data provide much uscful information, since there are few
other systematic data sources available for desenibing Latinos. Morcover, the CIP included many
more attitudinal and in-depth mcasures than are included in demographic data sources, Thus, the

CIP data arc uscd for this project.

11I. DESCRIPTIVE RESULTS
Labor Force Status Among Latino Men

Table ! prescents labor force characieristics for Latino men by place of birth and
citizenship status. Owcrall, we sce that U.S.-bormm Mexicans are the most advantaged workers
followed by Mexican immigrants who arc citizens, then noneitizen Mexican immigrants, and least
advantaged arc Central American immigrants, although there arc some cxceptions to this pattern.
The largest differcnees are found between the citizen groups-- U.S . -bom Mexicans and Mexican
immigrants--on the once hand, and noncitizen groups--Mcxican and Central Amcrican immigrants,
on the other hand.

Labor force participation for men is fairly high in all groups with the highest level found
among Central American immigrants at 95 percent. Among Mexicans, nongcitizen immigrants (75
perecent) and thosc borm in the U.S. (72 percent) have lower labor force participation than
immigrants who arc citizens (89 percent). The pereent employed also indicates a similar pattern in
that ¢employment levels are fairly high and citizen groups are less likely to be unemployed than
noncitizen ones.  In comparison to other racial/cthnic groups (from published Census data),
Latinos tend to participate in the labor force to a similar extent as do non-Latino Whites and more
so than African-Amcricans.

Family income among Latinos is fairty low with Central American and Mexican noncitizen
immigrants having a lower level of annual income (approximately $19,000) than that of Mexican
citizen immigrants and U.S.-bom Mexicans (approximately $24,000), Comparisons to published
Census data show that family income among Latinos is lower than among non-Latino Whites and
African-Americans,. Thc uncemployment ratc varics in that Mexican immigrants who are
noncitizens have the highest rate of over 6 percent and Central American immigrants have the
lowest rate (less than 2 percent). U.S.-born Mexicans and citizen immigrants have unemployment

rates of 4 to 5 percent,
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Table 1
Labor Force Charactenistics Among Latino
Mecn by Place of Birth/Citizenship

Mecexican Mexican Central
US-Bom Citizen Noncitizen American
Mexicans Immigrant Immigrant Immigrant
Everyvone
Labor Forcc Part. Rate 722 75.0 88.7 95.1
% Employcd €8 4 71.9 83.2 93 .4
Mean Family Income (1000s) $24 93 £23.98 $19.13 £18.88
(N) (133) (64) (363) (61)
In the Labor Force
Uncmployment Ratc 5.2 4.2 6.2 1.7
(™N) (96) (48) (322) (58)
Employed
Mcan Hourly Wage $9.75 $10.00 $7.07 $6.68
Mecean Hours Worked 38.9 41.5 40.7 38.7
% Work Full-timc 96.9 91.3 94.7 89.5
%% With Morc Than Onc Job 11.3 4.4 56 8.8
% Sclf Employcd 8.2 15.2 6.0 5.3
% Unionized 40.2 304 13.2 iz2.3
% With Retirement Benefit 56.7 45.6 19.5 19.3
% Health Insurance 77.3 65,2 45.0 47.4
(N) (97) (46) (302) (57)

Hourly wage, a frequently used measurce of inequality, is found to differ between Mexican
noncitizen immigrants and Central Americans, on onc hand, and U.S -born Mexicans and Mexican
citizen immigrants, on the other. Mexican noncitizen immigrants and Central Americans cam
about $7 an hour while U.S.-born Mecxicans and Mexican citizen immigrants carn about $10 an
hour, In fact, U.S.-born Mecxicans carn slightly Icss ($.25) than do Mexican citizen immigrants,
Published Census data shows that the hourly wage among non-Latino Whites and African-
Armericans is higher than among Latinos.

Among men, the overwhelming majonty of all groups (90 percent or more) do indeed work
full-time or over 40 hours a weck, Some groups have a significant, although small, percent who
hold more than on¢ job simultancously. U.S.-born Mexicans and Central American immigrants
have higher rates of holding more than one job (11 and 9 percent, respectively) than Mexican

immigrants, whether citizens or noncitizen (4.4 and 5.6 pereent respectively).

11




Sclf-cmployment (or entreprencurship) is frequently studied in immigrant populations.
Among Latino men, we sce that noncitizens--Mcexicans and Central Americans--have lower rates of
sclf-employment than do citizen groups--U.S.-born Mexican and Mexican eitizen imumigrants, The
highest rate of sclf-employment is found among Mexican citizen immigrants at over 15 percent.

Unionization, rctircment benefits, and heaith insurance serve as indicators of working
conditions among Latino. Along all three indicators, we sce considerably better working conditions
, for men, among the citizen groups than the noncitizen ones. Forty percent of U.S .-born Mcxicans
work in unionized jobs while fewer than 15 percent of Mexican noncitizen and Central American
immigrants do so. Over half of U.S.-born Mexican workers hold jobs with a rctirement plan, 45
pereent of Mexican citizen immigrants have this benefit, and fewer than 20 percent of Mexican
noneitizen and Central American immigrants do so.  Similarly with health insurance, over three-
quarters of U.S.-born Mexican employces have health insurance through their jobs, 65 percent of
Mexican citizen immigrants have this benefit, and less than half of Mexican noncitizen and Central
American immigrants do so.

In sum, U.S.-bom Mexicans arc the most advantaged workers followed by Mexican
immigrants who arc citizens, then noncitizen Mexican immigrants, and least advantaged arc
Central Amcrican imunigrants, cspecially with respect to hourly wage, sclf-cmployment,
unionization, rctircment, and health insurance. The largest differenecs are found between U.S.-
born Mexicans and eitizen Mexican immigrants, on onc hand, and noncitizen Mcxican and Central

American immigrants, on the other.

