
pattern, with the two inner southern rings being high density Mexican
American and largely poor, except for the two extreme eastern tracts, which
are poor but mostly African American. The next two rings out from the
inner city were traditionally white ethnic working class (especially Germans
and Czechs) in the 1960s with upwardly mobile Mexican Americans begin-
ning to move in. San Antonio’s deep pattern of segregation precluded the
selection of Northside census tracts. By now, the entire Southside is pre-
dominately Mexican American and the Northwest is also largely populated
by Mexican Americans as well as the white working and middle class.12

For readers familiar with either area, these maps confirm that respondents
came from a wide diversity of neighborhoods.

The 2000 Mexican American Study Project

In addition to reanalyzing the 1965 data, we also decided to pursue a far
more ambitious goal. We would try to find and interview the surviving
original respondents, as well as their children. Based on a pilot test of
finding a sample of Los Angeles residents, we came to discover that the
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Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Map from national Historical Geographic Information System, Minnesota Pop-
ulation Center, University of Minnesota.  
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Figure 3.1 Selected Tracts in Los Angeles County for 1965 Surveya



task would require much detective-like work, making it even harder than
anticipated. This would be a multiyear project and would require sub-
stantial funding. By mid-1994, we had secured enough to hire several
graduate students and begin searching for the original respondents. In
1997, a large grant enabled us to conduct the actual interviews. Indeed,
the process of finding and interviewing respondents would take several
years and involved several arduous tasks, which we will describe.

We set out to reinterview the original respondents who were age
eighteen to fifty in 1965 and 1966 and in their early fifties to early eighties
during the 1998 to 2000 follow-up. We omitted the 24 percent who were
over fifty in 1965 and 1966 because of the high probability that they would
have died by 1998. When the original respondents age fifty and younger had
died, we searched for family members and conducted an interview about
the respondent, which we refer to as informant interviews. In addition,
we sought to interview the children of respondents who were younger than
eighteen in 1965 and therefore in their early thirties to early fifties in 1998.
The selection method for the original respondents was therefore straight-
forward. The sample had been drawn in the 1960s. Our plan was to simply
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Figure 3.2 Selected Tracts in San Antonio (Bexar County) for 1965 Surveya

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Map from national Historical Geographic Information System, Minnesota Pop-
ulation Center, University of Minnesota.  
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Family generation appears on the horizontal axis in figure 3.1 and
indicates historical change. We also break the sample into generations-
since-immigration, which is denoted on the vertical axis of figure 3.1.
Generation-since-immigration refers to the number of generations since
the immigrants arrived in the United States. Figure 3.3 summarizes the
relation between the family generation and generation-since-immigration
in our study. It shows, for example, that third-generation children had
immigrant grandparents and that the fourth-generation children had
great-grandparents who immigrated at a still earlier period.

The bold octagon defines the two family generations and four 
generations-since-immigration used in our study. That is, we capture a
more dynamic process of real generational change, as required for testing
hypotheses of assimilation or ethnic change. This compares to the stan-
dard intergenerational comparisons based on cross-sectional data, which
is denoted by the dashed lines on figure 3.3. Such designs are based on
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Our Multivariate Model

Aside from examining the extent of change from original respondents to
their children, we are also interested in understanding the factors most
associated with that change. For example, if children are more likely to
attend college than their parents, is it generation that led to the change
or some other factor? Could greater college attendance be due to greater
resources that later generation parents have accrued and that perhaps
permitted them to provide for a better education for their children, either
because they moved out of the barrio or because they paid for private edu-
cation? Similarly, how are changes in ethnic identity or Spanish-language
proficiency associated with such factors?

We present our basic model of intergenerational transmission and
change in figure 3.4. The model reads from left to right, beginning with the
exogenous characteristics of generation and urban area (Los Angeles County
or San Antonio City). We are interested, above all, on how generation-
since-immigration and, to a lesser extent, urban area are related to the
outcomes for both the original respondents and their children. An analysis
of these variables seeks to answer the question like, “to what extent does
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Source: Authors’ compilation.
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Table 3.1 Sources for Locating Original Respondents in Los Angeles

Used Source First Sourcea

Source
Personal contactsb 28% 8%
Directories 14 5
Historical directories 9 8
Voter registration 34 21
Property 33 22
Marriage 14 12
Death 10 6
Drivers license 11 5
Other publicc 5 3
Credit headerd 23 4
Internet sources 7 5

Total 100

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a 39 percent of sample located with one source, 36 percent with two sources, 
15 percent with three sources, and 10 percent with four or more sources.
b Personal contacts include visiting original addresses, contacting neighbors, land-
lords, family coworkers, church, school.
c Other public include birth, divorce, naturalization, and housing records.
d Credit headers from TransUnion by modem.

cial sources but do not include any of the financial data. With special per-
mission granted to us as researchers, we also accessed California
Department of Motor Vehicles records. Having access to these sources of
information shifted most of the searching activities from field work to our
project offices.

The final stage of our search process coincided with the availability of
information through the Internet, including much information we had
previously secured in CD format. The availability had many benefits.
First, it was easier to identify and purchase sources of information on
compact disks, such as California Property, Texas People Finder, and
Texas Property. Second, national phone directories became available.
Third, the Internet permitted more powerful and flexible searching
strategies. Last, Internet data sets merged large quantities of data from
multiple sources.

In sum, technological developments improved our ability to find respon-
dents over the course of our search. Additionally, we had devised many
creative ways of searching when we had exhausted the normal search pro-
cedures. Table 3.1 presents the sources we used to locate respondents,
grouped into broad categories. The first column presents the percentage of
cases that we used, by type of source, in the search process. Because multi-
ple sources could be used to locate a respondent, the percentages in the first
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homeownership, marriage, children, household composition, and income.
The survey ended up being forty-five to seventy-five minutes long, largely
depending on how many questions applied to the respondent. We designed
separate questionnaires each for original respondents, children of respon-
dents, and informants for the original respondents. The original respondent
and informant questionnaires were made available in English and Spanish.17

For original respondents who had died, we interviewed an informant,
which was usually the surviving spouse but sometimes an adult child or
other close family member. The informant questionnaire was much like that
for the respondent, but without attitudinal questions and those for which
we believed informants could not provide reliable answers. It included
questions on place of birth, language use, contact with other groups, edu-
cational level, employment status, marital status, household composition,
income, and children.

The Los Angeles interviews were conducted by the Survey Research
Center (SRC) of UCLA’s Institute for Social Science Research (ISSR), and
the San Antonio sample by a Texas-based firm, NuStats Research and
Consulting in Austin. Interviews were primarily conducted in respondents’
homes. Contact information was forwarded from the UCLA project staff to
SRC and NuStats field staff to facilitate appointment setting for interview-
ing. Contact was first made with the original respondent and after that
with randomly selected children of the respondent. Respondents were
paid an incentive of $20 for their participation.

In some cases, we were unable to interview respondents face to face,
usually for those who moved out of metropolitan Los Angeles or San
Antonio. The first three columns of table 3.2 show the proportion of respon-
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Table 3.2 Stayed or Moved from 1965 Urban Area and Completed
Telephone Interview

Completed Telephone 
Distribution Interview

Stayed Moved Total Stayers Movers Overall

Original respondentsa

Overall 93% 7% 100% 4% 60% 8%
Los Angeles 85 15 100 7 58 12
San Antonio 98 2 100 0 100 1

Children
Overall 83 17 100 17 70 26

Los Angeles 78 22 100 27 72 37
San Antonio 89 11 100 2 66 26

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Informant interviews not included in calculations.



dents who had moved and the final three show the percentage of movers,
stayers, and the overall sample who were interviewed by phone. Anywhere
from 2 to 22 percent of respondents moved out of the two metropolitan
areas by 2000. Most of those who moved, but only a few of those who
stayed, were interviewed by telephone. For three of the four cases, no
more than 7 percent of the stayers were interviewed by phone. The excep-
tion was the 27 percent of children in Los Angeles, most of whom lived
outside of Los Angeles County but within the five-county metropolitan
area. Although we consider them stayers, many were often at a consider-
able distance, making personal interviews difficult.18

Success in Locating and Interviewing
Original Respondents

We located nearly four of every five (79 percent) of the original respondents,
as shown in table 3.3. We did have a higher number of refusals than
expected, however, and were able to interview only 73 percent of those we
found. In the end, we interviewed nearly three of every five (57 percent)
of the original respondents who were age fifty or less in 1965.

Most of our nonresponses were refusals. For the most part, we found that
respondents were receptive and often surprised when we located them.
Most did not remember being interviewed more than thirty years earlier.
Many, however, were curious that we had located them after so many
years, especially when they did not recall participating in the original study.
Some were suspicious or concerned that we were able to do so and thus
sometimes refused to be interviewed. Additionally, by 2000, many of our
original respondents had become elderly. We were up against a public
service campaign at the time aimed at Latino elderly, which warned them
to be careful of solicitors, telemarketers, or any stranger coming to the
door or calling.
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Table 3.3 Searched, Located, and Interviewed Original Respondents 
by Urban Area

Total Los Angeles San Antonio

a. Searched 1,193 792 401
b. Located 941 614 327
c. Interviewed 684 434 250

Located of total (b/a) 79% 78% 82%
Interviewed of located (c/b) 73 71 76
Response rate (c/a) 57 55 62

Source: Mexican American Study Project.



out of the total sample searched for is listed in column 1; the percent of
persons interviewed among those whom we found are listed in column 2;
the final percent interviewed out of the total sample is shown in column 3.
For example, the first row shows that persons age eighteen to thirty-five in
1965 were slightly less likely to be located than those older than thirty-five,
but, when they were located, were more likely to be interviewed. Even-
tually, we ended up interviewing 59 percent of the younger respondents
to the original survey and 55 percent of the older respondents. Men were
slightly more likely to be interviewed than women. The differences, though,
were greater for all of the other variables. Married persons, those born in
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Table 3.4 Located and Interviewed Original Respondents 
by 1965 Characteristicsa

Interviewed Interviewed 
Located of Located of Total

Age
Eighteen to thirty-five 78% 76% 59%
Thirty-six to fifty 80 69 55

Sex
Men 81 72 58
Women 77 73 57

Marital Status
Married 82 73 60
Unmarried 65 71 46

Nativity
Born in United States 81 72 59
Born in Mexico 69 75 52

Language of interview
English 84 72 61
Spanish 71 74 52

Years of schooling
Less than nine 73 75 54
Nine or more 84 71 60

Household income
Less than $6,000 75 73 55
$6,000 or more 84 72 61

Homeownership status
Home owner 89 71 64
Renter 68 75 51

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Among original respondents searched for.



the United States, those interviewed in English, the more educated, the
wealthier, and homeowners were all more likely to be interviewed than
their counterparts.20

Because many of these variables are interrelated, effects are not neces-
sarily independent. For example, persons born in the United States are
more likely to have answered the interview in English, received more
schooling, and owned their homes. It may therefore be that birthplace
drives the differences on language, education, and homeownership. It may
also be, however, that one or more of these variables have an additional
independent effect. To determine which variables are responsible or in
statistical parlance, which have an independent and significant effect, we
ran a statistical analysis to predict locating and interviewing respondents.
Specifically, we used logistic regression analysis to regress a binary vari-
able indicating whether we found a respondent and secured an interview
in the follow-up on a set of potential explanatory variables drawn from
the 1965 data. The results are shown on table 3.5 (where we present odd
ratios). Column 1 shows that only two variables were statistically signifi-
cant in locating the original respondents: married persons were 1.5 times
more likely to be found than unmarried, and homeowners were fully 
3.2 times more likely than renters, net of all other effects. The other vari-
ables, including city of residence, were not independently influential fac-
tors and are apparently correlated with homeownership and perhaps also
with married status. In other words, the fact that we found more San
Antonio respondents seems largely because they are more likely to be
homeowners than respondents in Los Angeles.
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Table 3.5 Determinants for Locating and Interviewing 
Original Respondentsa

Characteristics Located Interviewed

San Antonio 1.05 1.25
Age 0.99 0.99
Male 1.04 0.98
Married 1.51* 1.42*
Born in United States 1.34 1.07
English interview 1.39 1.14
Education 1.04 1.03
Income (thousands of dollars) 1.05 1.00
Home owner 3.22*** 1.58**

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Logistic regression run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Searched sample of
original respondents analyzed. Predictors based on 1965 characteristics. See
appendix B, table B.1 for full model.
*p<.05, **p<.01; ***p<.001



Those weights are shown in the matrix on table 3.6. Based on the original
respondent’s homeownership, marital status, city of residence, and income
during the original survey, the values in table 3.6 show the extent to which
their representation was weighted in the follow-up sample. At one end,
married and low-income homeowners who lived in Los Angeles were
especially likely to have been reinterviewed and thus were given the low-
est weight (.584). At the other extreme, unmarried and low income renters
in San Antonio were least likely to be found in the follow-up survey and
thus were given the greatest weight. The representation of such persons
was inflated more than two times (2.103). With the exception of these two
categories, the other fourteen categories of original respondents fell within
a fairly narrow range (.779 to 1.244), which suggests that selectivity was
not especially problematic.

The 2000 Children Sample

For the child sample, who were adults in 2000, we selected a random
sample of the original respondents’ children born between 1947 and 1966.
We selected a maximum of two children for each original respondent.22

When original respondents had one or two children who met the selection
criteria, all were selected. When more than two children met the criteria,
we chose the most recent birthdate.23 As can be seen in table 3.7, ninety-two
families had no children who met the criteria, 100 had one, 146 had two,
and 358 had three or more. In summary, 2,004 children met the age criteria,
1,108 were selected, and 758 (68 percent of those selected) were interviewed.

We selected and located children based on information from the parents
we interviewed. First, we completed a roster of all the original respondents’
children, with information on sex, name, birth month and year, biological
relationship, country of birth, status (employed, in the military, laid off or
unemployed, keeping house, in school, in prison or institution, deceased),
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Table 3.6 Weights for Bivariate Analyses with Original Respondentsa

Poor Not Poor

Married Unmarried Married Unmarried

Los Angeles
Homeowner 0.584 0.779 0.949 1.168
Not homeowner 1.103 1.256 1.126 1.244

San Antonio
Homeowner 0.861 1.635 0.809 0.949
Not homeowner 1.038 2.103 0.883 1.071

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Based on 1965 characteristics.



years of education, and whether living with the original respondent parent
in 1965 and 1966. We used this information to select children and to deter-
mine whether the characteristics of children we interviewed biased the
sample in any way. We then determined bias by regressing a binary vari-
able for whether we selected a respondent or secured an interview on a
set of potential explanatory variables drawn from the child roster.

The results are shown on table 3.8, where we present odd ratios.
Column 1 shows the results for selecting the child respondents and col-
umn 2 shows the results for interviewing children out of all eligible chil-
dren. The number of children in the family had a strong relationship to
both selecting and interviewing children, which was a direct result of our
selection strategy. In families with one or two eligible children, each child
had a 100 percent chance of being selected, whereas in families with three
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Table 3.7 Eligible, Selected, and Interviewed Child Respondentsa

Three to   
No One Two Twelve

Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible
Total Children Child Children Children

a. Families 696 92 100 146 358
b. Eligible children 2,004 0 100 292 1,612
c. Selected children 1,108 0 100 292 716
d. Interviewed children 758 0 65 207 486

Response rate (d/c) 68% — 65% 71% 69%

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Among children listed on roster in original respondent questionnaire.

Table 3.8 Determinants of Selecting and Interviewing 
Child Respondentsa

Selected Interviewed

Number of eligible children 0.60*** 0.69***
Education 1.02 1.08***
Female 0.96 1.28*
San Antonio 0.78* 0.87
Born in United States 1.17 1.25
Birth year 1.00 1.00
Working 0.86 1.11

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Logistic regression run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Predictors based on
characteristics of children listed on child roster in original respondent question-
naire. See appendix B, table B.2 for full model.
*p<.05, ***p<.001



years of education, and whether living with the original respondent parent
in 1965 and 1966. We used this information to select children and to deter-
mine whether the characteristics of children we interviewed biased the
sample in any way. We then determined bias by regressing a binary vari-
able for whether we selected a respondent or secured an interview on a
set of potential explanatory variables drawn from the child roster.

The results are shown on table 3.8, where we present odd ratios.
Column 1 shows the results for selecting the child respondents and col-
umn 2 shows the results for interviewing children out of all eligible chil-
dren. The number of children in the family had a strong relationship to
both selecting and interviewing children, which was a direct result of our
selection strategy. In families with one or two eligible children, each child
had a 100 percent chance of being selected, whereas in families with three
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Child Respondentsa
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characteristics of children listed on child roster in original respondent question-
naire. See appendix B, table B.2 for full model.
*p<.05, ***p<.001



These theories, however, often treat generation-since-immigration as coter-
minous with family generation, for example, from grandparents, who are
often but not always immigrant, to child to grandchild. A significant over-
lap between family generation and generation-since-immigration may
have been the experience of many European ethnics but it implies some
theoretical and methodological confusion. Empirically, it is very trouble-
some in understanding the Mexican American case.

Parsing family generation from generation-since-immigration is par-
ticularly important, and complex, for Mexicans, whose history of immi-
gration has been, for the most part, throughout the twentieth century. For
example, the relatively small population born in the United States before
1910 intermarried extensively with the larger population of 1910 to 1930
immigrants, and their U.S.-born children have intermarried with the
immigrants from subsequent waves. This generational complexity has
been a significant issue in studies even though assimilation theories rarely
deal with it. That they do not is not surprising, given the immigration
experience of most groups.

The classic road to assimilation involved immigration in a relatively
compressed time and thus generational change was generally uniform for
entire ethnic groups. Massive immigration from Central and Southern
Europe occurred during a short period in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, so that the subsequent history of the group coincided
largely with the experience of single generations-since-immigration. Italian
immigration, the bulk of which occurred from 1900 to 1914, is a good
example.25 We seek to resolve this problem, which we illustrate in figure 3.3.

The Mexican American Study Project 67

Table 3.9 Weights for Bivariate Analyses with Child Respondentsa

One Two Three Four or More 
Eligible Eligible Eligible Eligible 
Child Children Children Children

Male
Less than high school 1.663 0.897 0.893 2.627
High school graduate 0.600 0.595 0.820 1.576
Some college 0.475 0.503 1.010 1.540
College graduate 0.493 0.450 0.842 1.478

Female
Less than high school 0.369 0.480 1.478 1.218
High school graduate 0.517 0.507 0.769 1.671
Some college 0.677 0.465 0.665 1.396
College graduate 0.443 0.458 0.650 0.985

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Based on characteristics of children listed on roster in original respondent
questionnaire.



interviews bias the responses. Second, it serves as a proxy measure for
persons who moved out of the area. In particular, we expect that those who
did may be among the more assimilated sectors of the population, and
thus it is important to measure or control for this effect. On an indicator
such as residential segregation, for example, we would expect persons
who were interviewed by telephone to have moved to neighborhoods with
fewer other Mexican Americans, because they are likely to have left the
ethnically dense Los Angeles or San Antonio urban areas.

Generation-Since-Immigration of Children
as Used in the Multivariate Analyses

For the multivariate analysis, the children are the primary unit of analysis.
This permits us to use parental characteristics for determining child out-
comes and to examine generation in greater detail. Whereas a child’s gen-
eration in the bivariate analysis is determined as simply the original
respondent’s generation plus one, for the multivariate analysis we calcu-
late the child’s generation based on birthplace and the generation of both
parents. We thus allow for greater generational complexity than in the
bivariate analysis by computing half or .5 generations.

Table 3.10 shows the distribution by generation of the 720 U.S.-born
children in our sample, according to the generation of both their parents.

72 Generations of Exclusion

Non-Respondent Parent

Table 3.10 Children’s Generation-Since-Immigration 
by Parents’ Generational Status

Original Simple 
Respondent Definition 
Parent Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 2.5 Gen. 2 or 3a Gen. 3+ for Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 1.5b

(38) Gen. 2.5 Gen. 2.5 Gen. 2.5 Gen. 2.5 Gen. 2 
Gen. 2c (48) (9) (18) (12) (185)

(60)

Gen. 2 Gen. 2.5 Gen. 3 Gen. 3 Gen. 3 Gen. 3 Gen. 3 
(44) (100) (27) (46) (36) (253)

Gen. 2.5 Gen. 2.5 Gen. 3 Gen. 3 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+ Gen. 3 
(21) (40) (24) (17) (36) (138)

Gen. 3+ Gen. 2.5 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+ Gen. 4+ Gen. 4+ Gen. 4+
(14) (45) (15) (36) (72) (182)

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Unable to distinguish whether generation 2 or 3.
b Born in Mexico.
c U.S. born.



Rodolfo Alvarez,81 the Mexican American generation had arrived to succeed
a Mexican immigrant generation and that demographic shift would 
produce new assimilationist hopes.82 The historian Vicki Ruíz, however,
contended that such generational distinctions were often ambiguous in
practice.83 Figure 4.1 shows the changing generational composition of 
the Hispanic population from 1950 to 2050. By the 1950s, nearly half of
Hispanics were third generation or more, given that mass immigration from
Latin America had ended before 1930. The third generation, however, began
to shrink in the 1960s as large-scale Mexican immigration reemerged.

The image of Mexicans and Mexican Americans continued to be poor.
The animosity toward Mexicans was apparent in a sensationalist press that
reinforced anti-Mexican stereotypes,84 depicting Mexican American youth
as “the enemy within.” It became especially heated with the Zoot Suit 
Riots in 1943, when white sailors systematically and repeatedly attacked
Mexican American youth.85 Negative stereotypes of Mexicans would
persist and occasionally enter the public discourse as in Judge Gerald
Chargin’s 1969 tirade against a juvenile who had pled guilty to incest:

Mexican people, after 13 years of age, it’s perfectly all right to go out and
act like an animal . . . You are lower than animals and haven’t the right to
live in organized society—just miserable, lousy, rotten people.86
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inequality increased in both Los Angeles and San Antonio since 1970, just
as it did throughout the United States. The growing inequality mirrored
the structural transformations from heavy manufacturing and highly
paid and unionized blue-collar jobs and toward a service and light man-
ufacturing economy characterized by both a growing number of high
paying white-collar work and low paying manual jobs with little job secu-
rity. Although inequality in the two urban areas was similar from 1970 to
1980, it grew more in San Antonio in the 1980s. However, by the 1990s,
inequality shot up in Los Angeles but remained nearly flat in San Antonio,
eventually resulting in greater income inequality in Los Angeles.

Nationally, industrial jobs declined numerically from the 1970s for-
ward as the United States faced growing competition from foreign indus-
tries; concomitantly, the service sector grew. As a result, average incomes
declined as the number of middle-income blue-collar jobs dropped, lead-
ing to a growing hourglass shape to the economy. Blue-collar jobs at 
the time had afforded relatively high pay and internal career mobility
for the largely unionized workforce. The new jobs in the low-wage
industries tended to be low paying, low skilled, relatively unstable, and
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Source: Authorsí tabulations from decennial censuses 1970 to 2000; Bureau of 
Economic Analysis (2005).
a Gini index calculated with personal income data from census data.
b Income per capita based on personal income divided by population size; calcu-
lated by Bureau of Economic Analysis; and adjusted to 2000 dollars. 
c Data for Los Angeles and Bexar Counties.  
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labor migration across the border also seemed at the time a more com-
mon pattern than permanent immigration.40 Mexico’s modernization
project, led by President Porfirio Díaz from 1880 to 1910, would displace
millions of peasants from their lands as they left to work primarily in the
rapidly developing mines and railroad construction within Mexico but
that resulted mostly in internal migration. However, by 1907, the bottom
had fallen out of the Mexican economy and the Porfirian administration
became increasingly unstable. In response, a decade-long Mexican Revo-
lution had begun by 1910.41

Also by 1910, the railroads had greatly expanded their Southwest
routes and linked them to Mexico’s new rail system, which would allow
Mexicans deep in the interior to migrate to the United States. The Mexican
Revolution and the growing need for cheap labor in American Southwest,
especially in California’s exploding agricultural sector but also in Texas
agriculture and cattle-production, would provoke the immigration of
large numbers of Mexicans.42 Moreover, by 1909, labor recruiting agents
had become active in El Paso and other border cities. These agents would
solicit and direct the often temporary migrants to distant American cities

Table 4.1 Mexican Origin Population in, and Legal Mexican Immigration
to, United States, 1850 to 2000

Mexican Origin
Population Mexican Immigrantsa

Immigrants to
Year Population Period Admitted Residents

1850 81,508 — — —
1880 290,642 — — —
1900 401,491 1901 to 1910 49,642 12.4%
1910 640,104 1911 to 1920 219,004 34.2
1920 999,535 1921 to 1930 459,287 46.0
1930 1,500,000b 1931 to 1940 22,319 1.5
1940 1,567,596 1941 to 1950 60,589 3.9
1950 2,489,477 1951 to 1960 299,811 12.0
1960 4,087,546 1961 to 1970 453,937 11.1
1970 5,641,956 1971 to 1980 640,294 11.3
1980 8,740,439 1981 to 1990 1,655,843 18.9
1990 13,495,938 1991 to 2000 2,249,421 16.7
2000 22,338,000 2001 to 2010c 1,790,487 8.0

Source: Gratton and Guttmann (2000); Rumbaut (2006); U.S. Immigration and
Naturalization Service (2005); Office of Immigration Statistics (2003).
a Immigration statistics not available for Mexicans for 1886 to 1894 and, when
available, often did not include land arrivals.
b Estimate.
c Projection based on immigrant admits in 2001 to 2003 continuing at same rate
until 2010.
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the new laws well into the 1960s and after, often using a series of sub-
terfuges to avoid integration.108

The extent of educational segregation before the 1960s is not well
known. Surveys of particular school districts report that 90 percent of these
districts in Texas and 85 percent in California were racially segregated.109

Also, segregation was often limited to elementary school education while
nearly all high schools in San Antonio and Los Angeles were mixed.110

Data from our study permit us to estimate levels of school segregation for
the period in Los Angeles County and San Antonio at roughly the middle
school level. Based on the 1965 data on original respondents collected
by Grebler, Moore, and Guzmán, table 4.2 shows the percent of Mexican
Americans in Los Angeles and San Antonio reporting that they attended
fully segregated or “Mexican schools” when they were thirteen or four-
teen years old. To go back as far as we could, we used the entire original
sample and stratified them by age, estimating the decade in which they
were that age. In addition, we restricted the sample to those living in Los
Angeles or San Antonio at that age based on those who were born in or
migrated to Los Angeles or San Antonio before age sixteen.

Table 4.2 shows that 83 or 84 percent of Los Angeles and 87 to 91 per-
cent of San Antonio school children had mostly or all Mexican-origin
schoolmates from the 1930s to the 1950s. In the 1930s, fully 66 percent of
young adolescent San Antonians were in fully segregated classrooms,
versus 48 percent of Los Angelenos of the same age, reflecting the rela-
tively rigid segregation of Texas cities and the fact that the proportion
Mexican was much larger. The extent of segregation in San Antonio subse-
quently declines somewhat until the 1940s, and remains flat to at least the
1950s. For Los Angeles, complete segregation is erratic, declining in 
the 1930s, increasing in the 1940s, and dropping again in the 1950s.111 On
the other hand, 9 percent of San Antonio respondents and 16 percent of Los
Angeles respondents reported that a few or none of their classmates were

Table 4.2 Mexican Origin Classmates by Urban Area, 1965a

1930s 1940s 1950s

Los Angeles
Mostly or all Mexican 84% 84% 83%
All Mexican 48 57 43

San Antonio
Mostly or all Mexican 91 87 88
All Mexican 66 32 39

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Based on question: When you were thirteen or fourteen years old, how many of
your schoolmates were of Mexican origin? Among those born in Los Angeles or
San Antonio or migrated there before age sixteen. Decade refers to when respon-
dent was age thirteen.
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time, San Antonio has seen relatively little immigration in the last fifty
years. In 1970, only 9 percent of Mexican Americans in San Antonio were
immigrants. By 1990, only 13 percent were. The comparable figures for
the same years in Los Angeles County were 25 and 47 percent.

Changing Los Angeles and 
San Antonio Economies

In 1965, Los Angeles and San Antonio offered quite distinct opportunities
for Mexican Americans though that difference would change by the end
of the twentieth century. The industrial and occupational structures of San
Antonio in the 1960s, along with its segregationist and clientelist politics,
clearly afforded fewer opportunities to Mexican Americans than the more
economically dynamic and modern Los Angeles did. This is apparent in
the data that Grebler, Moore, and Guzmán collected.

We analyzed data from both waves and present basic economic and
social indicators in table 4.3. San Antonians were markedly less likely to
own televisions and telephones or live in houses with a toilet or hot water.
Although roughly 40 percent of San Antonio’s Mexicans earned less than
$3,000 annually, only about 13 percent of Angelenos did. Costs of living in
the two cities at the time, interestingly, were similar. Mexican American
homes in 1965 already were worth three times as much in Los Angeles.
Most notably, though, Angelenos also seemed to be much more accultur-
ated on language and religiosity as a much larger percentage of them spoke
only English at home and they less frequently attended religious services.

Largely coinciding with changing patterns of immigration, major
changes have also occurred in the structure of the United States’ econ-
omy since the mid-1970s. With the end of segregation and the most

Table 4.3 Characteristics by Urban Area, 1965

Los Angeles San Antonio

Own television 96% 89%
Own telephone 76 60
With private toilet 95 89
With hot water 99 79
Have $500 or more in savings 32 14
Monthly income at primary job (mean) $439 $251
Monthly income at all jobs (mean) $677 $260
Earn less than $3,000 a year 13% 40%
Home value (mean) $16,283 $4,902
Speak only English to children 31% 10%
Frequently attend church 41 62

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
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1998 and 2000



Americans (from the West Indian islands and Haiti) do considerably bet-
ter. By the third generation, Mexican Americans have the lowest rate at 
3 percent, together with African Americans and American Indians.

Figure 5.2 shows generational changes for Mexican-origin persons
over the span of the twentieth century. In addition to the original respon-
dents and their children, we show educational attainment for the parents
of original respondents. The parents were educated mostly in the 1900s
to 1930s, the original respondents were schooled from the 1930s to 1950s,
and their children were educated from the 1950s to the 1980s. At the same
time, we present results for three generations-since-immigration within
each of these cohorts. Taken together, figure 5.2 shows educational progress

Figure 5.2 Years of Education by Generation-Since-Immigration, 
1965 and 2000

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
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completed high school, whereas around 80 percent of all children did.18

Understandably, the graduation rate is especially low for immigrants
given that they often completed their educations in Mexico, where high
school completion is less common. Only 30 percent of immigrant original
respondents completed high school, whereas 48 and 57 percent (respec-
tively) of their second- and third-generation counterparts did, suggesting
a smooth generational improvement for those schooled from the 1930s to
the 1950s. Thus, though improvements from parents to children in grad-
uation from high school, especially for immigrants, are clear, they are less
so for the children of the third generation.

Figure 5.3 High School Graduation by Generation-Since-Immigration,
1965 and 2000

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a As reported by children, among grandchildren age twenty and older.
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Figure 5.4 Relative Odds Ratios of Mexican Americans to Non-Hispanic
Whites, 1965 and 2000

inequality because they are not affected, as other indicators of inequality are,
by the size of the gap or the specific point at which the gap is measured.

An odds ratio of .06 for high school graduates among first-generation
respondents in 1965, for example, indicates that the odds that a Mexican
immigrant graduated from high school is about 6 percent (.06) of the odds
that a white graduated. Table 5.3 shows that the odds ratios of graduating
from high school vis-à-vis a non-Hispanic white American are lower among
immigrants than those born in the United States, as expected. The ratios
increase with generation-since-immigration, except in the case of fourth-
generation children, who have lower odds ratios than both second- and
third-generation children. The odds ratios for children are greater than those
of the original respondents, indicating a shrinking racial gap in educational
attainment from the original respondents in 1965 to their children in 2000.