Labor Force Status Among Latinas

Table 2 prescnts labor force characteristics for Latinas by place of birth and citizenship
status. Owerall, we sce that U.S.-born Mexican women are the most advantaged workers followed
by Mexican immigrants who are citizens, then noncitizen Mexican immigrants. The lcast
advantaged are Central American immigrants, although there arc some exceptions to this pattern.
As with their male counterparts, the largest differcnces arc found betwecn the citizen groups--U.S.-
bom Mexicans and Mexican immigrants--on onc hand, and noncitizen groups--Mexican and
Central American immigrants--on the other hand. There arc fairly small differences within the two
citizenship groups along a number of indicators. Also, there is a ¢onsistent gcﬁdcr difference with
men being in better labor force positions than women.

Female labor force participation is between 60 and 70 percent for all groups, with the

highest level found among Central American immigrants at 69 percent, and the lowest (60 percent)

12




among Mexican citizen immigrants., Labor force participation among Latinas is similar to that
found among non-Latina White and African-Amernican women (from published Census data). The
pcreent employed also indicatcs a similar pattern of differences by place of birth and citizenship

status. Central American immigrants have the highest rate of employment. Mexican

Table 2
Labor Force Characteristics Among Latinas
by Place of Birth/Citizenship
Mexican Mexican Ccntral
US-Born Citizen Noncitizen  Amcrican
Mexicansg Immigrant Immigrant Immigrant
Evcryone
Labor Forcc Part. Rate 62.2 60.4 635 69.1
% Emploved 57.8 547 56.0 662
Mcan Family Income (1000s) $21.52 $21.58 $17.35 $£19.89
) (204) (53) (364) (68)
the Labor Force
Uncemployment Rate 7.1 9.4 11.7 43
N) (127) (32) (23h) 47)
Emploved

Mecan Hourly Wage T $8.13 $%.14 $5.50 £5.91
Mean Hours Worked 36.4 38.1 35.6 373
% Work Full-time 85.2 82.8 89,2 75.6
% With More¢ Than One Job 7.0 34 59 11.1
% Sclf Employed 7.8 6.9 6.9 13.3
% Unionized 21.1 276 6.8 13.3
% With Retirement Benefit 43 .8 37.9 17.6 133
%6 Health Insurance 60.9 51.7 38.2 356

(N) (128) {29) (204) (45)

citizen immigrants have thce lowest rate, and U.S.-born Mexicans and Mexican noncitizen
immigrants fall in-between,

Family incom¢ among Latinas is fairly low, ranging from $17,000 to $21,500. Contrary
to other indicators, Central Amernican immigrant women reside in families with incomes that are
more than $2,000 greater than that of Mexican noncitizen immigrants (approximatcly $17,000).
Published Census data shows that family income among non-Latino White and African-Amcrican

wommen is higher than among Latinas. Among citizen women, Mecexican immigrants and U.S.-born
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Mexicans have similar incomes (approximately $21,500). The uncmployment ratec among Latinas
fluctuates with noncitizen Mexican immigrants having the highest ratc of about 12 pcrecent and
Central American immigrants having the lowest ratc {(about 4 percent). U.S.-borm Mexicans and
citizen immigrants have unemployment rates of 7 and 9 percent, respectively.

Hourly wage, a frequently used measure of inequality, is found to differ between Mexican
noncitizen immigrants and Central Amerncans, on the onc hand, and U.S.-born Mexicans and
Mecexican citizen immigrants, on the other. Mexican noncitizen immigrants and Central Amcericans
carn lecss than $6 an hour while U 8.-borm Mcxicans and Mexican citizen immigrants carn about $8
an hour.

Most Latinas work full-time or over 40 hours a weck. The proportion of U.S.-bomn
Mexicans and citizen immigrant women who work full-time are similar (about 84 percent). On the
other hand, among women who are not citizens, Mexican women {89 percent) are more likely to
work full-time than are Central American women (76 percent). A significant, although small,
percentage holds more than ong job simultancously. For example, 11 percent of Central Amcrican
immigrants and 7 pcreent of U.S.-born Mexican women hold more than one job.

Among Latinas, we sce that Central American immigrant women have the highest rate (13
percent) of sclf-ecmployment.  In contrast, about 7 perecent of the other threc groups are sclf-
emploved. Among Latino men, in contrast, Central American immigrants have thc lowest rate of
sclf-employment and U, S -born Mexican men have the highest rate.

Uniocnization, retirement benefits, and health insurance serve as indicators of working
conditions of Latinas. Along all three indicators, we sce considerably better working conditions
among the citizen groups than the noncitizen ones. The highest percentage of unionized workers is
found among Mexican citizen immigrant women, {28 percent) while about 20 percent of the U.S.-
born Mexican women work in unionized jobs. Among noncitizens, 7 percent of Mexican
immigrants and 13 pcrecent of Central Amcrican immigrants do so. U.S.-bom Mexicans and
Mexican citizen immigrants arc simular in the extent to which they have jobs with retirement plans
{(about 40 percent). Noncitizen women are less likely than citizens to have this benefit with 18
percent of Mexican noncitizen and 13 percent of Central American immigrant women having this
benefit. Sixty percent of U.S.-born Mexican women have health insurance through their jobs, 52
percent of Mexican citizen immigrants have this benefit, and fewer than 40 percent of Mexican
noncitizen and Central American immigrants do so. Qwvcrall, Latinas are less likely to be in jobs

with these types of benefits than are Latino men,
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In sum, womecn who are U.S.-borm Mexicans and citizen immigrants are the most
advantaged workers followed by noncitizen Mexican immigrants and Central Amcrican
immigrants, Thcse differcneces arc most evident with respect to hourly wage, sclf-ecmployment,
unionization, retirement, and health insurance. Owvcrall, Latinas arc morc disadvantaged than arc

Latino mcn with respect to their labor markct position.

Background Characteristics of Latine Men

Table 3 presents descriptive statistics for Latino men.  Owverall, we see low levels of
English ability skills and educational levels, with large differcnces in these  individual
characteristics by place of birth and citizenship. The average age among thosc who arc citizens
(both th¢ U.S.-borm and citizen immigrants) is about 42 ycars while the average age of Mexican
noncitizen immigrants and Central American immigrants i1s 34 years. Also, English proficiency
differs between those who are citizens and noneitizens--the U.S.-bom and Mexican citizen
immigrants have an average proficiency scorc of 4.6 and 4.0 respectively on a scale ranging from
onec to five while Mcexican immigrants who arc noncitizens and Central American immigrants have
average scorcs of 2.5 and 3.0 respectively.