Improvement rates of high school graduation are greater than those for
college graduation. The bold lines in figure 5.4 illustrate the gap between
Mexicans and non-Hispanic whites for high school and college completion
from the second-generation original respondents to their third-generation
children, using the odds ratios. The dotted lines show the same gap for the
third-generation respondents, connected to the third-generation children,
which one could argue is a fairer comparison. Despite three decades of
university-based affirmative action, college education relative to whites
has improved from 12 percent odds in the second generation in 1965 to
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Table 5.1 Years of Education and Graduation Rates by Race, 1970 and 2000a

1970b 2000c

Southwest Los San Southwest Los San 
Statesd Angeles Antonio Statesd Angeles Antonio

Years of education
Mexican Americans 9.7 10.7 9.0 12.3 12.6 12.5
Non-Hispanic whites 12.3 12.6 12.3 14.1 14.2 14.2
Blacks 10.9 11.4 11.0 13.2 13.4 13.5
Asians — — — 14.7 14.6 14.7

High school graduate
Mexican Americans 44% 51% 37% 74% 76% 77%
Non-Hispanic whites 75 79 74 90 94 95
Blacks 54 63 57 84 84 89
Asians — — — 95 95 93

College graduatee

Mexican Americans 3 4 2 13 13 14
Non-Hispanic whites 15 16 15 35 40 39
Blacks 5 5 4 17 19 21
Asians — — — 54 56 52

Source: Authors’ tabulations from decennial censuses, 1970 and 2000.
a Among U.S. born.
b 1970 figures among age eighteen to fifty-four.
c 2000 figures among age thirty-five to fifty-four.
d Five southwest states: California, Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas.
e 1970 college graduation figures among age twenty-five to fifty-four.



Table 5.2 Years of Education and Graduation Rates by Generation-Since-Immigration, 1965 and 2000

Original Respondents, 1965a Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Years of education 6.8 9.2 9.5 7.4 10.0 10.4 13.1 13.1 12.4
High school graduate 16% 32% 35% 30% 48% 57% 84% 87% 73%
College graduateb 2 2 4 7 6 5 13 14 6

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a 1965 figures among age eighteen and older.
b 1965 college graduation figures among age twenty-five and older.
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Our data also allowed us to investigate the educational achievement
of the grandchildren of the original respondents, enabling us to distin-
guish a fifth generation-since-immigration. We did not directly interview
the children of the child sample, but instead asked the children of the orig-
inal respondents about their own children’s education level. Because many
of these children were not yet adults and thus had not completed their
education, we limited our investigation to high school graduation rates for
those twenty years old and older. Figure 5.3 shows that these grand-
children of the original respondents, who are third to fifth generation,
seemed to be doing no better than their parents. By this time, the third,
fourth, and fifth generation were performing equally, with no significant
differences among them. In the third generation, 85 percent had graduated
from high school, versus 84 percent of the fourth generation and 81 percent
of the fifth generation.19

To demonstrate the gap in educational achievement between Mexican
Americans and whites, we computed odds ratios. These are based on data
from table 5.1 for whites and table 5.2 for Mexican Americans, and are
presented in table 5.3. We calculate the odds that both groups graduated
from high school (by dividing the proportion that graduated by the pro-
portion that did not graduate or p/1-p). We then divide the odds for
Mexican Americans by the odds for whites to yield odds ratios (also referred
to as relative odds). These are presented on the third and sixth rows of
table 5.3. Odds ratios have desirable mathematical properties for measuring

Table 5.3 Graduation Rates and Relative Odds by 
Generation-Since-Immigration, 1965 and 2000

Original Respondents,
1965 Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
High school graduate

Mexican Americans 16% 32% 35% 84% 87% 73%
Non-Hispanic whites 75 75 75 90 90 90
Relative odds Mexican 0.06 0.14 0.16 0.58 0.74 0.30

to whitea

College graduate
Mexican Americans 2% 2% 4% 13% 14% 6%
Non-Hispanic whites 15 15 15 35 35 35
Relative odds Mexican 0.12 0.12 0.24 0.28 0.30 0.12
to whitea

Source: Mexican American Study Project; authors’ tabulations from decennial 
censuses, 1970 and 2000.
a Odds for Mexican Americans are p/(1-p) and similarly for non-Hispanic whites.
Relative odds are odds for Mexican Americans divided by odds for non-Hispanic
whites.



Table 5.4 Intergenerational Educational Mobility by Race, 1988a

Father’s Education

Less than High School
High School Graduate and College 

Respondent’s Education Graduate Some College Graduate

Mexican Americans
Less than high school graduate 41% 35% —b

High school graduate and  53 62 —b

some college
College graduate 6 3 —b

Non-Hispanic white
Less than high school graduate 19 6 2
High school graduate and 68 68 41
some college

College graduate 13 27 57

Blacks
Less than high school graduate 28 11 4
High school graduate and 61 72 60
some college

College graduate 11 17 36

Source: Authors’ tabulations from National Survey of Households and Families,
1988.
a Among respondents age twenty-five and older and U.S.-born.
b Only six respondents among Mexican American with college-educated parents.
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They have the knowledge and the time to read frequently to their children
and expose them to other cultural advantages. They have higher educa-
tional expectations and are role models for their children. They are more
likely to know the pathways to educational success, can better navigate
complex school systems, and manage their education in numerous other
ways.20 The positive effect of parental education on children’s education
is thus not surprising.

The conceptual origin of this view is status attainment theory, which
has become a mainstay of American sociology. The first stage of this
model posits that educational or status attainment of any kind is largely
transmitted from parents to children.21 The model also recognizes that
the rate of transmission may vary by race and ethnicity and other factors,
such as generation-since-immigration.22 Modern assimilation theory23

draws largely from the status attainment model in that it predicts that the
children of immigrants with high levels of education will assimilate faster
than those whose parents have less education, though it also expects that
for most descendants of less educated immigrants, education will improve
in the second generation and again in the third.



Table 5.5 Intergenerational Educational Mobility by 
Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Father’s Education

Less than High School 
High School Graduate and College 

Child’s Education Graduate Some College Graduate

Generation 2
Less than high school 18% 10% —a

graduate
High school graduate 70 79 —a

and some college
College graduate 12 10 —a

Generation 3+
Less than high school 24 10 0
graduate

High school graduate and some 71 70 81
college

College graduate 6 20 18

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only nine respondents among generation 2 with college-educated parents.

Table 5.6 Parental Status and Resources and Years of Education, 2000

Years of Relationship 
Education with Educationa

Father’s education 0.10***
Nine or less years 12.4
More than nine years 13.5

Mother’s education 0.08***
Nine or less years 12.5
More than nine years 13.4

Parents’ income 0.06*
$6,000 or less 12.5
More than $6,000 13.4

Parent was homeowner 0.32†
Renter 12.5
Owner 13.3

Number of siblings −0.08*
One to three siblings 13.5
More than three siblings 12.7

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample ana-
lyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering. Father’s education, mother’s education,
parents’ income, and number of siblings entered as continuous variables in regres-
sion model. See appendix B, table B.3 for full model.
†p<.10, *p<.05, ***p<.001
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not worse than those of second-generation children. Portes and Rumbaut
also contended that the lack of bilingualism among the third generation-
since-immigration may be a further language disadvantage, which they
claimed reduces cognitive abilities overall and lowers the self-esteem of
Mexican Americans.

We test these hypotheses using two variables: whether parents were
Spanish monolingual and whether children were bilingual while growing
up. Although our sample is primarily U.S.-born, there were Spanish mono-
lingual immigrant parents in our study. The children of Spanish mono-
linguals had 12.6 years of schooling in contrast to 13.0 for the children of
those who knew English, whether bilingual or monolingual. Children
who grew up hearing Spanish had 13.0 years of education and those who
did not had 12.8 years. However, once we control for other key factors,
such as generation-since-immigration and parental status, there are no
statistically significant relationships between language and educational
outcomes, as the second column of table 5.7 reveals.

A common conception is that the low education of Mexican Americans
is due to their parents’ low expectations or aspirations. However, Schneider
and her colleagues, Portes and Rumbaut, and others recognize that one of
the few advantages of Mexican-origin parents is their high educational
aspirations and expectations.26 Based on our data, 65 percent of the parents
reported in 1965 that they would have liked their children to graduate from
college. Thus, we test whether having these aspirations has any effect on
the eventual educational attainment of their children. The children whose
parents wanted them to finish college appear to have somewhat higher
educational outcomes—13.3 years of schooling for those who had these

Table 5.7 Cultural Deficits and Years of Education, 2000

Years of Relationship 
Education with Educationa

Parent is Spanish monolingual −0.18
Not Spanish monolingual 13.0
Spanish monolingual 12.6

Parent spoke Spanish to child 0.20
Did not speak Spanish to child 13.0
Spoke Spanish to child 12.8

Parent’s college aspirations for children 0.04
Had less than college aspirations 12.7
Had college aspirations 13.3

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample ana-
lyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering. See appendix B, table B.3 for full model.
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higher aspirations compared to 12.7 to those who did not (see table 5.7).
However, this relationship is not statistically significant in the multivari-
ate analysis. We suggest that higher educational aspirations are related
to parent’s own level of schooling, which washes out the parental aspi-
rations variable in the multivariate analysis. Parents with higher educa-
tional aspirations for their children did not have children who go on to
have higher educations, once we control for other factors. 

Social Capital
Social capital as we use it refers roughly to the advantages that some indi-
viduals have because of their or their family’s location in, or relation to,
social networks.27 Although definitions of social capital are varied, they
generally refer to the idea that who one knows is beneficial to getting
ahead. In our study, our social capital indicators reflect whether respon-
dents were exposed to professionals while growing up, whether they
attended church weekly, whether parents communicated with the school,
and whether a parent was not Hispanic. The bivariate and multivariate
results in table 5.8 indicate that our first indicator of social capital is strongly
and positively related to children’s educational outcomes. Children who
knew “doctors, lawyers or teachers,” as we asked in the survey, ended up
with more education. We suspect that such persons provided the child

Table 5.8 Social Capital and Years of Education, 2000

Years of Relationship 
Education with Educationa

Child’s exposure to professionals 0.23**
Did not know professionals 12.7
Knew professionals 13.3

Parent attended church weekly 0.45*
Did not attend church weekly 12.6
Attended church weekly 13.3

Parent communicated with school 0.36*
Did not communicate 12.7
Communicated with school 13.1

Parent is non-Hispanic 0.21
Hispanic 12.9
Not Hispanic 13.4

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample ana-
lyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering. See appendix B, table B.3 for full model.
*p<.05, **p<.01



Table 5.9 Residential and Educational Segregation 
and Years of Education, 2000

Relationship Relationship
Years of of Continuous of Extreme

Educ. Seg. with Educ.a Seg. with Educ.

Res. seg. (census)
Proportion Hispanic in −0.24
neighborhood, 1965
0 to .2 13.4
.2 to .4 13.0
.4 to .6 12.9
.6 to .8 13.0
.8 to 1.0 12.5 –0.22

Res. seg. (self reported)
Mexican comp. −0.13†
of neighborhood
None or few 13.1
Half 12.9
Most 13.3
All 12.5 –0.50**

Educ. seg. (self reported)
Mexican comp. of high school 0.03

None or few 13.2
Half 12.7
Most 13.1
All 12.8 0.12

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample ana-
lyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering. Measures of residential and educational
segregation included in separate regression models and entered as continuous
variables. See appendix B, table B.3 for full model. 
†p<.10; **p<.01
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neighborhoods, thus should attend more integrated schools and see
their children’s education improve.

The view that segregation continues to drive the inferior education of
Latino and African American children remains popular today. Gary
Orfield and Jonathon Kozol, perhaps the two most well-known advocates
of this view, have focused much attention on the role of segregation as the
major contributor to the lowly state of minority education.32 They argue
that segregated schools have lower levels of funding, less experienced
teachers, and poorer facilities in comparison with mostly white schools.
Moreover, students in such schools are exposed to more violence.33

We measure segregation in table 5.9 as the presence of other Hispanics
in the neighborhood or the school. Specifically we use three measures:
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Institutional
Coleman and others have long argued that Catholic schools provide
superior education in part because they have higher expectations for
all students and create a more disciplinary climate, which promotes
better student behavior.37 These findings of better educational outcomes
for Catholic schools are based mostly on quantitative evidence in the
1980s using national data sets. These studies also conclude that Catholic
schools place a greater emphasis on core academic subjects, require more
homework, enable a common set of values based on religious beliefs, cre-
ate a greater sense of community due to smaller school size, and allow for
greater teacher and counselor involvement. More importantly, Thomas
Hoffer, Andrew Greeley, and James Coleman found that achievement
differences among whites, blacks, and Hispanics were smaller in Catholic
schools than public ones and that racial differences were especially small
by the senior year.38 At least one study noted the especially positive effect
of Catholic school for Hispanics.39 Several qualitative studies show that
African Americans also benefit from a Catholic school education.40 

We also find that attending Catholic schools had a very strong effect on
the education of children, as table 5.11 reveals. Specifically, the 12 percent
of the child sample who began their high school educations in Catholic or
private schools (89 percent of these were Catholic) eventually completed
close to two (1.7) more years of school than those who began high school in
public school. In the multivariate analysis, those attending Catholic schools
have roughly one more year of schooling than their public school counter-
parts (see table 5.11). Thus, the very large bivariate difference, while partly
explained by the controls such as parental status, appears to be mostly from
actual differences between Catholic and public schools. 

This finding is consistent with the substantial body of research showing
a Catholic–private school bonus, despite extensive methodological debates

Table 5.10 Industrial Structure and Years of Education, 2000

Years of Relationship 
Education with Educationa

Urban area 0.07
Los Angeles (reference) 13.0
San Antonio 12.7

Head held manufacturing job in 1965b −0.26
Not in manufacturing 13.3
Worked in manufacturing 13.1

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample ana-
lyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering. See appendix B, table B.3 for full model.
bRespondents with missing information on head’s job have 12.7 years of education.
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about selectivity.41 In particular, much of that research has been challenged
by the argument that Catholic and private schools pick the best and most
motivated students and particularly those whose parents can afford to
pay. Enrollment in a Catholic school probably also reflects the willingness
of some parents to sacrifice limited incomes to attend these schools. 

Recent research, however, which carefully controls for selectivity, sup-
ports the contention of better outcomes overall for Catholic school stu-
dents,42 especially for minority and inner-city children who often live
where public school education is poor.43 Our findings also show that a
substantial Catholic–private school bonus seems to persist beyond parental
financial or other types of advantages since we control for a host of parental
socio-economic status and family resource characteristics. Unfortunately,
Mexican Americans have not had nearly as much access to Catholic edu-
cation that Irish and Italian immigrants and their descendants had, which
was largely responsible for those groups’ mobility.44

Skin Color, Gender, and Age
Table 5.12 shows that there are no real differences in educational attain-
ment related to skin color, gender, and age in the bivariate analysis. Except
for marginally significant differences by gender, there are no differences in
the regression analysis either. The results for gender suggest that Mexican
American women have slightly less education than men. Jean Phinney and
Juana Flores argue that such differences reflect parental expectations that
boys succeed in mainstream society and girls are socialized for more
domestic tasks.45 We also expected that years of education would have
improved over the twenty-year age range among the children in our sam-
ple. However, we find no such difference.

Despite previous findings showing that darker skin color predicts lower
education levels among Mexican Americans,46 our findings in table 5.12
show that those with lighter skin color did no better than their counter-
parts. There is also no skin color effect when we examine skin color as a

Table 5.11 Institutional Structure and Years of Education, 2000

Years of Relationship
Education with Educationa

Catholic or private high school 0.97***
Public 12.8
Catholic or private 14.5

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample ana-
lyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering. See appendix B, table B.3 for full model.
***p<.001



continuum—that is using five or seven categories (analysis not shown).
This may reflect a changing effect of skin color, which has been observed
for African Americans,47 or perhaps an effect of place. In places where
Mexican Americans comprise a large proportion of the population, like Los
Angeles or San Antonio, Mexican children in schools may be readily iden-
tified on the basis of other characteristics, such as surname or peer associa-
tions, so that skin color is only a secondary marker of race or ethnicity.

Generation-Since-Immigration
We now come back to generation-since-immigration, our main independent
variable of concern. The bivariate results we presented in table 5.2 show
increases in education from the first generation to their children. There
are few gains from the second to the third generation across family genera-
tions or generation-since-immigration, though the fourth generation had
notably lower years of education than the other U.S.-born. The bivariate
results in the first column of table 5.13 reflect this pattern for the child sam-
ple. However, as the multivariate analysis thus far has revealed, such
results may be due to the effect of other variables that may be similarly cor-
related with years of education. We thus examine the independent effects
of generation-since-immigration among the children, as we did for other
factors.

We further disaggregate our sample into five generation-since-
immigration (1.5, 2, 2.5, 3 and 4), which we define on the basis of the place
of birth or generation of both parents. The creation of this variable is
described in chapter 3 (see table 3.10). Because the experience of the 
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Table 5.12 Individual Characteristics and Years of Education, 2000

Years of Relationship
Education with Educationa

Skin color 0.07
Lighter 12.8
Darker 13.0

Age 0.00
Age forty or younger 13.0
Older than forty years old 12.9

Gender −0.26†
Male (reference) 13.0
Female 12.8

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample ana-
lyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering. Skin color and age included as a continu-
ous variable in regression model. See appendix B, table B.3 for full model.
†p<.10



second generation may be quite heterogeneous, we further divide it into
three groups: the 1.5 generation, which refers to persons who are immi-
grants but immigrated with their parents when they were children; the sec-
ond generation, which we define for the regression analysis (in this and all
subsequent chapters) as the U.S.-born children of two immigrant parents;
and the 2.5 generation, which is also U.S.-born with only one immigrant
parent. The 1.5 generation were children at the time of immigration, who
finished who schooling in the United States.

We present the regression coefficients in the second column of table 5.13
and they show the additional years of schooling that children from genera-
tions 1.5, two, 2.5, and four have in comparison to those from generation
three. The coefficients reveal quite striking results for generation-since-
immigration, when all other variables are controlled. There is a progres-
sive decline in years of education for each subsequent generation-since-
immigration in the multivariate analysis. Immigrant children who came to
the United States at a young age with their parents, the so-called 1.5 gener-
ation, have the highest levels of schooling, once all the other variables are
controlled. They have about a half-year greater schooling than the second
generation, who have a half-year more schooling than the 2.5 generation,
who in turn have a half-year more schooling than the third generation. The
third and fourth generations have the least schooling and there is no differ-
ence between them. In terms of statistical significance, the 1.5 and the sec-
ond generation are significantly better educated than the third generation
at the .05 level, the 2.5 generation is marginally better educated than the
third at a marginally significant level (.10) and there are no statistically sig-
nificant differences between the third and fourth generations.48 Moreover,
the generational differences in the multivariate analysis (column two) are
actually greater than in the bivariate analysis (column one). Therefore, con-
trolling for various alternative explanations actually increases differences
by generation.49 Thus, our results show that educational attainment
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Table 5.13 Generation-Since-Immigration and Years of Education, 2000

Years of Relationship
Education with Educationa

Generation-since-immigration
1.5 13.3 1.46**
2 13.1 0.94**
2.5 13.2 0.40†
3 (reference) 13.0
4+ 12.5 −0.08

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample ana-
lyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering. See appendix B, table B.3 for full model.
†p<.10, **p<.01



Table 6.1 Industrya by Urban Area, 1965 and 2000b

Original Respondents, 1965 Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Los Angeles San Antonio Los Angeles San Antonio Los Angeles San Antonio

Manufacturing 51% 21% 36% 10% 16% 11%
Construction 10 8 13 11 8 4
Transportation, communications, 9 9 10 9 9 6
utilities

Trade 13 14 14 19 17 16
Business and financial services 2 5 6 8 14 21
Personal services 4 10 5 7 4 7
Public administration and 8 17 16 22 31 33
professional services

Military 2 16 0 15 1 1

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Current or last job.
b Among original respondent heads of households in 1965 and children of heads.



jobs. For the children, however, dependence on government jobs had
equalized in the two urban areas. Most strikingly, military employment in
San Antonio decreased from 16 percent for original respondents to 1 per-
cent among the children.

Earnings and Income

Grebler and his colleagues documented that personal income levels14 for
Mexican Americans were significantly lower than among non-Hispanic
whites—a gap of 57 percent—in the five southwestern states.15 The gap
was also greater in Texas than in California—79 percent and 50 percent
respectively. Grebler also showed that Mexicans had slightly higher income
than nonwhites, which at the time of the original study was almost
entirely African American. Data presented in table 6.2 show that income
inequality between Mexican Americans and whites worsened from 1970
levels.

To get a sense of how racial-ethnic groups have fared economically over
time, table 6.2 uses 1970 and 2000 census data to calculate average personal
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Table 6.2 Personal Incomea by Race, 1970 and 2000b

Male Female

1970c 2000 1970c 2000

Mexican Americans
Five southwest states 29,121 25,887 17,003 20,358
Los Angeles 34,010 32,631 20,224 26,109
San Antonio 25,253 23,406 15,903 23,406

Non-Hispanic whites
Five southwest states 43,310 54,025 21,957 35,175
Los Angeles 47,730 65,784 24,628 45,300
San Antonio 38,198 49,794 20,718 31,302

Blacks
Five southwest states 27,144 33,290 16,971 27,916
Los Angeles 31,153 37,266 20,511 32,441
San Antonio 21,961 30,771 15,557 26,122

Asians
Five southwest states — 48,623 — 34,977
Los Angeles — 50,637 — 39,678
San Antonio — 49,161 — 30,117

Source: Authors’ tabulations of decennial censuses 1970 and 2000.
a Personal income includes earnings, as well as business income, interest, dividends,
pensions, and government assistance.
b Among age eighteen and fifty-four and full time workers and U.S. born.
c 1970 figures adjusted to 2000 dollars.



Table 6.3 Earnings and Income by Generation-Since-Immigration, 1965 and 2000

Original Respondents, 1965a Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Personal earningsb $25,556 $29,243 $29,319 $25,923 $29,748 $29,151 $36,343 $37,615 $30,559
Family incomec $32,404 $35,654 $35,537 $25,445 $28,442 $28,952 $53,174 $53,634 $43,891
Below povertyd 25% 20% 20% 38% 37% 38% 17% 14% 21%
High family incomee 11 13 12 10 14 16 47 47 36

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a 1965 figures adjusted to 2000 dollars.
b Personal earnings includes wages and business income; among workers.
c Family income based on husband’s and wife’s income and includes personal income, interest, dividends, pensions, and government
assistance.
d Below poverty based on family income using government thresholds (based on family size and composition).
e High family income more than $50,000 in 2000 dollars.



Table 6.4 Earnings and Income by Urban Area, 1965 and 2000

Original Respondents, 1965a Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Los Angeles San Antonio Los Angeles San Antonio Los Angeles San Antonio

Personal earningsb $31,355 $20,411 $31,252 $22,056 $37,463 $32,595
Family incomec $38,566 $24,873 $30,484 $22,593 $54,730 $45,145
Povertyd 12% 41% 34% 53% 15% 19%
High family incomee 15 3 15 11 48 38

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a 1965 figures adjusted to 2000 dollars.
b Personal earnings includes wages and business income; among workers.
c Family income based on husband’s and wife’s income and includes personal income, interest, dividends, pensions, and government
assistance.
d Below poverty based on family income using government thresholds (based on family size and composition).
e High family income more than $50,000 in 2000 dollars.



Table 6.5 Occupational Distribution and Occupational Index by Generation-Since-Immigration, 1965 and 2000

Original Respondents, 1965 Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Occupational distribution

Professional or manager 8% 10% 7% 12% 14% 16% 28% 26% 18%
Technical or administrative 10 15 20 21 26 27 38 35 32

Total white collar 18 25 27 33 40 43 66 60 50

Service 5 12 4 13 19 19 12 10 17

Production or repair 20 24 28 19 16 17 10 16 20
Operatives or laborer 57 40 42 35 24 21 12 14 14

Total blue collar 77 64 60 54 40 38 22 30 34

Mean occupational indexa 28.5 29.9 30.5 28.0 30.2 31.5 36.4 36.1 32.1

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Occupational index ranges from zero to one-hundred and a composite of education and wages for workers in detailed occupational
categories calculated separately for men and women.



our respondents. These results make it quite apparent that intergenera-
tional occupational status has improved from the original respondents to
their children. This reflects a long-term change in occupations for the United
States overall. We note that the occupational index of the original respon-
dents remained almost exactly the same between 1965 and 2000, suggesting
almost no occupational mobility during the careers of original respondents,
though intergenerational occupational mobility was considerable.

Additional characteristics—such as government employment, self-
employment, and union membership—tell us about the quality of respon-
dent jobs. However, such characteristics may vary widely between
California and Texas because of the very different labor markets and legal
environments of the two locations. We present data on these characteris-
tics by urban area in table 6.6. Just as Grebler and his colleagues showed
that Mexican Americans in Texas in 1965 were more likely to hold gov-
ernment jobs than those in California, we find that both original respon-
dents and their children in San Antonio were also more likely to work in
or recently hold government jobs in 2000.21 Self-employment was rela-
tively low for original respondents in both Los Angeles (17 percent) and
San Antonio (14 percent), and was lower still for their children. Last, we
observe that fully 41 percent of original respondents in Los Angeles but
only 13 percent of those raised in San Antonio were union members. This
is consistent with the fact that Texas is a right-to-work state.22 For the chil-
dren, the percentages of unionized workers in our sample fell in Los
Angeles, reflecting both a national and local decline in union membership
and a movement to white-collar jobs, where unions tend to be less preva-
lent.23 In San Antonio, rates of unionization remained the same for both
original respondents and their children.

Homeownership and Wealth

Recent studies have shown that whereas the average incomes of African
Americans are less than those for whites, differences in wealth are huge.24

Oliver and Shapiro, for example, show that median income among African
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Table 6.6 Government Worker, Self-Employment, and Union Status 
by Urban Area, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Los Angeles San Antonio Los Angeles San Antonio

Government worker 20% 33% 19% 27%
Self employed 14 17 21 9
Union member 41 13 23 12

Source: Mexican American Study Project.



Table 6.7 Homeownership and Wealth by Generation-Since-Immigration, 1965 and 2000

Original Respondents, 1965 Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Owns own home 54% 55% 47% 73% 73% 65% 59% 58% 49%
Owns more than one home —a —a —a 22 22 23 14 12 10
Net worthb —a —a —a $131,122 $111,582 $132,478 $48,424 $44,617 $38,364

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Data not collected in 1965 survey.
b Net worth based on equity in home(s) and financial assets minus debts.



Table 6.8 Homeownership and Wealth by Urban Area, 1965 and 2000

Original Respondents, 1965 Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Los Angeles San Antonio Los Angeles San Antonio Los Angeles San Antonio

Owns own home 43% 65% 69% 77% 53% 64%
Owns more than one home —a —a 22 26 13 15
Net worthb —a —a $141,302 $72,694 $51,711 $40,269

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Data not collected in 1965 survey.
b Net worth based on equity in home(s) and financial assets minus debts.



parents’ education, income, and homeownership had a highly signi-
ficant effect on education, these variables do not directly affect socio-
economic status.32 Instead, family background affects socioeconomic
status through the child’s education, which fits well within the status
attainment model.

Despite our expectations, variables such as living in San Antonio or Los
Angeles and the extent of ethnic isolation (proportion Hispanics in neigh-
borhood) had no effect on socioeconomic status (as shown in the full model
in table B.4 in appendix B). Those who completed the interview by tele-
phone, however, had significantly higher earnings, incomes, and net worth.
This effect is partly residential because many of the telephone interviews
were with respondents who had moved away from either the Los Angeles
or the San Antonio area, though in some cases we simply could not arrange
in-person interviews for those who had not moved. Thus, these results sug-
gest that Mexican Americans who left Los Angeles or San Antonio were
able to secure higher earnings, income, and wealth.

Interestingly, generation-since-immigration is not significantly related
to socioeconomic status. The prediction posed by assimilation theory
that socioeconomic status should increase with generational status was
not supported by our regression, just as it had not been shown in the
descriptive tables. There seems, however, to be minor though not sig-
nificant or consistent effects suggesting slight downward assimilation on
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Table 6.9 Key Determinants of Socioeconomic Status, 2000a

Occupational Earnings Income Net Worth
Status (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars)

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.57 −354 5,900 11,779
2 0.30 −4,418 −2,584 13,372
2.5 −0.76 −2,324 −630 342
4+ −1.16 −3,663 −777 782

Education 2.99*** 4,043*** 6,177*** 8,977***
Telephone interview 7,479** 7,816* 25,650*
(2000)

Work experienceb 240*
Ageb 2,917***
Female −1,2895***

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only significant or substantive variables presented. Linear regression run. Un-
standardized coefficients presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling
clustering. See appendix B, table B.4 for full model.
b Age and work experience not included in model together because highly correlated.
* p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001



Similarly, involvement in gangs was greatest among the U.S.-born
and persisted, if not actually increased, well into the fourth generation.
Among the original respondents, the greatest percentage having a fam-
ily member involved in the gang lifestyle was among the third genera-
tion (14 percent). Among the child generation, the fourth generation
was the most involved (26 percent). We reach similar conclusions regard-
ing whether the respondent was involved in the gang lifestyle. The later
generations are the most involved, but their participation is not signifi-
cantly different from the second and third generations. Finally, inter-
viewers were given some training in being attentive to gang tattoos,
clothing, and posture that might suggest involvement in gangs or the
gang lifestyle. We recognize substantial subjectivity on this measure.
Our interviewing staff found that none of the immigrant generation
showed any signs of gang affiliation and that only 2 to 3 percent among
the second and third generation of the original respondents did. For the
children’s generation, interviewers identified 4 percent of the second
generation-since-immigration as gang-affiliated and 6 to 8 percent of the
third and fourth generation.

Conclusions

Our findings show a consistent lack of economic progress across
generations-since-immigration. Among the child sample, there is no
economic assimilation, while there are indications of slight economic
assimilation for the original respondents. Indeed, our statistical analysis
shows that generation-since-immigration has no significant effects on
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Table 6.10 Gang Knowledge and Involvement by Generation-Since-
Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Know about gang 38% 55% 61% 77% 65% 65%
lifestyle

Family member 4 9 14 24 22 26
involved in 
gang lifestyle

Respondent involved 3 6 6 12 14 10
in gang lifestyle

Interviewer report 0 2 3 4 8 6
of gang lifestyle

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
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evenly represented across an urban neighborhoods in respect to each
other. It is easily interpretable because the value represents the minimum
percentage of each of the compared groups, such as Hispanics and non-
Hispanic whites, that would have to exchange residences so that each
census tract had the same racial composition as the entire metropolitan
area. Thus, the value is completely independent of an urban area’s racial
composition. The number varies from 0, which represents complete inte-
gration, to 100, which represents complete segregation. Neighborhoods,
for the purposes of these indexes, are represented by census tracts, which
average about 5,000 people in the U.S. Census. Low levels of segregation
characterize the descendants of Europeans14 and high levels characterize
African Americans.15

The results for dissimilarity show that values for Hispanic-white segre-
gation (Hispanics in Los Angeles and San Antonio are primarily Mexican
Americans) vary from 47 to 64. These numbers put Mexican American 
segregation at the moderate level, though sometimes approaching the
extreme.16 Most interesting are the trends from 1960 to 2000, which are very
nearly diametrically opposed in the two urban areas. Los Angeles’ segre-
gation increased each decade, with the exception of 1970, whereas San
Antonio’s decreased. San Antonio segregation in 1960 looks like Los
Angeles segregation in 2000. Although we would expect a decrease in seg-
regation since 1960 in response to increasing protections against discrimi-
nation in housing and greater mobility afforded to Mexican Americans

Table 7.1 Residential Segregation Between Hispanics and Non-Hispanic
Whites, 1960 to 2000

1960a 1970b 1980c 1990d 2000d

Dissimilarity index
Los Angeles 57 47 57 61 63
San Antonio 64 59 57 54 51

Isolation index
Los Angeles — 38 55e 71 78
San Antonio — 68 68e 69 70

Source: Grebler, Moore and Guzmán (1970); Massey and Denton (1987); Iceland,
Weinberg, and Steinmetz (2002).
a 1960 data from Grebler, Moore and Guzmán (1970).
b 1970 data from Massey and Denton (1987).
c 1980 data from Massey and Denton (1987) and Iceland, Weinberg, and Steinmetz
(2002).
d 1990 and 2000 data from Iceland, Weinberg, and Steinmetz (2002).
e Massey and Denton (1987) and Iceland, Weinberg, and Steinmetz (2002) indexes
for isolation differ. Massey and Denton report an isolation index of 50 for Los
Angeles and 67 for San Antonio while Iceland, Weinberg, and Steinmetz report
60 and 70 for respective urban areas. Midpoint used.
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Antonio until 2000, but rose in Los Angeles over the same period. Places
with more immigrants had greater segregation gains because immigrants
seek out ethnic neighborhoods to facilitate settlement and are limited by
their lower incomes from moving into integrated neighborhoods.18 This
was surely the case for Los Angeles, which had a much higher rate of
immigration than San Antonio.