Educational level also differs between citizen and noncitizen men--U.S.- born Mcxicans
and citizen immigrants have an average of 11 years of ¢ducation whilc Mexican noncitizens and
Central American immigrants have fewer years of education. While the U.S.-born Mexicans have
more yvears of cducation than Mexican citizen imumigrants, interestingly they arc less likely to be
collcge graduates (24 percent) than are Mexican citizen immigrants (33 percent). Addit;onally,
there is a higher percentage of poorly cducated persons among the citizen Mexican immigrants than
among the UJ.S.-borm Mexicans. Also, Mcxican noncitizen immigrants have a lower level of
education than do Central American immigrants--7.6 and 9.9 years of schooling respectively. This
may be due to more sclective migration from Central Amenica (because it is more difficult 1o
immigrate) than from Mexico (Portes and Rumbaut, 1990). Published Census data shows that
non-Latino Whites and African-Americans have morc years of education and better English
proficicncy than do Latinos.

Most Latinos arc married and reside in family units with children and other adults. There
are small differences in family characteristics by place of birth and citizenship. Over three-fourths
of Latino men are married, with the ¢xception of Central Amenican immigrants, of whom 69
percent arc married. U.S.-born Mcxicans are less likely to have young children (6 ycars old or

younger) in the home than all other groups (perhaps duc to being older). Central American
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imrmgrants arc morce likely to have children betwecen the ages of 7 and 13 than are the other groups.
The number of other adults in the houschold differs between the citizen groups (1.4 on average for

U.S.-born Mcexicans and Mexican citizen immigrants) and the noncitizens (1.9 among Mexican

Table 3
Background Characteristics Among Latino
Mecn by Place of Birth/Citizenship

Mexican Mexican Central

US-Bormn Citizen Noncitizen  American

Mexican Immigrant Immigrant Immigrant

Agct 42 .4 427 34.8 342
English Proficicncy” 4.63 4.06 2.55 2.96
Education® 11.4 10.8 7.6 99
Education 0-7 ycars® {Reference) 097 .187 488 229
Education 8-11 years® 226 297 .328 312
Education 12 yecars® 436 188 118 246
Education 13 or more years® 241 328 066 213
Married® 797 750 .774 688
# Children in HH 0-6 vears old? 451 734 692 721
# Children in HH 7-13 ycars old? 579 516 587 639
# Adults in HH® 1.43 1.36 1.91 1.88
Contact with Latinos’ 3.50 3.41 3.46 3.30
Contact with Other Racial/ethnic Groups' 2.62 2.42 1.87 1,93
Extent of Latino Neighbors® 3.28 3.45 3.68 3.36
(™N) (133) (64) (363) (61)

"Mean years

PAMean with range of 1-5
‘Proporiion

Mean number with a range of 0-5
‘Mean number with a range of 0-9
Mean with range of 1-4

noncitizens and Central American immigrants). Latinos are more likely to be married and to have
children than other racial/cthnic groups--non-Latino Whites and African-Americans  (from
published data).

Most Latinos have high levels of contact with other Latinos and relatively little contact

with non-Latinos. Contact with other Latinos averages about 3.2 or greater on a scale ranging
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from cnc to four, with small differences by place of binth and citizenship. On the other hand, all
groups have considerably less contact with other racial/cthnic groups®. Average contact with other
racial/cthnic group, howcver, is higher among U.S.-borm Mexicans and Mexican citizen
immigrants, on the onc hand, than among noncitizen Mexican immigrants and Central Amcrican
immigrants, on the other. There arc fairly small differences by group in the cxtent to which
recspondents live in communitics with Latino necighbors (averages between 3.3 and 3.7 on a scale
ranging from onc to five). This may be duc to the high level of racial/cthnic scgregation in urban
arcas today as well as the extensive white-flight from inner citics over the last 25 years (Massey,
1934).

Backgrowund Characteristics of Latinas

Tablc 4 presents descriptive statistics for Latinas. Owerall, we sce low levels of English
language skills and cducational lcvels among Latinas, wath large differences in individual
charactenistics by place of birth and citizenship, The average age among those who are citizens-—-
the U.S.-bom and citizen immigrants--is about 41 and 44 years, respecetively, while the average age
of Mecxican noncitizen immigrants and Central American immigrants is about 35 ycars. Also,
English proficicncy differs between those who are citizens and noncitizens. The U.S.-bom and
Mexican citizen immigrants have an average proficiency score of 4.5 and 3.8 respectively on a
scalc ranging from onc to five, while noncitizen Mexican immigrants and Central American
immigrants have average scores around 2.6.

Among thc Mexican origin women, the average cducational level is highest among the
U.S.-bom Mexicans (11 years), lower among citizen immigrants (9.5 vears), followed by Mexican
noncitizen immigrants (7.2 ycars). Central American immigrants have an educational level that is
closer to that of Mexican citizen immigrants than that of noncitizen immigrants. This may be duc
to more selective migration from Central America (because it is more difficult to immigrate) than
from Mexico (Portes and Rumbaut, 1990).  Also, Mexican nonecitizen immigrants have an
especially low rate of attending college (8 percent) in comparison to other groups,

Most Latinas arc marricd and reside in family units with children and other adults. There
arc small differences in family characteristics by place of birth and citizenship. Over 70 pereent of
Mexican immigrants (both citizens and noncitizens) are married, while about 37 percent of U.S -

borm Mg¢xican women and 62 pereent of Central American immigrant women arc marricd. Mexican

? This measure averages 3 items that measurc contact with Anglos, Asians, and Blacks,
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noncitizen pnmigrants arc more likely to have young children (6 vears old or younger) in the home

than all other groups. Central American immigrant women are less likely to have children between

Table 4
Background Charactcristics Among Latinas
by Place of Birth/Citizenship
Mexican Mexican Central
US-Bom Citizen Noncitizen American
Mexican Immigrant Immigrant Immigrant