Of course, these changes are for the overall population of whites and
Hispanics. Segregation in each census is not calculated for the same pop-
ulation, even though the internal compositions of these populations may
have changed. Most notably, the generational composition of the Mexican-
origin population shifted greatly in Los Angeles from 1970 to 2000 with
immigration. We cannot control this with the available census data. Our
data, however, unlike that based on the census, allow analysis of segrega-
tion by generation, which we do in the following section.

Where They Live Now

Our original sample was of residents in Los Angeles County and San
Antonio City in 1965, many of whom continued to reside there in 2000
though some had moved out. Before trying to understand urban segrega-
tion in the two cities or among the respondents, we investigate the extent
of dispersion outside of the two urban areas. Table 7.2 displays our results.
The extent to which original respondents and their children migrated out

Table 7.2 Place of Residence by Urban Area, 2000

Los Angeles San Antonio

Original respondents
Los Angeles County or San Antonio City 73% 96%
In other part of urban areaa 12 3
In other part of same state (California or Texas) 7 1
In other part of West and Southwest 8 0
In other part of United States 0 0
Total 100 100

Children
Los Angeles County or San Antonio City 61 81
In other part of urban areaa 16 9
In other part of same state (California or Texas) 10 6
In other part of West and Southwest 10 3
In other part of United States 2 2
Total 100 100

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a In Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside, Orange, and Ventura Counties; in San
Antonio, within thirty-five mile radius of San Antonio.



Table 7.3 Racial and Immigrant Composition of Neighborhooda by Generation-Since-Immigration, 1965 and 2000

Original Respondents, 1965 Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Hispanic originb

0 to 24.9 percent 25% 23% 32% 9% 11% 18% 21% 24% 36%
25 to 49.9 percent 16 28 29 22 24 30 25 31 25
50 to 74.9 percent 36 22 19 17 17 15 26 20 18
75 to 100 percent 23 27 19 52 47 37 28 25 20

Racial compositionc

Hispanic 54 52 43 68 64 55 53 50 44
Non-Hispanic white 36 42 50 21 23 30 31 36 39
Black 7 4 4 2 3 4 5 4 5
Other or Asiand 3 3 3 7 8 9 8 8 9

Immigrant c 16 15 13 32 28 26 25 23 21

Source: Mexican American Study Project; authors’ tabulations of decennial censuses, 1970 and 2000.
a Census tract.
b Percent in each category.
c Average percent for group.
d Other in 1970 and Asian in 2000.



Table 7.4 Racial and Immigrant Composition of Neighborhooda by Urban Area, 1965 and 2000

Original Respondents, 1965 Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Los Angeles San Antonio Los Angeles San Antonio Los Angeles San Antonio

Hispanic originb

0 to 24.9 percent 25% 27% 17% 1% 31% 12%
25 to 49.9 percent 29 14 30 7 31 19
50 to 74.9 percent 20 34 18 17 20 23
75 to 100 percent 26 25 35 74 17 46

Racial compositionc

Hispanic 49 56 56 82 43 65
Non-Hispanic white 41 38 27 14 38 28
Black 6 6 3 2 5 4
Other or Asiand 5 0 11 1 11 1

Immigrantc 19 7 33 16 27 12

Source: Mexican American Study Project; authors’ tabulations of decennial censuses, 1970 and 2000.
a Census tract.
b Percent in each category.
cAverage percent for group.
dOther in 1970 and Asian in 2000.
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grated in 1965, it would almost certainly become more Hispanic by 2000
because of immigration. An equally likely scenario is that many Mexican
Americans moved out from the barrio to more integrated suburbs or neigh-
borhoods, though these also became increasingly Hispanic or immigrant.

The children from Los Angeles are likely to live in communities ethni-
cally similar to those where they grew up. For instance, the average per-
centage Hispanic for Los Angeles respondents in 1965 was 49 percent. For
their children, though there were more immigrants, it was 43 percent. The
percentage white and percentage black remained relatively similar for the
Los Angeles children, though the percentage of Asians more than doubled.
For San Antonians, the presence of Anglo neighbors declined from 38 to 28
percent.

Factors Affecting Residential Segregation

As with the other chapters, here we examine the independent effects of
generation-since-immigration and other variables on residential segrega-
tion through a multivariate analysis. Residential segregation is a contin-
uous dependent variable represented by the percent Hispanic in one’s
neighborhood (that is, roughly speaking, the extent of residential isola-
tion). We therefore run a linear regression and present the coefficients for
the statistically significant effects in table 7.5.

The results for residential segregation reveal that generation-since-
immigration has no statistically significant effect, after controlling for a

Table 7.5 Key Determinants of Hispanic Neighborhood, 2000a

Hispanic Neighborhood

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 −1.59
2 −3.14
2.5 −0.06
4+ −3.50

Education −2.64***

San Antonio (1965) 14.26***
Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) 11.55**
Telephone interview (2000) −14.13***
Any children under eighteen in household −3.98†

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only significant variables or substantive variables presented. Linear regression
run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for
sibling clustering. See appendix B, table B.5 for full model.
†p<.10, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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second generation had much contact with Mexican immigrants, versus
only 29 percent of their fourth-generation counterparts. We find similar
levels of contact with other Hispanics—37 percent of first-generation orig-
inal respondents versus 21 percent of the third generation, and 33 percent
of second-generation children versus 16 percent of the fourth generation.

For the original respondents in 2000, contact across generations-since-
immigration with whites and blacks increased. The original respondent
sample shows the traditional assimilation pattern of growing contact with
the dominant group, which is consistent with the findings for neighbor-
hoods (shown in table 7.3). Original respondent immigrants have rela-
tively little contact with African Americans and Asians, but it increases
with generation-since-immigration, though it also reflects the greater like-
lihood of traversing residential boundaries, particularly for the U.S.-born.
Moreover, they are age fifty to eighty-five by the time of the second sur-
vey and thus may be more likely to participate in senior activities that span
neighborhoods and are more integrated.

For the children, the extent of contact with non-Hispanic whites 
is nearly at the level of contact for Mexican Americans. Although many of
the children of the original respondents continue to live in mostly Hispanic
neighborhoods, they nevertheless have substantial contact with Anglos.
Moreover, this contact is essentially the same across generation-since-
immigration. On the other hand, contact with blacks and Asians for the
children decreases across generation-since-immigration, which may partly
reflect the out-migration of the children from Los Angeles and San Antonio.

Because we suspect that the pattern of contact with other groups has
much to do with the local racial composition of Los Angeles compared to
San Antonio, we explore similar data by urban area. Table 7.7 shows that
those living in San Antonio in 1965 and 1966 continued to have more con-

Table 7.6 Contact with Various Racial, Ethnic, or Immigration Groups 
by Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000a

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+

Mexican Americans 77% 77% 71% 83% 82% 78%
Mexican immigrants 53 41 37 56 37 29
Other Hispanics 37 21 21 33 26 16

Anglos or whites 35 56 64 75 74 73
Blacks 11 15 17 31 26 21
Asians 6 9 8 26 20 16

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Based on question: How much contact do you have with [particular group]?
Would you say none at all, a little, some, or a lot? Report “a lot” of contact.



tact with other Mexican Americans than Angelenos did. This largely mir-
rors the racial composition of the two cities and, for the U.S.-born Mexican
American population, also reflects greater residential isolation in 
San Antonio. On the other hand, those who grew up in Los Angeles con-
tinued to have more contact with Mexican immigrants, non-Mexican
Hispanics, and Asians, again reflecting urban compositional differences
and especially the greater influence of mass immigration from through-
out Latin America and Asia on Los Angeles since 1965. Contact with
blacks was nearly the same for those growing up in each urban area.

Although the extent of contact may reflect daily interactions, it says lit-
tle about the meaning or strength of these relationships. Contact may
range from colleagues to clients to friends. Table 7.8 provides information
on the extent to which the friends of our respondents are of Mexican ori-
gin. This question was asked in the original survey in 1965 and asked
again in 2000. It generally shows a diversification of friendships over time
for the original respondents and by generation-since-immigration for all
respondents in both survey years. The first row shows the percent with
no or few friends of Mexican origin and overall it shows a fairly constant
pattern of assimilation. In 1965, 8 percent of immigrants and 17 percent
of the third-generation original respondents had no or few Mexican ori-
gin friends. By 2000, these proportions had increased to 18 and 26 percent.
At the same time, just over half of the immigrants (54 percent) had only
Mexican friends but by 2000 only 27 percent did. For the third generation of
original respondents, there was virtually no change in the roughly 20 per-
cent who had only Mexican-origin friends during the thirty-five years,
though by 2000 more than that had none or few.

The long-term assimilation pattern suggests gradual assimilation, but
even by the fourth generation, signs of ethnic persistence in friendships

Table 7.7 Contact with Various Racial, Ethnic, or Immigrant Groups 
by Urban Area, 2000a

Original Respondents Children

Los Angeles San Antonio Los Angeles San Antonio

Mexican Americans 72% 83% 76% 87%
Mexican immigrants 45 39 47 32
Other Hispanics 30 11 31 18

Anglos or whites 53 52 74 77
Blacks 13 17 26 30
Asians 10 5 24 13

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Based on question: How much contact do you have with [particular group]?
Would you say none at all, a little, some, or a lot? Report “a lot” of contact.
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Table 7.8 Mexican Origin Friends and Attend Latino Church by Generation-Since-Immigration, 1965 and 2000

Original Respondents, 1965 Original Respondents, 2000 Children, 2000

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Have Mexican friends

None or few 8% 13% 17% 18% 26% 26% 25% 33% 33%
Half —a —a —a 12 22 23 26 23 24
Most 38 55 63 42 30 30 29 31 29
All 54 31 19 27 22 20 20 13 14

Mostly Latino congregation 87 80 71 45 39 23 39 30 31

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Category not used in 1965 questionnaire.
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The level of exposure to other groups is known in the intermarriage liter-
ature as propinquity.

Intermarriage rates are often based on the most recent marriages from
marriage vital records and thus provide useful time series for under-
standing changing ethnic boundaries. They also permit making distinc-
tions by age and gender. However, they are unable to indicate differences
in other variables such as generation-since-immigration. According to
assimilation theory, intermarriage should increase as persons of a partic-
ular ethnic ancestry are further removed from their immigrant ancestors.
We calculate the amount to which our sample was intermarried based on
the current or most recent marriages for those who ever married. Table 7.9
presents the race-ethnicity-immigration characteristics of the respon-
dents’ current or most recent spouse in 2000 for the original respondents
and their children.

Table 7.9 shows that extent of intermarriage increases over generation-
since-immigration. If we consider intermarriage as marriage to a non-
Hispanic, only 10 percent of the immigrant original respondents were
intermarried, versus 17 percent of the third generation, and 15 percent of
the second generation. Among the child sample, 18 percent of the second
generation, 32 percent of the third generation, and 38 percent of the fourth

Table 7.9 Intermarriage by Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000a

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Intermarried 10% 15% 17% 18% 32% 38%

Anglo or white 9 15 16 16 30 36
or otherb

Black 0 0 0 0 0 0
Asian 1 0 1 2 1 2

Married to Hispanic 90 85 83 82 68 62
Mexican immigrant 46 17 10 23 10 3
Mexican, U.S. born 41 65 67 53 51 54
Other Hispanic 3 1 1 3 0 0
immigrant

Other Hispanic, 1 2 6 3 6 5
U.S. born

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Based on questions: Is your spouse (or last spouse): a Mexican origin person, a
Hispanic that is not of Mexican origin, Anglo, black, Asian or other?; followed by:
Is your spouse (or last spouse) an immigrant?
b Nearly all of “other” appear to be non-Hispanic white but were not identified in
that category probably because Anglo used as response category.
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widened. Among the child sample in San Antonio, only 13 percent inter-
marry but in Los Angeles, fully 37 percent do. Some of this might be
explained by the fact that the marriages took place when social composi-
tion in the two cities was still quite different.

Table 7.10 also shows that Angelenos are somewhat more likely to
marry Mexican immigrants. The difference is small, however, 13 versus
10 percent, and thus the figures do not come close to reflecting Los
Angeles’s much larger Mexican immigrant population. The big differ-
ence, though, is in marriage to Anglos. Among the children, fully 35 per-
cent marry non-Hispanic whites in Los Angeles but only 12 percent in San
Antonio. Given the Mexican proportion of the Los Angeles population
in 2000, part of this might be explained by marriages having taken place
in the 1980s or earlier, when there were fewer Mexican immigrants, the
large majority of whom did not yet have adult children.

All this said, we remain somewhat skeptical of the common argument
that intermarriage presents the truest or the ultimate sign of assimilation.
In places like Los Angeles and San Antonio, where Mexican Americans
make up a large part if not the majority of the population, high inter-
marriage rates do not generally mean assimilation. In such contexts,
sometimes the non-Mexican partner, who is generally white, may become

Table 7.10 Intermarriage by Urban Area, 2000a

Original Respondents Children

Los San Los San
Angeles Antonio Angeles Antonio

Intermarried 17% 5% 37% 13%
Anglo or white 16 5 35 12
or otherb

Black 0 0 0 1
Asian 1 0 2 0

Married to Hispanic 83 95 63 87
Mexican immigrant 26 13 13 10
Mexican, U.S. born 53 76 43 73
Other Hispanic 1 1 1 0
immigrant

Other Hispanic, 2 5 5 4
U.S. born

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Based on questions: Is your spouse (or last spouse): a Mexican origin person, a
Hispanic that is not of Mexican origin, Anglo, black, Asian or other?; followed by:
Is your spouse (or last spouse) an immigrant?
b Nearly all of “other” appear to be non-Hispanic white but were not identified in
that category probably because Anglo used as response category.



integrated into Mexican American families. More importantly, most of
the population does not intermarry. Even if there are significant rates of
intermarriage, however, the progeny of such intermarriages will often
assume a Mexican or Mexican American identity, as we will show in
chapter 9. A related issue is the extent to which the children of such inter-
marriages are identifiable as Mexicans. The point for this chapter, though,
has merely been the extent of contact that Mexican origin persons have
with others.

Factors Affecting Intermarriage

We ran a logistic regression to examine which factors influence whether
respondents married another Hispanic and present the results on table 7.11.
Rather than regression coefficients, we present the more readily inter-
pretable odds ratios for intermarriage. Like residential segregation, inter-
marriage is not significantly related to generation-since-immigration.
Instead, the chances of marrying another Hispanic are more strongly
related to the urban ecology of one’s neighborhood of upbringing. Since
the odds ratios for urban area and Hispanic neighborhood are greater
than 1, this indicates that San Antonians and those growing up in more
Hispanic neighborhoods are more likely to marry other Hispanics. On the
other hand, those interviewed by telephone (generally those who moved

Table 7.11 Key Determinants of Married to a Hispanic, 2000a

Married to a Hispanic

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.84
2 1.39
2.5 1.22
4+ 1.11

Education 0.80***

Parent is non-Hispanic 0.19***
San Antonio (1965) 2.55*
Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) 3.02***
Telephone interview (2000) 0.53**
First marriage 5.17***
Age at first marriage 0.92***

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only significant variables or substantive variables presented. Logistic regression
run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling
clustering. See appendix B, table B.6 for full model.
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 7.12 Object to Children Marrying Other Racial or Ethnic or Immigrant Groups by Generation-Since-Immigration, 
1965 and 2000

Original Respondents, 1965a Original Respondents, 2000b Children, 2000b

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Anglos or white 12% 13% 13% 19% 14% 13% 20% 15% 13%
Asian —c —c —c 41 40 32 45 36 37
Black 83 88 91 51 52 57 54 50 46

Mexican American —c —c —c 3 1 1 2 4 9
Mexican immigrant —c —c —c 7 18 21 15 25 25
Other Hispanic —c —c —c —d —d —d 20 17 23

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Report find marriage “distasteful.”
b Report object “somewhat,” “strongly,” or “very strongly.”
c Question not asked in 1965.
d Question not asked of original respondents in 2000 interview.
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suggests that social distance between Mexican Americans and blacks belie
any claim that racial attitudes have improved. On the other hand, the
antiblack attitudes are still considerably greater than antiwhite attitudes,
which hovered around the 12 to 19 percent range in 1965 and in 2000.
Thus, any voiced opposition to marriage is very low for whites but
remains considerable when it comes to blacks.

These figures also reveal the extent to which Mexican Americans have
historically distanced themselves from African Americans. Although
leading “whiteness” scholars have argued that European immigrants and
their descendants—especially Jews, the Irish, and Italians—became
accepted as white, mostly because they were able to distance themselves
from blacks and cope with their own low social status by seeing them-
selves as hardworking and morally superior to the negative caricatures
of blacks.27 However, the same does not appear to have allowed Mexican
Americans to become white. In both 1965 and 2000, our data show that
Mexican Americans created social boundaries from blacks while they
were closest to whites, both in intermarriage and in racial attitudes.