Agct 40.6 43 .9 36.2 34.2
English Proficicncy® 4.58 3.80 2.51 271
Education® 1i.1 9.5 7.2 9.9
Education 0-7 years® (Reference) .108 302 541 324
Education 8-11 vears® .265 283 .269 279
Education 12 ycars® 387 170 110 162
Education 13 or more years® .240 .245 .080 .235
Married® 569 717 712 .618
# Children in HH 0-6 years old* 657 .604 802 765
# Children in HH 7-13 years old® 628 736 736 412
# Adults in HH® 1.25 1.40 1.59 1.85
Contact with Latinos’ 3.36 3.53 3.46 332
Contact with Other Racial/cthnic Groups”  2.36 2.21 1.79 1.85
Extent of Latino Neighbors® 3.24 3.36 3.65 3.74

(N) (204) (53) (364) (68)
"Aean years
PAMean with range of 1-5
“Proportior
Ndean number with a range of 0-5
‘Mean number with a range of 0-9
‘Mean with range of 1-4

the ages of 7 and 13 in the home while Mexican immigrant women (both citizens and noncitizens)
are more likely to do so. The number of other adults in the houschold is higher for groups that
have been in the U.S. a shorter period--lowest among U.S . -born Mexicans and highest among
Central American immigrants.

Most Latinas have high levels of contact with other Latinos and rclatively little contact

with non-Latinos. Contact with other Latinos averages about 3.3 or greater on a scale ranging
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from onc to four, with small differences by group. On the other hand, all groups have considerably
much less contact with other racial/cthnic groups.  As expected, average contact with other
racial/cthnic groups for women is highest among U.S.-bom Mcxicans, declines among Mexican
citizen immigrants, and is lowest among noncitizen Mexican and Central Amerncan immigrants.
Therce are fairly small differences by place of birth and citizenship in the cxtent to which
respondents live in communitics with Latino ncighbors (averages between 3.2 and 3.7 on a scale
ranging from ong¢ to five).
IVv. MULTIVARIATE MODELS AMONG LATINO MEN

Factors Influencing Hourly Wage Among Latino Men

Table 5 presents a multivariate model in which the effect of place of birth and citizenship
status, human capital factors, family/houschold factors, and structural position on hourly wagc
among Latino men is cxamined®’. The first model prescnts differences among the groups differing
by placq of birth and citizenship unadjusted for any other factors, with U.S,-born Mecxicans,
Mexican citizen immigrants, and Central Amercan immigrants being compared to Mexican
nongcitizen imimigrants {refercnce group). The first model in this table indicates that Central
Amcrcan immigrant mcn eam significantly Icss than Mexican noncitizen imrmgrants, and that
Mecxican citizen immigrants and U.S. -bom Mexicans cam significantly more. In the second model,
human capital factors arc added and we find that the differcnces by place of birth and citizenship
disappcar. Thercfore, diffcrences among Central American immigrants, Mexican immigrants, and
U.S.-bom Mecxicans ar¢ shown to be duc to differences in age, English proficicney, and cducation.
The differcnces among the groups continue to be non-significant in the models in which

family/houschold and structural factors arc added (modcls 3 and 4).

* The multivariate medels for hourly wage and family income are from ordinary lcast squared regression,
while thc models for the other dependent variables are from logistic regressions sinec the dependent

variablcs arc dichotomous.
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Table 5

Unstandardizced OLS Regression Cocfficicnts

of Hourly Wage Among Latino Mcen
(Standard Errors in Parcnthesis)

Model 1

-0.382%%*
(0.625)
2.034%%»
(0.685)
2.785%%*
(0.517)

Central American Immigrant
Mexican Citizen Immigrant

US-Born Mexican

Agc

English Proficicncy
Education 8-11 ycars
Education 12 ycars

Education 13 or more ycars

Marred
# Children in HH 0-6 ycars old
# Children in HH 7-13 years old

# Adults in HH

Contact with Latinos

Contact with Other Racial/ethnic Groups

Extcnt of Latino Neighbors

Constant 7.066

R? QB3 =

#p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001;

Madel 2

-0.973
(0.608)
0.977
(0.707)
0.389
(0.619)

0.030
(0.018)
1.005%**
(0.195)
-0.825
(0.509)
-0.561
(0.620)
1.378*
(0.674)

3.624
178%™

Model 3

-1.016
(0.606)
0.888
(0.713)
0.437
(0.616)

0.032
(0.020)

0.994*%*
(0.195)
-0.754
(0.507)
-0.427
(0.620)

1.543*
(0.674)

0.320
(0.495)
0.473*
(0.227)
0.315
(0.222)
0.009
(0.152)

2.768
194w

Modecl 4

-0.981
(0.601)
0.850
(0.702)
0.145
(0.611)

0.025
(0.020)
0.725%%*
0.209)
-0.781
(0.501)
-0.582
0.614)
1.218#
(0.672)

0.346
(0.489)

0.447*
(0.224)

0.324
(0.218)
-0.021
(0.150)

0.251
(0.302)

0.727*
(0.298)
-0.55]%*
(0.176)

3.574
233w
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In model 4, contact with Latinos, contact with other racial/ethnic groups, and extent of
Latino ncighbors arc added to the model. Contact with Latinos has no effcct on wages. On the
othcr hand, grcater contact with other racial/cthnic groups mcans significantly higher wages
suggesting that this is an indicator of social nctworks that provide links to jobs. Also , living in a
community with morc Latino neighbors means lower wages, suggesting that residential segregation

negatively affects the labor market position of Latinos.

Ovwecrall, we see that group differences in wages among Latino men arc explained to a large
cxtent by individual charactenstics, such as cducation and English language abilitv, Morcover,
cducation and English proficicncy have a strong cffcct on wages. While family characteristics
have a weak cffect, contact with Latinos and other racial/ethnic groups (serving as indicators of

residential segregation and social networks) have a strong effect on wages among Latino men.

Factors Influencing Work Conditions Among Latino Men

Tablc 6 prescents multivarate modcls for indicators of working conditions—(1) bcing scif-
cmploved, (2) having a unionized job, (3) having a job with retirement bencefits, and (4) being
provided with health insurance--among Latino men. Comparing the place of birth and citizenship
groups, wc scc that U.S.-bom Mexicans are significantly morc likely than Mexican citizen
immigrants, noncitizen Mexican immigrants, and Central American immigrants to have unionized
jobs and jobs with hcalth insurance. The three immigrant groups do not differ on any of the four
indicators of working conditions.

Agce has a significant cffect on working conditions, in that older Latino men are morc likely
te be scif-ecmployed, have a unionized job, and have a job with retirement benefits than their yvouth
counterparts. English proficiency has a positive effect on sclf-employment and a negative effect on
unionization. In other words, Latinos with beticr English language skills are more likely than those
with limited English proficiency, to own their business and less likely to be in unionized jobs. This
latter effect is probably duc to persons with fewer English language skills being concentrated in
bluc~collar jobs which arc more likely to be unionized. Education has little cffect on sclf-
cmployment or being in a unionized job, on the other hand, cducation is significantly rclated to
being in jobs with retirement or health insurance benefits, The proportion of Latino men with
rctirement bencfits increase steadily with increasing educational level; those with some college have
the highest proportion of retircment plan beneficiarics. Those with 8 to 11 years of cducation arc
significantly more likely, and thosc with somc college are slightly morc likely, to have health

insurance than those with seven or fewcer years of schooling.
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For the most part, family/houschold factors do not have a significant cffect on working
conditions. Thc only significant cffect found was that married Latino men are more likely to have
jobs with rctirement and health insurance benefits.

For Latino men structural factors had a significant cffect on the likelihood of being in a
unionized job. Greater contact with other Latinos and with other racial/ethnic groups mcant that
respondents were significantly more likely to be unionized, while living in an arca with more Latino
neighbors led to marginally higher levels of unionization. On the other hand, living in an arca with
more Latino neighbors meant that Latino men werc significantly less likely to have health insurance
through their employment. It appcears that vnionization is more likely to occur in jobs in which

there is constderable contact with Latinos and other racial/cthnic groups.

Table 6
Predicted Change in Probability® of Working Conditions
from Logistic Regression Among Latino Men

Sclf Employ Union Retire Health Ins
Central American Immigrant -0.022 -0.011 -0.072 -0.024
Mexican Citizen Immigrant -0.002 0.149# 0.101 0.127
US-Born Mexican -0.048 0.23]1** 0.116 0.202%*
Age 0.004** 0.004* 0.006* 0.001
English Proficicncy 0.053%=* -0.048* 0.044 0.043
Education 8-11 years -0.045 -0.018 0.158* 0.146*
Education 12 years -0.024 0. 148# 0.190* 0.073
Education 13 or more years 0.040 0.132 0.406*** 0.1574#
Married -0.038 -0.008 0.171* 0.183*«
# Children in HH 0-6 years old 0.032# 0.012 -0.020 0.001
# Children in HH 7-13 years old 0.026 0.034 -0.024 -0.027
# Adults in HH 0.015 -0.015 0.020 0.011
Contact with Latinos -0.004 0.124* 0.049 -0.028
Contact with Other Racial/ethnic Groups -0.014 0. 148%*=* 0.062 -(.009
Extent of Latino Neighbors 0.003 0.040# -0.033 -0.055*

#p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001;

*Logistic regression is used for this analysis in which an iterative maximum-likelihood solution predicts the logarithm
of the odds of the probability of working conditions, Change in probability of woerking conditions is computed as
(exp(L1Y(1 + exp(L DN exp(LOY(1 + exp(LO))) where LO = La(pY(1-p)) and L1 = LO + b and b, is the coefTicient of
the relevant independent vartable and p' is the proportion that is sclf-employed, unionized, in a retirement plan, or
has health insurance (Peterson, 1985). These can be interpreted as the change in the probability of working conditions
associated with a one-unit increase in the independent varable.
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In sum, differences in unionization and having hcalth insurance by place of birth and
citizenship persist cven afler controlling for individual, family, and structural characteristics.
Overall, we sce the strong cffcct of individual characteristics on work conditions among men. On
the other hand, family characteristics have little ¢ffect on these indicators. Contact racial/cthnic

groups has an cffect on unionization but not on other indicators of work conditions.

Factors Influencing Family Income Among Latino Men

Table 7 presents a multivariate modg! in which the effect of place of birth and citizenship
status, human capital factors, family/houschold factors, and structural position on family income
among Latino men is ¢examined. The first model, comparing groups differing along placce of birth
and citizenship status unadjusted for any other factors, indicates that Mexican citizen immigrants
and U.S.-bormm Mcxicans have higher family incomes than Mexican nhoncitizen immigrants and
Central Amcrican immigrants. In the sccond model, human capital factors are added to the moedel
and we sec that the differences by place of birth and citizenship status disappear. Thercfore,
diffecrences among Central American immigrants, Moexican immigrants, and U.S.-born Mexicans
arc shown to be duc to differences in age, English proficiency, and ¢ducation. The diffcrences
among the groups continue to be non-significant in the models in which family/houschold and

structural factors arc added (modcls 3 and 4).

Modcl 2 of Table 7 shows the strong cffect of English proficicncy and cducation on family
income. Latino men who speak English better are more likely to have higher incomes than thosc
with limited English proficicncy. Educational differences are also significant in that Latinos with
some college education have significantly higher incomes than less educated men,

The third modcl with family/houschold factors added indicates that a numbcer of factors
significantly predict family income among Latinos. Being married and having other adults in the
home results in significantly higher family income. This is not surprising since morc adults can
mean cither (1) morc workers or (2) more persons who can provide child care or other assistance.
The significant cffect of number of children age 7 to 13 on family income may be duc to greater
cffort on the part of family providers with larger families to sccure better paying jobs or work at
morc than onc job.

In model 4, contact with Latinos, contact with other racial/cthnic groups, and cxtent of
Latino ncighbors arc added to the model. Contact with Latinos has no cffect on family income but

grcater contact with other racial/cthnic groups does mean significantly higher income, indicating

23




the importance of networks. Also, living in a community with more Latino neighbors, an indicator
of rcsidential scgregation, mceans lower income.  We can view these factors as proxies for

structural forces that are expected to influcnec the labor market position of Latinos.