In 2000, we also asked about objection to marriages with Mexican immi-
grants, U.S.-born Mexican Americans, other Hispanics, and Asians. Table
7.12 shows almost no opposition to marriage with other Mexican
Americans, despite the surprising 9 percent of fourth-generation respon-
dents. Opposition to marriage with Mexican immigrants was in most
cases greater than opposition to marriage with Anglos. Opposition to
marriage with blacks ranged from 46 to 54 percent, and opposition to
marriage with Asians was also large—between 36 and 45 percent.

We also asked in the 2000 questionnaire about opposition to attending
schools attended primarily by one or another of these groups. Table 7.13

Table 7.13 Object to Sending Children to Schools with Other Racial or
Ethnic or Immigrant Groups by Generation-Since-Immigration,
2000a

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Anglos or white 9% 10% 5% 14% 12% 7%
Asian 12 21 13 22 26 21
Black 21 32 21 38 32 27

Mexican American 9 5 5 5 9 10
Mexican immigrant 10 17 17 16 24 23
Other Hispanic —b —b —b 12 17 13

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Report object somewhat, strongly, or very strongly.
b Question not asked of original respondents in 2000.
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Spanish and English are mixed—or, as some call it, “speaking Spanglish”
or “code-switching”—may mark one as both Mexican and American or per-
haps as neither, depending on the context. A speaker of Spanglish may be
perceived as fluent in two languages, which marks them as both American
and Mexican, or as unable to fully communicate in either, marking them
as not fully American or Mexican. Alternatively, Spanglish speakers may
be fluent in one or both languages but code switch as a signal of their
Mexican American ethnicity or to signal intimacy, informality, or a com-
mon bond with listeners. On the other hand, the consequences may be
quite negative. A study by Thomas Purnell, William Idsard, and John Baugh
found that landlords consistently failed to return calls about inquiries from
potential renters who spoke in Chicano English but regularly returned
calls from those who spoke standard English.33 For this, we asked respon-
dents how often or whether they mixed Spanish and English in the same
sentence.

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Report spoke “mostly” or “only” English.
b As reported by original respondents.
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Figure 8.1 Spoke English to Children by Generation-Since-Immigration,
1965 and 2000a
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English well or very well in 2000, as the first column of table 8.1 shows.
By the second generation, more than 90 percent are. Thus, in the 1960s,
the transition to English was almost complete for the children of immi-
grants. By the third generation, 96 percent are able to understand or speak
English fluently, and more than 90 percent can read and write in English.
The final three rows of table 8.1 summarize levels of English proficiency
across generations-since-immigration, for the original respondents and
separately for Los Angeles and San Antonio. This scale is an average of
responses from “not at all” (coded as 1) to “very well” (coded as 5) and
English monolinguals (coded as 6) to four questions regarding under-
standing, speaking, reading, and writing the language. English ability
increases sharply from immigrants to their children and then levels off in
the third generation for the original respondents. The generational pat-
tern is similar for Los Angeles and San Antonio, though English fluency
is somewhat greater in Los Angeles. These results are only for the parental
generation, which was mostly raised in the 1930s, 1940s, and 1950s when
many Mexican Americans had relatively little contact with American
institutions, including schools.

For the child generation raised in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, English
proficiency is universal for the U.S.-born. All of the children completed the
2000 interview in English. That is, 100 percent of the children respondents
were at least able to understand English well, which is not surprising as
most of the literature has shown.

Persistence of Spanish over Time

The important issue in the intergenerational transfer of linguistic ability
among Mexican Americans, then, is the extent to which Spanish is

Table 8.1 English Language Proficiency by 
Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3

English well or very well
Understand 51% 93% 96%
Speak 49 92 96
Read 47 85 92
Write 33 82 90

Average proficiencya 3.4 5.2 5.4
Los Angelesa 3.5 5.3 5.5
San Antonioa 3.0 4.9 5.2

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Response categories range from (1) not at all to (5) very well and (6) English
monolingual.
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retained. English is universally acquired, making it not an issue among
the U.S.-born. If Spanish is retained, we can assume that Mexican
Americans are bilingual. If not, they are English monolingual. Table 8.2
shows that among the original respondents or the parental generation, a
large number of the second and third generation understood and spoke
Spanish. Three-quarters or more of the second and third generation could
understand or speak Spanish well or very well, though only a third (33 per-
cent) of the third generation could read and about one-quarter (26 percent)
could write at that level.

Spanish-language retention into the second generation of the child sam-
ple seems to have remained nearly the same as it did for the second gen-
eration among original respondents. Fully 89 percent understood Spanish
well or very well. However, the extent to which the third generation
retained Spanish dropped considerably in comparison to original respon-
dents of the same generation. For example, 82 percent of the third gener-
ation among original respondents could understand Spanish, but only
57 percent of the children could. As signs of further erosion, 46 percent of
the fourth generation could understand Spanish, compared to 82 percent
of their third-generation parents. In terms of speaking, reading, and writ-
ing, less than half of third-generation parents passed them on to their chil-
dren. It seems that while these parents had Spanish-language abilities, the
home language was more than likely to have been exclusively English.
This suggests that the social context, at home and outside it, in which the
third generation was raised was more Spanish-speaking before the 1960s.
Nevertheless, the fact that nearly half of today’s fourth generation adults

Table 8.2 Spanish Language Proficiency by 
Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondentsa Childrenb

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Spanish well to 
very well
Understand 98% 89% 82% 89% 57% 46%
Speak 98 87 75 79 40 36
Read 91 42 33 43 19 11
Write 89 39 26 36 11 7

Average proficiency 5.3 3.9 3.5 3.7 2.8 2.3
Los Angeles 5.3 3.9 3.3 3.7 2.6 2.0
San Antonio 5.2 4.1 3.9 3.7 3.2 3.1

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Response categories range from (1) not at all to (5) very well and (6) Spanish
monolingual for original respondents.
b Scale range from (1) not at all to (5) very well for children.
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understand Spanish defies the three-generation assimilation model and
probably far surpasses the experience of any other ethnic group.

The final three rows of table 8.2 summarize levels of proficiency across
generations-since-immigration, for the entire sample and separately for Los
Angeles and San Antonio. This scale is an average of responses from “not at
all” (coded as 1) to “very well” (coded as 5) and Spanish monolingual (coded
as 6) to four questions regarding understanding, speaking, reading, and
writing the language. Spanish ability sharply declines from nearly univer-
sal fluency from immigrants to their children and then drops to a moderate
amount in the third generation, at least for the original respondents. The
third generation drop-off, though, is much stronger among their children’s
generation, with continuing erosion into the fourth generation. Although
Spanish proficiency is the same for the second generation in the two urban
areas, the language is preserved to a greater extent among the third and
fourth generation in San Antonio than in Los Angeles. Despite greater soci-
etal openness to the use of foreign languages in the United States, Spanish
is not being preserved as it used to be, in Los Angeles or San Antonio. The
decline of Spanish use among the U.S.-born and its minimal use in Los
Angeles contradicts the idea that bilingualism has a greater chance in a soci-
ety with mass immigration from Mexico. On the other hand, greater Spanish
loss is consistent with a hypothesis that social boundaries between Mexican
Americans and the mainstream have softened in the post–civil rights era.

Table 8.3 shows English-language use, when the respondents were chil-
dren and when they had children, based on their recollection. If one looks
from top to bottom in each column, table 8.3 shows that English usage
clearly increases with each family generation, independent of generations

Table 8.3 English Use with Family by 
Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
My parents spoke to 1% 6% 20% 13% 55% 67%
me in Englisha

I spoke to my parents 0 8 23 21 64 75
in Englisha

I spoke or speak to my 17 57 62 74 82 83
children in Englisha

My children spoke 30 69 74 82 92 94
or speak to me in 
Englisha

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Report speaking “mostly” or “only” English.
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The first row of table 8.4 shows that 19 to 26 percent of original respon-
dents in the first to third generations report that they sometimes or fre-
quently mix Spanish and English. The second generation was the most
likely to code-switch, perhaps reflecting their fluency and greater expo-
sure to both languages. Interestingly, reported mixing of both languages
remained high for second- and third-generation children. This may reflect
a greater need to communicate in Spanish to a growing immigrant pop-
ulation in the 1990s, accompanied by a growing inability among later gen-
eration Mexican Americans to speak fluent Spanish. However, there is a
significant drop in Spanglish from the third-generation original respon-
dents to the fourth-generation children. By the fourth generation, only
13 percent of respondents continued to mix the two languages. By that
point, most apparently did not know enough Spanish to mix with English.

The second row of table 8.4 reports, according to the interviewer,
whether Spanish and English was actually mixed during the interview.
Again, the second generation of the original respondents used mixed
Spanish and English the most. However, among the children, self-reported
Spanglish use and that reported by interviewers differed by generation.
Interestingly, interviewers reported use of both languages among 5 to
10 percent of the third- and fourth-generation children, versus 26 percent
of the second-generation children and 34 and 25 percent of the second-
and third-generation original respondents. This is consistent with the
decline in Spanish among third- and fourth-generation children.

On the other hand, the third row shows that interviewers reported
that 38 percent of the second generation and 24 to 26 percent of the third
and the fourth generation in the child sample continued to have Spanish

Table 8.4 Language Use by Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Frequently mix 19% 26% 22% 29% 21% 13%
Spanish and Englisha

Used both languages 22 34 25 26 10 5
in interviewb

Spanish accent when 88 53 48 38 26 24
speaking Englishc

Answered interview 52 88 97 100 100 100
in Englishd

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Self report of mixing language.
b Interviewer report of respondent speaking both languages.
c Interviewer report of accented English during interview.
d All children answered interview in English.
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accents when speaking English (as perceived by the interviewer). This com-
pares to accented English pronunciation among fully half of the second-
and third-generation original respondents. The last row in table 8.4 shows
the percentage of respondents interviewed in English. On the one hand, all
of the children answered the English questionnaire. On the other, complet-
ing the interview among the original respondents varied by generational
status—half of first generation original respondents completed our inter-
view in Spanish, but only a handful among the second and third genera-
tion did so.

Factors Affecting Spanish Proficiency

To examine which factors affect Spanish proficiency, we conducted a regres-
sion analysis. We ran a linear regression, because this is a continuous
variable, and present unstandardized coefficients for significant inde-
pendent variables in table 8.5. Generational status is a significant predic-
tor of Spanish-language proficiency. There is a constant decline across the
five generations or subgenerations in Spanish proficiency, suggesting slow
but linear language shift. Each generation is less proficient in Spanish
than the generation or half-generation before, all at a statistically signifi-
cant level when compared to the third generation. This mirrors the results
of the bivariate analysis: linguistic assimilation occurs independently of
all the variables in the models.

Table 8.5 Key Determinants of Spanish Proficiency, 2000a

Spanish Proficiencyb

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.73***
2 0.37**
2.5 0.32***
4+ −0.20*

Education 0.09***

Mother’s education −0.02*
Parent spoke Spanish to child 0.88***
Parent is non-Hispanic −0.30*
San Antonio (1965) 0.36***
Female 0.13*

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only significant variables or substantive variables presented. Linear regression
run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for
sibling clustering. See appendix B, table B.7 for full model.
b Based on average proficiency reported on table 8.2.
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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name will establish a strong ethnic identity in the child to the belief that a
non-ethnic name will improve a child’s acceptance in the host society.
Although parents may choose from a wide variety of names, their choices
are in reality shaped by social and cultural influences. Finally, birth names
have obvious long-term consequences: as labels, they influence the social-
ization of children and contribute to the development of personal identities.

In our 2000 survey, we asked both the original respondent and chil-
dren samples what their name was on their birth certificate. With this
information, we coded all of the first names into five categories that seek
to capture a continuum of English to Spanish names. The first category
represents the most English names and the last represents the most Spanish.
Specifically, category 1 refers to English names that are not translatable into
Spanish (such as Ashley and Bruce), category 2 includes English names
that are translatable (Marie, Michael), category 3 to language neutral names
(Daniel, Andrea), category 4 to translatable Spanish names (Maria, Miguel),
and category 5 to not translatable Spanish names (Guadalupe). These
names were coded 1 to 5 by a panel of bilingual persons.36

The first row of table 8.6 shows that, among the original respondents,
fully 43 percent of immigrants were given untranslatable Spanish names,

Table 8.6 Spanishness of Birth Names 
by Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Spanish, not 43% 33% 24% 20% 8% 10%
translatable (5)

Spanish, 41 31 29 39 26 16
translatable (4)
(Spanish) (84) (64) (53) (59) (34) (26)

Language 10 16 15 15 16 24
neutral (3)

English, 5 16 25 22 39 42
translatable (2)

English, not 1 4 7 3 11 7
translatable (1)
(English) (6) (20) (32) (25) (50) (50)

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
Average score of 4.2 3.7 3.4 3.5 2.8 2.8

Spanishness (1–5)a

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Five categories range scale of (1) English names not translatable into Spanish
(Ashley, Bruce), (2) English names translatable (Marie, Michael), (3) language
neutral names (Andrea, Daniel), (4) Spanish names translatable (Maria, Miguel),
and (5) Spanish names not translatable (Guadalupe).
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non-Hispanic parent meant that one was less likely to be given a Spanish
name. San Antonians are clearly more likely to have Spanish names inde-
pendent of all other effects.

Religion and Religiosity
Aside from language, perhaps the cultural trait most associated with
Mexican Americans has been Catholicism, which also serves as a marker
distinguishing Mexican Americans from most other ethnic groups. Many
of the poorest and most despised Europeans, particularly the Irish, Italians,
and Poles, were strongly Catholic. However, their children and grandchil-
dren seem to have moved to a more secular mindset.37 Whether Mexican
Americans similarly choose to “adopt American ideals of individualism”
and a quest for prosperity in place of “religious ideals of community,” as a
recent New York Times article put it, is not clear.38 The data on such a trend
is not clear for any group, especially since the U.S. Census has not collected
data on religion since 1950. Several national surveys of religion, though,
were taken between 1991 and 2004. Catholics have comprised about one-
quarter (23 to 26 percent depending on the estimate and the year) of all
Americans, and about one-third of American Catholics are Hispanic.39

Finke and Stark stress the vitality and growth of Catholicism throughout
American history.40 However, they raise the concern that Catholicism may
become like other mainline religions with a declining membership base.
They note that Hispanic immigration has not helped Catholic expansion as
much as many have expected because many Hispanic immigrants have

Table 8.7 Key Determinants of Spanish Birth Name, 2000a

Spanish Birth Nameb

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.80***
2 0.52**
2.5 0.58***
4+ 0.11

Father’s education −0.06***
Mother’s education −0.02*
Parent is non-Hispanic −0.38*
Parents were married −0.23†
San Antonio (1965) 0.39**

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only significant variables or substantive variables presented. Linear regression
run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for
sibling clustering. See appendix B, table B.8 for full model.
b Education not included in this model.
†p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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converted to evangelical religions and their children are even more likely
to not be Catholic. Noting widely inconsistent estimates of the religious
identities of Hispanics among national surveys, Paul Perl, Jennifer Greely,
and Mark Gray find several methodological problems with them and argue
that the most reliable estimates reveal that about 70 percent of Hispanics
are Catholics and another 20 percent are Protestant.41 Based on these cross-
sectional surveys, they further estimate a downward shift in the proportion
of U.S.-born Catholic Hispanics from 74 percent in the first to about 50 per-
cent in the third generation. Espinosa and colleagues find a smaller decline
from 74 to 62 percent across the three generations.42 Religion is also related
to politics, as 63 percent of Hispanic Protestants voted for Bush, compared
to only 31 percent of Hispanic Catholics.43

Our data reveal a similar pattern across generations-since-immigration
but also show that historical changes may be even more important. Among
original respondents in 1965, about 90 percent of Mexican Americans were
Catholic, with 91 percent of immigrants being Catholic and only slight
religious assimilation in succeeding generations. By 2000, an additional
8 to 10 percent of the original respondents were no longer Catholic in
the first and second generation, while there was relatively little decline
for the third generation, as table 8.8 demonstrates.