Table 7
Unstandardized OLS Regression Coceflicients
of Family Income Among Latino Mcn
{Standard Errors in Parcnthesis)
~ Maodel 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Central American Immigrant -0.248 -2.757H -2.673 -2.418
(1.678) (1.638) (1.572) (1.553)
Mexican Citizen Immigrant 4.851** -0.863 0.416 0.159
(1.678) (1.754) (1.700) (1.700)
US-Born Mexican 3.795%** -1.429 0.496 -0.972
(1.243) (1.552) (1.491) (1.466)
Agc -0.049 -0.081* -0.065#
(0.038) {0.040) (0.039)
English Proficicncy 2.617*** 287 ww= 1.B3g™=**
(0.483) (0.463) (0.496)
Education 8-11 vears -1.207 -0.496 -0.386
(1.258) (1.204) (1.181)
Education 12 years 2.232 2.385 1.980
(1.553) (1.492) (1.467)
Education 13 or more years 7.460%*x* B.O073%** 6.805%*=
: (1.741) (1.674) (L.661)
Married 3.650** 3.303%=*
(1.174) (1.154)
# Chuldren in HH 0-6 vcars old 0.196 0.228
(0.552) (0.542)
# Children in HH 7-13 ycars old 1.107* 1.107*
(0.531) (0.521)
# Adults in HH 2.552%%= 2.448%**
(0.371) (0.364)
Contact with Latinos 0.327
(0.716)
Contact with Other Racial/ethnic Groups 3. 110***
(0.721)
Extent of Latino Neighbors -0.907*
(0.421)
Constant 19.134 13.815 5517 4,314
R* Q42%%x 1 60*** 244%e= 276w
H#p<.10; *p<.05.**p<.0];***p<.001;
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Ovecrall, differences in family income by place of birth and citizenship arc cxplained by
othcr factors. cspecially individual characteristics (such as education and English language ability).
Individual, family, and structural factors had strong cffects on family income among Latino men as

predicted.

V. MULTIVARIATE MODELS AMONG LATINAS
Factors Influencing Labor Force Participation Among Latinas

Tablc 8 prcscents multivariate models in which the effect of place of birth and citizenship
status, human capital factors, family/houschold factors, and structural position on labor force
participation among Latinas is ¢xamined. The analysis among women focusces on labor force
participation, rather than hourly wage as docs the analysis among men, becausce labor force
participation is a morc meaningful indicator for women,

The first model, comparing the groups bascd on place of birth and citizenship status,
unadjusted for any other factors, indicates no significant differenecs among the groups. In the
sccond model, human capital factors arc added to the model and we sce that some of the differences
by placc of birth and citizenship status becomce significant, U.S.-born Mecxicans have a
significantly lower level of participation in the labor force than do all other groups after taking into
consideration differences in age, English proficicncy, and education. This difference continues to
be significant in the models in which family/houschold and structural factors are added (models 3
and 4).

Model 2 of Tablc 8 shows the strong cffect of age, English proficiency, and cducation on
labor force participation. Qlder Latinas arc less likely to be in the labor force than their younger
counterparts, while Latinas who arc morc proficient in English are more likcly to participate in the
work force than those with limited English flucncy. In modcl 2, cducational differcnces are also
significant in that Latinas with some collcge education are more likely to panicipate in the labor
force than less cducated women, when family/household and structural factors arc added to the
model, this effect diminishes and becomes non-significant by the last model.

In model 3 where family/houschold factors arc added, a number of factors significantly
predict labor force participation among Latinas. Being married and having young children in the
home (0 to 6 years of age) means that a woman is less likely to be in the labor force. On the other
hand, having other adults in the home mceans she is significantly more likely to work, suggcesting

that these adults provide child care or other assistance,
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In model 4, factors scrving as proxics for structural forces are added. Contact with
Latinos and with other racial/cthnic groups increascs the probability of participation in the labor
force, suggesting that wide-reaching social networks help women find jobs. Living in a community

with more Latino neighbors also increases Latinas’ probability of participating in the labor force,

Table 8
Predicted Change in Probability® of Labor Force Participation
from Logistic Regression Among Latinas

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Muodel 4
Central American Immigrant 0.057 0.020 -0.007 0.000
Mexican Citizen Immigrant -0.031 -0.114 -0.076 -0.093
US-Bom Mcxican -0.012 -0.182%* -0.162= -0.173
Age -0.005%*= 0. 01 L*** -0.01 1 ***
Engiish Proficicncy 0.068%** 0.066** 0.042#
Education 8-11 vcars 0.018 0.020 0.019
Education 12 ycars 0.21 -0.002 -0.024
Education 13 or more¢ years 0.152* 0.123# 0.092
Married -0.120* -0.130**
# Children in HH 0-6 years old -0.160** -0 155%»=
# Children in HH 7-13 years old 0.009 0.003
# Adults in HH 0.040%* 0.041*
Contact with Latinos 0.069*
Contact with Other Racial/cthnic Groups 0.127%%*
Extent of Latino Neighbors 0.047*

#p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.0]; *** p<.00];

*Logistic regression is used for this analysis in which an iterative maximnme-likelihood solution predicts the logarithin
of the odds of the probability of labor force participation. Change in probability of labor force participation is
computed as {exp{L 1 ¥(1+exp(LN-(exp(LOV(1+exp(L0))) where LO=In(p/(1-p’}) and L1=L0+b, and b, is the
cocflicient of the relevant independent variable and p' is the proportion that is in the labor force (Peterson, 1985).
These can be interpreted as the change in the probability of labor force participation associated with a one-unit
increase in the independent variable.

which is contrary to the prediction and other findings in this study that scgregation has a negative
cffect. It is possible that for women, the prescnce of Latino ncighbors is an indicator of support

networks, which should facilitate employment, rather than residential segregation®.

* This is further supported by the fact that presence of Latino neighbors does not significantly impact,

cither positively or ncgatively, any other cutcomes among women.
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Labor force participation among Latinas variced significantly by place of birth and
citizenship after controlling for individual, family, and structural characteristics--with thosc born in
the U.S. being significantly less likely to be in the labor foree than their immigrant counterparts.
These findings suggest that Latinas participate less in the labor foree when they have greater
options duc to their skills, family configuration, or structural position while participating more
when they have fewer options and greater needs. In addition, these findings show strong cffects of

individual, family, and structural characteristics on labor force participation among Latinas.

Factors Influencing Work Conditions Among Latinas

Table 9 prescnts multivariate modcls for indicators of working conditions--{1) being sclf-
cmployed, (2) having a umionized job, (3) having a job with retirement benefits, and (4) being
provided with hcalth insurance--among Latinas. The major differences by place of birth and
citizenship arc with respect to having a unionized job: Mexican citizen immigrants and U.S.-bormn
Mexicans arc significantly morc likely to be unionized than Mexican noncitizen immigrants. The
groups do not differ significantly on any of the other three indicators of werking conditions,

Age and English proficicney have no significant cffect on working conditions among
Latinas. This is in contrast to the findings among Latino men indicating significant age and
language effcets. For women cducation is significantly related to being in jobs with retirement or
health insurance benefits, while it has litile effect on sclf-cmployment or being in a unionized job.
Thosce with some college are significantly more likely to have jobs with retirement and health
insurance bencfits. Thosce with a high school diploma arc marginally morc likely to have these
benefits, than arc the less educated.

For the most part, family/houschold factors do not have a significant effect on working
conditions. There was a marginally significant cffect of being married on having a job with a
reticcment plan and having more adults in the home was significantly rclated to having a unionized
job.

Greater contact with other Latinos meant that respondents were significantly more likely to
be unionized but significantly less likely to be sclf-cmployed. No other relationships between
structural factors and working conditions were significant among Latinas

In contrast to the models of labor force participation among Latinas, working conditions
were found not to be strongly affected by individual, family, or structural characteristics cxcept

that cducation affects the likelihood of getting a job with retirement and health benefits. This also
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diffcred from the models among Latino men, in which individual and structural factors influenced

working conditions.

Table 9

Predicted Change in Probability® of Working Conditions

from Losistic chrcssion Among Latinas

Seclf Employ Union Rctirg Health Ins
Central American Immigrant 0.086 0.097 -0.110 -0.079
Mcxican Citizen Immigrant -0.019 0.287 0.059 0.039
US-Bom Mexican -0.026 0.180* 0.092 0.1394
Age 0.002 0.001 0.001 -0.000
English Proficicncy 0.020 -0.009 0.047 0.002
Education 8-11 years 0.018 0.005 0.060 0.102*
Education 12 ycars -0.066# 0.078 0.185# 0.1644
Education 13 or morc ycars -0.041 0.165 0.296** 0.251**
Married -0.022 0.019 0.1204 -0.011
# Children in HH 0-6 vcars old 0.001 0.026 -0.043 -0.016
# Children in HIH 7-13 years old -0.003 0.023 0.040 0.003
# Aduits in HH -0.006 0.039* ¢.030 -0.012
Contact with Latinos -0.038* 0.102* 0.006 0.046
Contact with Other Racial/ethnic Groups  0.032 0.010 0.037 -0.011
Extent of Latino Neighbors -0.003 -0.013 -0.018 -0.029

#p<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01;, ***p<.001

*Logistic regression is usced for this analysis m which an iterative maximum-likelihood solution predicts the logarithm
of the odds of the probability of working conditions. Change in probability of working conditions is computed as
(exp{LI¥(1 + exp(L 1))=(exp(LO¥(1 + exp(L0Y)) where LO = In(p/(1-p")) and 1.1 = LO + b, and b, is the ceetficient of
the relevant independent variable and p’ is the proportion that is self~employed, unionized, in a retirement plan or has
health insurance (Peterson, 1985). These can be interpreted as the change in the probability of working conditions
associated with a one-unit increase in the independent variable,

Factors Influencing Family Income Among Latinas

Table 10 presents multivanate modcls in which the cffect of place of birth and citizenship
status, human capital factors, family/houschold factors, and structural position on family income
among Latinas are examined. The first model, comparing the groups differing along place of birth
and citizenship status unadjusted for any other factors, indicates that Mexican citizen immigrants
and U.S.-borm Mexicans have higher family incomes than Mexican noncitizen immigrants.

Interestingly, Central American immigrants have marginally higher incomes than Mcexican

28




noncitizen immigrants, In the second model, human capital factors are added to the model and we
sce that the diffcrences by place of birth and citizenship status disappear. Thercfore, differences
among Ccntral American immigrants, Mexican immigrants, and U.S.-born Mexicans arc duc to
differences in age, English proficiency, and education. The diffecrences among the groups continuc
to be non-significant in the models in which family/houschold and structural factors arc added
(modcls 3 and 4). These results arc similar to thosc found among Latino men.

Modcl 2 of Table 10 shows the strong effcct of English proficicncy and education on
family income. Latinas who speak English better are more likely to have higher family incomcs
than those with limited proficiency; after controlling for structural factors in Model 4, the cffect of
English language proficicncy is marginal. Educational diffcrences arc also significant in that
Latinas with a high school diploma or some college education arc in familics with significantly
higher income levels than those with less than a high school education.

Most of the family/houschold factors added in model 3 arc significantly rciated to family
incomc¢ among Latinas, Being marricd and having other adults in the home has a strong and
significant cffcct on family income. The cffect of these measures indicates that there are more
aduits who can cither be workers or provide child care and other assistance for respondents who
work. The marginally significant effect of number of children age 7 to 13 on family income may
be due to greater effort on the pant of family providers with larger families to sccurc better paying
jobs or work at morc than onc job. On the other hand, the prescnee of young children (under the
age of 7) is rclated to lower incomes, suggesting that the ¢xtra effort in caring for these children
limits parcnts” ability to work.

In model 4, contact with Latinos, contact with other racial/cthnic groups, and c¢xtent of
Latino ncighbors arc added. Contact with Latinos and living in a community with morc Latino
ncighbors has no cffect on family income, but greater contact with other racial/cthnic groups docs
mean significantly higher income.