Many fewer children, though, were Catholic. Generational differences
had also become large, suggesting the emergence of religious accultura-
tion. Among the second generation, only 72 percent were Catholic, versus
90 percent of second-generation original respondents were when they
were young. By the fourth generation, only 58 percent were Catholic,
though they were generally raised in households where 86 percent of their
original-respondent parents were Catholic. Additionally, from 1965 to
2000, there is a sharpening of differences by generation-since-immigration
between original respondents and their children for the entire Mexican
American population. These results would have been startling to the inves-

Table 8.8 Religion and Religiosity by Generation-Since-Immigration,
1965 and 2000

Original Original
Respondents, Respondents, Children,

1965 2000 2000

Gen. Gen. Gen. Gen. Gen. Gen. Gen. Gen. Gen.
1 2 3 1 2 3 2 3 4+

Catholic 91% 90% 86% 81% 82% 84% 72% 67% 58%
Attend 61 44 49 54 52 47 36 33 25
church
weekly

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
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tigators of the original project, who were particularly interested in the
role of the Catholic Church. Grebler, Moore, and Guzmán interviewed
parish priests and reported that “no pastor interviewed seems to take
Protestant proselytizing seriously.”44 The same religious shift among the
general American (and Latin American) Catholic and Protestant religions
to evangelicalism might have been similarly surprising, however.

To be sure, some Catholics are Catholic in name only. They were bap-
tized as Catholics and may continue to have a Catholic identity, but rarely
practice their religion. More generally, however, Hispanics are believed
to be religious as well as predominantly Catholic. Table 8.8 demonstrates
the extent to which this is true by measuring religiosity and, more specif-
ically, the proportion who attended religious services at least once per
week, regardless of their religion. Like the question on religious identity,
a question on religiosity was asked in both the 1965 and the 2000 surveys.

Whereas changes in church attendance from 1965 to 2000 were mixed for
original respondents, table 8.8 also demonstrates that religiosity dropped
across the board from the parents to the children’s generation. Only 25 to
36 percent of children among those who declared they belonged to a reli-
gion were regular church-goers, versus 44 to 61 percent of their parents.
Also, generation-since-immigration differences sharpened for children,
which mirrors the intergenerational findings for Catholic affiliation. For
example, where 36 percent of the second generation attended church
weekly, only 25 percent of the fourth generation did. Among the original
respondents, the percent who attended church weekly dropped from the
first generation (61 percent) to the second generation (44 percent), but
then it leveled off in the third generation (49 percent).

Table 8.9 shows that the decline in the number of Catholics since the
1960s and across generations was due mostly to the countertrend in the
growing proportion that joined evangelical or fundamentalist Christian

Table 8.9 Detailed Religion by Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Catholic 81% 82% 84% 72% 67% 58%
Non-Catholic 19 18 16 28 33 42

Evangelical or 13 12 12 17 22 26
fundamentalista

Otherb 5 3 3 4 4 7
No religion 2 2 1 8 6 9

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Also includes non-denominational Christian.
b Other includes mainline Protestant, Church of Latter-Day Saints, Jehovah’s
Witnesses, Jewish, New Age, Native American.
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Because our sample size is relatively small, especially when the age
range was restricted, we were unable to analyze fertility rates in detail.
Instead, we examined the number of children ever born in table 8.10, as
reported by our female respondents forty-five years old and older, when
they had completed virtually all of their childbearing.51 We found few gen-
erational differences in the number of children ever born among either
original respondents or children. Immigrant fertility was a little higher
than for the second generation among the original respondents, which
in turn was lower than it was for the third generation. Among children,
fertility was cut by about half of their parents’, reflecting the overall national
trend from baby boom to baby bust. Moreover, there were no significant
differences by generation. The number of children ever born for mothers
who had completed their fertility was 2.5 or 2.7 for all the U.S.-born of
the children’s generation, which includes second, third, and fourth
generation-since-immigration and is exactly the same as that for forty-
to forty-four-year-old second- and third-generation Mexican Americans
based on the 1998 to 2002 Current Population Survey.52

We also asked respondents to report the number of brothers and sis-
ters they had, including any who had died. The second row of table 8.10
shows the number of siblings for our respondents, which reflects their
parents’ fertility experiences, combined with results in the first row, approx-
imates the experiences of three family generations. Fertility declined pre-
cipitously across the generations. The original respondents averages about
five children, compared to about two and one-half for their children. The
number of siblings also reveals relatively high fertility for the original
respondents and their parents.53 Results for number of children among
the original respondents and the siblings among the children were con-
sistent and reveal greater fertility for the third generation among original
respondents. For generation-since-immigration, sibling results were like
those for number of children. In sum, the findings again reveal somewhat
greater fertility for immigrants and declining fertility from grandparents
to parents to children.

Table 8.10 Children Ever Born and Siblings by 
Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Number of children 5.2 4.6 5.0 2.5 2.7 2.5
ever borna

Number of siblingsb 6.0 5.6 5.6 5.5 4.3 4.5

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Women over age forty-five.
b All respondents.
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To examine which factors affect the number of children ever born, we
conducted a regression analysis, using a poisson model because this is
an ordinal variable. We present unstandardized coefficients for significant
independent variables in table 8.11. Generational differences in fertility
were not significant with the exception of generation 2.5 having signifi-
cantly more children than the third generation. The one strong predictor
of fertility is education—with more educated women having fewer chil-
dren. Age was also significant in that older women had more children,
which is expected given that childbearing decreased sharply from the
1970s to the 1990s.54

Family Values
Pro-natalist values are commonly thought to operate in tandem with tradi-
tional family roles. Early research blamed rigid and authoritarian families
for the slow socioeconomic progress of Mexicans and Mexican Americans.55

In particular, male dominance over the family and rigid gender roles were
thought to prevent positive personality development and hinder individual
achievement and mobility, though they were believed to provide emotional
and economic security. In his review of these studies, Alfredo Mirandé did
not so much argue that this portrait of Chicano familism was inaccurate as
that it had features that have served Mexican Americans well, in large part
by providing refuge from oppressive American economic and cultural
colonialism.56 Moreover, such a model could not be generalized to the entire
Mexican American population, because Mexican familism had been
largely eroded because of acculturation and urbanization.57 On the other
hand, Mirandé argued that the traditional family and familistic values

Table 8.11 Key Determinants of Children Ever Born, 2000a

Children Ever Born

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 −0.24
2 −0.12
2.5 0.16*
4+ 0.03

Education −0.08***

Age 0.01*

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a  Only significant variables or substantive variables presented. Poisson regression
run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for
sibling clustering. See appendix B, table B.9 for full model.
*p<.05, ***p<.001
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have been largely maintained into later generations because of proximity
to Mexico and because they have served to shield children from an oppres-
sive social world.

This celebration of patriarchal values and familism among Mexican
Americans was subsequently criticized by Chicana feminists. Maxine
Baca Zinn and Lea Ybarra were among the first to take Mirandé to task
because he had not adequately considered the structural factors affecting
Mexican American families or the diversity among them.58 Both argued,
in fact, that Mexican American families were, in some circumstances,
egalitarian. A second generation of Chicana feminists added further com-
plexity to the critique. For example, Patricia Zavella argued that Chicano
families are diverse and frequently patriarchal, but so are Anglo fami-
lies.59 Moreover, she heeded scholars to separate ideology from reality:
even though husbands and wives will frequently voice patriarchal views,
the reality is by necessity more complex and sometimes egalitarian. Debates
about the extent of familism and traditional values continue in more recent
research.60

To investigate the extent of agreement with traditional family and gen-
der attitudes and whether these persist across time and over generations,
we asked respondents whether they agreed that girls should live at home,
men should have the last word, whether it is acceptable for children to
disagree with parents, and whether individuals should rely on their fam-
ilies. These results are presented in table 8.12. The questions about appro-
priate gender roles—whether girls should live at home and men should
have the last word—show a familiar pattern: immigrants and original
respondents hold the most traditional gender attitudes. Traditional gender

Table 8.12 Attitudes About Gender and Family by 
Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000a

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Gender

Women dependentb 78% 63% 62% 58% 41% 33%
Men’s authorityc 42 27 21 18 15 8

Family
Children can disagreed 34 37 47 41 45 36
Individual responsibilitye 38 27 24 20 15 16

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Report “agree” or “strongly agree.”
b Item is “Girls should live at home until married.”
c Item is “Men should have last word.”
d Item is “It is ok for children to disagree with parents.”
e Item is “Each person should be responsible for themselves, not rely on family.”
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attitudes lessen with generation-since-immigration and from parents to
the children61

On the other hand, the results for the other two questions (rows three
and four) were unexpected. The third row refers to individualism versus
familism, which Huntington, like many before him, believe represents
a cultural divide that explains differences in economic success between
Mexican Americans and Anglos.62 Mexicans, these scholars argue, are too
family oriented and not individualistic enough, which impedes them from
moving up and out of the working class. However, the results show that
immigrants are generally the most individualistic and that the parental gen-
eration has the highest proportions of persons believing that they should
be responsible for themselves (row 4). Apparently, later generations prefer
to rely on their families. Thus, these findings show that belief in the value
of individualism is stronger for immigrants and the more ethnic parental
generation, which is consistent with de la Garza and his colleagues.63 The
individualism of immigrants makes sense if we consider that they were
motivated enough to have left their own communities in search of work
opportunities hundreds of miles away in a very culturally distinct place.

Music
Finally, we sought to measure the extent to which ethnic popular culture
persists across generations, especially given the enduring persistence of
U.S.-based Chicano culture and the diffusion of Spanish media through-
out much of the Southwest.64 We asked respondents to name their
favorite genre of music in an open-ended question. We coded responses
into categories consisting of more than thirty genres including rock and
roll, rancheras, Tex-Mex, big band, and jazz. We then created three gen-
eral categories to capture a continuum of ethnic preferences, which we
present in table 8.13. The American–black music category includes such
genres as rock, swing, country, soul, and American-English in general.
The Mexican category includes banda, cumbia, ranchera, or Mexican-
Spanish in general. We also created an intermediate category to capture

Table 8.13 Favorite Music by Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
American, black 20% 37% 46% 55% 59% 65%
Chicano (oldies, 3 15 23 27 29 25
Tex-Mex, Latin)

Mexican 74 44 29 15 9 9
No preference 3 4 1 3 3 0

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
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attend such a celebration whereas the generation mostly in their forties
and fifties may seek to instill ethnic pride in their children by celebrat-
ing an ethnic holiday. Also, these were self-reports based on a general
question about whether respondents celebrate Mexican holidays, which
they then named.

Perceptions of discrimination and identity differed greatly between
Mexican Americans and European ethnics in later generations, but the
extent to which they celebrated holidays differed to a lesser extent. Fully
27 percent of European ethnics participated in ethnic festivals or cele-
brations in the Albany study by Richard Alba.67 Participation in ethnic
holidays, though, requires little knowledge of or investment in one’s eth-
nicity. Observing ethnic celebrations may be similar for both groups, but
ethnicity is a different experience altogether for Mexican Americans. For
the descendants of Europeans, ethnicity is largely symbolic. For Mexican
Americans, it is much more bound up with other life experiences, as this
and the following chapters show.

The last two rows of table 8.14 show that at least 80 percent of Mexican
Americans in all generations believe that children should learn about
Mexican history, tradition, and values. Mexican history and values seem
to be cherished among the vast majority of even those Mexican Americans
most removed from the immigration experience, at the point that they
would like their children to learn about them. These findings, like those
showing significant ethnic holiday observance, demonstrate that fourth-
generation Mexican Americans at least hold the symbolic ethnicity of later-
generation European Americans. However, based on an abundance of
other evidence in this book, there can be no doubt that there is more than

Table 8.14 Mexican Holidays, History and Traditions, and Values 
by Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Celebrate any Mexican 65% 52% 37% 58% 54% 52%
holidays

Average number of 1.4 1.1 0.7 1.3 1.0 0.9
holidays celebrated

Mexican history and 88% 86% 81% 98% 89% 93%
traditions importanta

Mexican values 91 85 80 96 87 87
importantb

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Report “important” or “very important” that children learn Mexican history and 
traditions.
b Report “important” or “very important” that children learn Mexican values.



and business endorsed categories that bring together the growing diversity
among persons of Spanish-speaking origin, though they may also continue
to serve as euphemisms for Mexican.

In the 2000 survey, respondents were asked: “People have different
ways of thinking about their ethnic background or origins. What about
you? How do you think of yourself: What do you consider your ethnic
background to be?”

Unlike the question in the 1965 survey, ours is strictly open-ended.
That is, we did not provide any response categories but let respondents
give their own answers.13 The open-ended question in 2000 thus allows
for more categories of ethnic identification than did the 1965 item, which
was only partially open-ended.

The second column of table 9.1 shows that a combined 74 percent of
the original respondents preferred one of the categories of Mexican (or
Mexicano) and Mexican American in 2000. The original respondents in
2000 are half as likely to use pan-ethnic terms and twice as likely to use
Mexican American regardless of their preferences thirty-five years ago.
Because the distribution of the 1965 and the 2000 respondents differ greatly,
we examine how the 1965 responses changed by 2000 below.

Column three of table 9.1 indicates that the proportion of children iden-
tifying as Mexican or Mexicano is less than half (17 percent) that of the
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Table 9.1 Ethnic Label, 1965 and 2000

Original Original
Respondents Respondents

1965 2000 Children

Mexican or Mexicano 37% 33% 17%

Mexican American 20 41 44
Mexican American 20 39 38
Chicano 1 3
American Mexican 1 2
Mexican mixed 0 1

Pan-ethnic 33 16 29
Latin American 24 0 0
Spanish or Spanish American 9 4 1
Hispanic 10 25
Latino 2 2

American and other 10 10 10
American 8 9 8
Anglo 0 1
White 0 1
Other 2 1 0

Source: Mexican American Study Project.



included Mexicano, Mexicano-Americano, Latino, and Hispano. We sus-
pect that the purpose of the Spanish question was to observe whether
one’s preferred ethnic label in a Spanish-language context might differ
from an English one. Table 9.2 compares the responses of those respond-
ing to the English interview with the Spanish one. Among those answer-
ing the English questionnaire, fully 18 percent of those choosing any term
chose Latino and another 2 percent chose Hispano. This also reveals that
most Mexican Americans understood Spanish well enough to have
answered the question. Moreover, the second column of table 9.2 also
shows that for those answering the Spanish questionnaire, in which the
same categories were given, 14 percent chose Latino and 1 percent
Hispano, though the question was not asked of most 1965 respondents
responding in Spanish for reasons unknown to us.

To consider the issue of assimilation being so advanced that some of
Mexican-origin may no longer identify as such, we examined the responses
of children whose primary ethnic identity was American, Anglo, white,
or other. This is an important issue to explore because it addresses a
methodological problem, raised by several researchers,15 that assimilated
Mexican Americans might not identity as such and therefore be missed
in analyses of ethnic and generational change. As already noted, we found
that the large majority of children had identified as Mexican, Mexican
American, or Hispanic (which we refer to as a Hispanic identifier) at some
point in the survey. Table 9.3 shows that of eighty-five persons whose
primary identity is white, American, or other, forty-four also chose a
Hispanic identifier as a second ethnic identifier. Among those who did
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Table 9.2 Second Ethnic Label Question by Language of Interview, 1965a

Original Respondents

English Spanish
Questionnaire Questionnaire All

Mexicano 45% 65% 49%
Mexico Americano 20 15 19
Latino 18 14 17
Hispano 2 1 1
Tejano 2 1 1
Americano 7 2 6
Other 6 2 6
Total 100 100 100

Number of valid responses 637 172 809
Number missing responses 93 291 384

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Asked in Spanish using different response categories in both English and
Spanish questionnaires.



not, fifteen chose a Hispanic identifier as a racial identifier. Among the
remaining respondents, thirteen reported that they think of themselves
as Mexicans at least some of the time. The last thirteen respondents report
no affinity with being Mexican or Hispanic in our survey. They represent,
however, less than 2 percent of the entire sample. Thus, there is a poten-
tially small degree of opting-out of the Mexican or Hispanic category. Our
evidence shows that this amount may be minimized, depending on the
ethnic questions in the survey, though it may remain a small problem.
With our longitudinal study and intergenerational methodology, we
believe that we have nearly eliminated this problem.