Overall, diffecrences among the place of birth/citizen groups in family income arc explained
by other factors, cspecially individual characteristics (such as cducation and English language
ability). Individual, familv, and structural factors have a strong cffcet on family income among

Latinas as predicted. These results were similar to those found among Latino men.

29




Table 10
Unstandardized OLS Regression Coctflicients

of Family Income¢ Among Latinas
{Standard Errors in Parcnthesis)

Model 1

Cecntral American Immigrant 2.5424
(1.560)

Moexican Citizen Immigrant 4.237*
(1.736)

US-Born Mcxican 4. 16T%**
(1.033)

Age

English Proficicney

Education 8-11 years

Education 12 years

Education 13 or morc ycars

Married

# Children in HH 0-6 vears old

# Children in HH 7-13 vears old

# Adults in HH

Contact with Latinos

Contact with Other Racial/cthnic Groups

Extent of Latino Ncighbors

Constant 17.348

R? 027w

Hp<.10; *p<.05; **p<.01, ***p<.001;

Model 2

0.603
(1.502)

1.220
(1.753)
-0.507
(1.287)

-0.021
(0.035)
1.061*
(0.444)
0.967
(1.196)
3.824*
(1.517)
9.451%%*
(1.617)

14.018

133k

Model 3

0.918
(1.435)
0.817
(1.669)
0.020
(1.229)

-0.019
(0.037)
1.580%**
(0.426)
1.035
(1.136)
3.299*
(1.452)
8.719%**
(1.553)

5.550%%*
(0.502)
-0.913#
(0.492)
0.755#
(0.463)
1.759%**
(0.370)

6.141
22g%%*

Model 4

1.162
(1.412)
0.774
(1.636)

-0.410
(1.216)

-0.025
(0.036)
0.726#
(0.446)
0.895
(1.114)
2.831*
(1.426)
7.424% %=
(1.543)

5.477%%=
(0.885)
-0.804#
(0.484)
0.648
(0.454)
1.731%%=
(0.363)

0.307
(0.624)
3.114%%=
(0.644)
-0.379
(0.387)

3.488
258>
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particular, job sccking and placcment programs will assist Latinos in ovcrcoming barriers and
might scrve to improve their labor force location.

Unionization. The working conditions of Latino and Latina workers were shown to be
quite inadequate. For example, only half of Latinos and a third of Latinas were employed in jobs
with health insurance and fewer have a retircment plan. Historically, onec mechanism workers used
to improved their working conditions was to unionize. While there are currently many forces
against unionization (government legislation, corporate strategics, and economuc restructuring),
organizing still plays an important role. For instance, scveral union cfforts have proved successful
in organizing Latino workers in Los Angeles; two initiatives that come readily to mind arc Justice
for Janitors and the drywallers’ union. Thesce cfforts have been suceessful despite the conventional
wisdom that Latino immigrants arc difficult to organize. Since this study shows that unions rcach
a small portion of the Latino labor force, conditions facilitating unionization should be created.

Government Intervention. Anothcr mechanism for improving the working conditions of
workers has been direct government intervention. Onc cxample of an existing cffort is the
mimimum wage laws. An ecxample which has not succeeded is President Clinton's effort to
cstablish a national health care program which would have benefited many of the respondents who
work in low-wage jobs without health insurance. Unfortunately, public sentiment and political
lecadership are currently against strong governiment intcervention.  In fact, much of this sentiment is
particularly targcted at immigrants as being responsible for job displacement, crime, and
burgeoning welfare rolls (as is cvident in the overwhelming support for California's Proposition
187 in Novcmber 1994). Thercfore the feasibility of incrcasing the role of govermment in
addressing the nceds of immigrants scems dismal. Nevertheless, this is likely to be the most
successful mechanism in the long run for improving the position of immigrants, considering that
government interventions have historically been the only mechanisms for significantly altering the
working and living conditions for socicty as a whole or for significant portions of the population.

Overall, this study pointed to a number of key issucs that affect the labor force position of
Latinos and Latinas. While the processcs that create these social inequalitics arc not casily

remedicd, there are a number of stratcgics that could assist Latinos in their struggles in the labor

market.
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particular, job sceking and placement programs will assist Latinos in overcoming barriers and
might scrve to improve their labor foree location,

Unionization. The working conditions of Latine and Latina workers were shown to be
quite inadequate. For example, only half of Latinos and a third of Latinas were employed in jobs
with health insurance and fewer have a retirement plan. Histoncally, one mechanism workers used
to improved their working conditions was to unionize. While there arc currcently many forces
against unionization (government legislation, corporate strategics, and cconomic restructuring),
organizing still plays an important role. For instance, scveral union cfforts have proved successful
in organizing Latino workers in Los Angeles; two initiatives that come readily to mind are Justice
for Janitors and the drywallers’ union. These efforts have been successful despite the conventional
wisdom that Latino immigrants arc difficult to organize. Sincc this study shows that unions reach
a small portion of the Latino labor force, conditions facilitating unionization should be created.

Government Intervention. Another mechanism for improving the working conditions of
workers has been dircet government intervention.  One example of an existing cffort is the
minimum wage laws.  An cxample which has not succeeded is President Clinton's cffort to
cstablish a national health carc program which would have benefited many of the respondents who
work in low-wage jobs without health insurance. Unfortunately, public sentiment and political
lcadership are currently against strong government intervention. In fact, much of this sentiment is
particularly targeted at immigrants as being responsible for job displacement, crime, and
burgeoning welfare rolls (as is evident in the overwhelming support for California's Proposition
187 in November 1994). Thercfore the feasibility of incrcasing the role of government in
addressing the needs of immigrants seems dismal.  Nevertheless, this is likely to be the most
successful mechanism in the long run for improving the position of immigrants, considering that
government interventions have historically been the only mechanisms for significantly aitering the
working and living conditions for socicty as a whole or for significant portions of the population.

Overall, this study peinted to a number of key issues that affeet the labor force position of
Latinos and Latinas. While the processes that create these social inequalities are not casily
remedicd, there arc a number of strategics that could assist Latinos in their struggles in the labor

markct.
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