Ethnic Identity by Urban Area

The use of particular ethnic terms largely depends on the local context, as
table 9.4 shows. In Los Angeles in 1965, nearly half of the original respon-
dents identified as Mexican (45 percent) and more than a quarter (26 per-
cent) identified as Mexican American. This contrasts sharply with San
Antonio, where fully 59 percent identified as Latin American and only
7 percent identified as Mexican American and 21 percent as Mexican,
which is further evidence of the greater racial stigma of the word Mexican
in San Antonio. On the other hand, Spanish or Spanish American was used
by 10 percent in Los Angeles versus 6 percent in San Antonio, but this pales
in comparison to the much greater use of the pan-ethnic Latin American
used by 59 percent of San Antonians in 1965. Twelve percent in Los Angeles
but only 6 percent in San Antonio identified as American or other.

By 2000, the distribution of the preferred terms had somewhat converged
between the two cities, though the original respondents in San Antonio
continued to prefer pan-ethnic terms, just as Angelenos had a greater
preference for Mexican American. In 2000, fully 21 percent of the San
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Table 9.3 Second Ethnic and Racial Response Among Those Who
Identified as White, American, or Other, Children, 2000

Number Out
of Previous
Category

Identified as White, American, or other 85
Identified as Mexican or Hispanic to second ethnicity question 44
Identified as Mexican or Hispanic racial question 15
Identified as Mexican at least some of the time 13
Did not identify as Mexican or Hispanic 13

Source: Mexican American Study Project.



Antonio respondents interviewed in 1965 used Hispanic or Latino and only
7 percent continued to prefer Latin American or Spanish. For their children,
a similar pattern emerges except that fully 46 percent of San Antonians pre-
ferred to be called Hispanic, which is nearly equal to the percentage who
choose the combined Mexican (9 percent) and Mexican American (37 per-
cent) categories. In Los Angeles, only 19 percent chose a pan-ethnic term,
and a full 69 preferred Mexican or Mexican American. These city differences
suggest that Mexican, or its derivative Mexican American, continue to be
stigmatized in Texas, making it easier to identify as Hispanic.

We also show, in parentheses, the proportion of the children who prefer
the term Chicano, which we put under the category Mexican American
but which has special significance as a term of political affirmation for some
in that generation. Four percent used the term in Los Angeles compared
to only 1 percent in San Antonio, which is not surprising given apparently
more intense ethnic politics in Los Angeles.16 Answers to further open-
ended questions showed that many more of the children, especially in Los
Angeles, occasionally think of themselves as Chicano though they might
prefer one of the more standard categories. They reported that the occa-
sions in which they thought of themselves as Chicano were generally in
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Table 9.4 Ethnic Label by Urban Area, 1965 and 2000

Los Angeles San Antonio

Original respondents, 1965
Mexican 45% 21%
Mexican American 26 7
Latin American 6 59
Spanish American or Spanish speaking 10 6
American or other 12 6

Original respondents, 2000
Mexican or Mexicano 38 23
Mexican American 42 39
Latin American or Spanish 3 7
Hispanic 5 18
Latino 2 3
American or other 10 10

Children
Mexican or Mexicano 22 9
Mexican American (Chicano) 47 (4) 37 (1)
Latin American or Spanish 2 1
Hispanic 14 46
Latino 3 0
American or Other 12 7

Source: Mexican American Study Project.



Table 9.5 Ethnic Label by Generation-Since-Immigration, 1965 and 2000

Original Respondents, 1965 Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Mexican or Mexicano 56% 30% 27% 67% 25% 19% 28% 15% 10%
Mexican American 21 26 10 15 51 43 43 43 44
Pan-ethnica 20 31 44 11 14 26 25 30 33
American or other 4 12 19 7 10 13 5 12 12

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Pan-ethnic labels primarily Latin American and Spanish in 1965; primarily Hispanic and Latino in 2000.



the language effect is net of generation, thus not attributable simply to the
children of immigrants being more or less likely to have these identities.
We also expect that parent’s ethnicity should affect the children’s identi-
fication. We find that children who have a non-Hispanic parent are more
likely to identify as American or other.25

The results in table 9.6 also show that persons raised in more Hispanic
neighborhoods are more likely to identify as American or other. The
proportion Hispanic in a neighborhood refers to the neighborhood 
context in which the respondents were raised (based on 1970 census
data for the census tract in which their parents were interviewed and
where they resided in 1965). Because this finding is counterintuitive,
we examined alternative models to learn what might be driving this
effect. We get the effect in the multivariate analysis, but not when we
examine the effect of proportion Hispanic with no other variables in the
analysis. Moreover, we find it primarily with the Los Angeles sample
(analysis not shown). This finding may be the result of U.S.-born
Mexican Americans making quasi-ethnic distinctions by identifying
themselves as American in distinction to immigrants, especially recent
arrivals, in neighborhoods where there are few persons of any other
ethnicity. The effect may be particularly strong in Los Angeles because
the proportion of recent immigrants there is clearly greater than in San
Antonio.
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Table 9.6 Key Determinants of Ethnic Label, 2000a

American or
Mexican Other

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 3.54** 0.61
2 1.01 0.54
2.5 0.88 0.60
4+ 0.76 1.24

Education 0.99 1.08

Parent spoke Spanish to child 2.65*** 0.36*
Parent is non-Hispanic 2.27*
San Antonio (1965) 0.27***
Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) 2.66*
Age 1.08**

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only significant variables or substantive variables presented. Logistic regression
run. Compared to all other ethnic identities. Adjusted odds ratios presented.
Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering. See appendix B, tables
B.10 and B.11 for full model.
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001



In addition, we find that San Antonio residents are less likely to use the
Mexican category than Angelenos, independent of all other effects in the
model. This might be due, in part, to the increased immigration in Los
Angeles encouraging an identity as Mexican overall, though again, Mexican
Americans may be more likely to identify as American in those neighbor-
hoods where there are few non-Mexicans. Among the respondent’s indi-
vidual characteristics, only age affected ethnic identity. Older persons are
more likely to identify as American than any other identity. This probably
reflects the fact that the younger respondents came of age in the politically
turbulent period of the late 1960s and early 1970s.

Salience of Ethnicity

That persons prefer to identify with a particular category may not reflect
how important ethnic identity is for them. Thus, we asked respondents
about the salience or importance of their ethnic choice. Table 9.7 reports
on those who claimed that their ethnic background was very important
to them, by generational status. The results indicate that ethnic identity was
most salient for the first generation, at 76 percent. The second and third
generation original respondents gave it somewhat less importance than
first generation but did not differ in the importance they gave to their
ethnicity. Among the children, the importance of their ethnicity steadily
decreased by generation, from 73 to 55 percent. Next, we examine impor-
tance by the four ethnic identity categories. For those identifying as
Mexican, ethnicity remained very important across all generations. As we
showed previously in table 9.5, the proportion identifying as Mexican
decreased in succeeding generations. It may be that the smaller group
that continues to identify as Mexican in later generations does so because
the ethnic category has significant meaning to them. More than half in
almost every category claim that their ethnicity is very important to them,

Ethnic Identity 225

Table 9.7 Ethnicity Very Important by Ethnic Identity 
and Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
All respondents 76% 64% 65% 73% 63% 55%

By ethnic identity
Mexican 78 67 73 80 80 74
Mexican American 80 65 68 73 59 47
Pan-Ethnic 79 62 66 72 69 62
Non-Hispanic 51 52 44 —a 39 46

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only eight second-generation respondents identified as non-Hispanic. 



the third-generation respondents and 37 percent of their fourth-generation
children. Thus, table 9.8 also provides evidence of ethnic resurgence. From
the third generation parents to their fourth generation children, there is a
slight increase in the proportion feeling Mexican and a noticeable decrease
in the proportion thinking of themselves as American. Of course, “frequently
think” may mean different things to different people. Thus, one may
interpret this table as showing a drop in the sense of feeling only Mexican,
an increase in the sense of feeling American, but at the same time that 25
to 31 percent frequently think of themselves as both, across generations.

When asked to identify when they thought of themselves as American,
the most common answer among original respondents was that they or
their children were born in the United States: “I was born here and I don’t
know anything else” being a typical answer. The act of voting was men-
tioned most often, but more general notions of rights and freedoms also
came up occasionally. Other less common responses included having
“white relatives or friends,” “during the Fourth of July,” “when cashing
social security checks or paying income tax.” Responses for children were
similar, except that politics came up much more often. Respondents in the
younger generation mentioned voting and feeling a need to discuss or
defend America more often.

When asked when they thought of themselves as Mexican, respondents
most often referred to social gatherings in which they were either a small
minority or the large majority. In the first, respondents often mentioned
that their appearance made them stand out as Mexican and that sometimes
they felt discriminated against because of it. One original respondent told
us, for example, “You get this feeling when you go to an upper class store
and people tend to ignore you because they think you are in the wrong
place.” Another said “When people look at me and think I am Mexican
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Table 9.8 Think of Self as Mexican and/or American by 
Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000a

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Think of self as

Only Mexican 56% 25% 11% 31% 18% 17%
Only American 20 33 49 27 38 37
Both American 18 28 25 30 31 29
and Mexican

Neither American 6 14 15 11 13 16
or Mexican

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Report percent that think of themselves as Mexican or American “frequently” or
“always.”



and expect me to speak Spanish.” The other end of the social gathering
spectrum involved a Mexican-origin majority, such as holiday celeb-
rations. One respondent said he felt most Mexican “around a bunch of
other Mexicans.” The next two most common responses were listening to
Mexican music or speaking Spanish, both typical of social gatherings. Other
responses were less frequent and included mentions of food and social
status. Responses for the parental and child generations were similar,
except the child generation was much more likely to mention Mexican
immigrant coworkers, needing to translate at work, and interactions with
immigrants suggesting that the new immigration had a greater effect in
reinforcing ethnicity among the adult children.

We ran two regressions to examine the factors associated with often
thinking of oneself as only Mexican or as American. Table 9.9 shows that
those who often thought of themselves as Americans were more likely to
be more educated. Thus it appears that greater education implies greater
attachment to a national identity than an ethnic one. Additionally, we find,
as expected, that immigrants were most likely to consider themselves
Mexican and least likely to consider themselves American, as were those
growing up with speaking Spanish and those with a non-Hispanic parent.
Angelenos also differed from San Antonians in thinking of themselves as
more Mexican and less American. Last, darker skin respondents were less
likely to see themselves as Mexicans. This result is the opposite of what
we would expect and is one of the few instances in which skin color had
a significant effect on a dependent variable.
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Table 9.9 Key Determinants of Think of Self as Mexican or American, 2000a

Mexicanb Americanc

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 2.61* 0.33*
2 1.17 1.01
2.5 1.03 0.94
4+ 0.72 1.03

Education 0.94 1.11**

Parent spoke Spanish to child 1.87* 0.60*
Parent is non-Hispanic 0.19** 2.02*
San Antonio (1965) 0.34*** 1.93**
Skin color 0.95*

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only significant variables or substantive variables presented. Logistic regression
run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling
clustering. See appendix B, table B.12 for full model.
b Think of self as Mexican frequently and not as American.
c Think of self as American frequently and not as Mexican.
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001



white in subsequent generations-since-immigration supports racializa-
tion theories.

Perceived Race, Stereotyping, 
and Discrimination

We also asked our respondents about how others perceived them, which
gets at another, perhaps more important, dimension of race, which is gen-
erally believed to be based on physical appearance. For blacks, it is based
on having at least one drop of African blood. The vast majority of African
Americans, however, are identifiable based on physical appearance. Indeed,
racial discrimination often depends on one’s physical appearance, especially
in the important first impressions made by potential employers or in other
consequential social interactions. Race is presumably based on physical
appearance for Asians also, but the extent of consistency between self-
identification and identification by others is less than for African Americans
and in the same range as Latinos.29 Thus, Latinos are distinguished as a
separate group to the same extent as Asians. Racial identities generally
mirror those made in general society, and individuals are socialized to
understand how others categorize them.

The second row of table 9.10 shows the extent to which our respon-
dents believe they are definitely perceived as Mexican by others. About
half (48 percent) of the immigrants believe they are and the percentages
decline somewhat with each subsequent generation. By the fourth gener-
ation, more than a third (38 percent) sense that they are definitely perceived
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Table 9.10 Racial Identity, Perceived Classification, Stereotyped, and
Discrimination by Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Identify as white 38% 26% 28% 15% 13% 11%
in race question

Definitely perceived 48 47 39 39 39 38
as Mexican

Are stereotyped 34 34 37 59 56 66
by others

Experience 24 40 38 48 48 46
discrimination

Perceive “a great 36 38 37 37 35 37
deal” of group
discrimination

Source: Mexican American Study Project.



persons were less likely to identify as white, more likely to be perceived
as Mexican, and more likely to experience stereotyping and discrimination.
Differences in stereotyping are not well correlated with skin color, perhaps
because the question can be interpreted about stereotyping of the group
and not the individual respondent. The same goes for group discrimination.
For the most part, the correlation is strong and suggests that darker persons
were more discriminated against and saw themselves as nonwhite, though
the percentage of light-colored Mexican Americans also identifying as
nonwhite and perceiving discrimination is substantial as well, certainly
greater than for European Americans.

Factors Affecting Racial Identity 
and Perceived Discrimination
Table 9.12 presents the odds ratios for determinants of whether respon-
dents identified as white and reported experiencing discrimination. We
present the coefficients for variables that are statistically significant and
for generation-since-immigration and education. Interestingly, column 1
results demonstrate that only one significant variable determined whether
respondents identified as white, the comparison of Los Angeles and San
Antonio. Mexican Americans who grew up in San Antonio were more than
five times as likely to identify as white as their counterparts in Los Angeles.
This reveals a regional context of racial identity that is widely differentiated
between the two cities and probably between Texas and California. This
also reflects a well-accepted understanding that the Chicano political
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Table 9.11 Racial Identity, Perceived Classification, Stereotyped, 
and Discrimination by Skin Color, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Light Medium Dark Light Medium Dark

Identify as white 36% 31% 20% 18% 15% 12%
in race question

Definitely perceived 29 53 57 32 44 53
as Mexican

Stereotyped 34 39 33 57 55 65
by others

Experience 35 36 38 41 48 63
discrimination

Perceive “a great 37 38 37 37 33 30
deal” of group
discrimination

Source: Mexican American Study Project.



movement of the 1960s, which pursued a racialized identity rather than
an assimilationist strategy, as we described in chapter 4, became more
entrenched and accepted in Los Angeles than in San Antonio.

Angelenos and San Antonians are equally likely to report experiences
of discrimination. Many Mexican Americans, in Texas especially, were
conscious of discrimination but were nevertheless more likely to identify
as white. The idea of Mexicans as white but distinguished from so-called
Anglos, seems to be a locally accepted identity derived from the strategies
of Mexican American leaders of claiming whiteness to overcome their race-
based exclusion. Reporting a white racial identity for Mexican Americans
is not inconsistent with experiencing racial discrimination.

The second column of table 9.12 shows that the 1.5 generation was more
likely than the U.S.-born to experience discrimination, even though
nearly all of them were at least partially educated and socialized in the
United States. This may have to do with language characteristics that fur-
ther distinguish them from non-Hispanics, including accent and a high
comfort level with Spanish. Also, more educated persons are generally
more likely to report discrimination. That may reflect that they are more
likely to have contact and compete with whites in the labor market or per-
haps it reveals a more heightened sense that discrimination limits their
opportunities. Respondents interviewed over the telephone were about
two-thirds (.66) as likely to report experiences with discrimination. This
probably reflects the fact that they had mostly moved out of the Los
Angeles or San Antonio area, suggesting that discrimination, or at least
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Table 9.12 Key Determinants of Racial Identity and Discrimination, 2000a

Identify as Experienced
White Discrimination

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.74 2.28*
2 2.02 0.81
2.5 1.13 1.34
4+ 0.92 1.20

Education 1.03 1.14**

San Antonio (1965) 5.60***
Telephone interview (2000) 0.66*
Skin color 1.24**
Female 0.47***

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only significant variables or substantive variables presented. Logistic regression
run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling
clustering. See appendix B, table B.13 for full model.
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Regression Analysis of Immigration Attitudes Last we examine what best pre-
dicts having positive attitudes toward immigration (using the composite
measure of attitudes in the last row on table 10.12). This is shown on table
10.13. Not surprisingly, immigrants (generation 1.5) have significantly more
positive attitudes toward immigration than other generations. This may
reflect the fact that the less educated are more likely to directly compete with
immigrants in the labor market and thus would probably be inclined to
want greater restrictions on immigration. Similarly, competition for hous-
ing and schools from immigrants may be seen as negatively affecting cost
and quality of housing and education. More educated Mexican Americans
also have significantly more positive attitudes than the less educated. The
children of homeowners had less positive attitudes—this could be an effect
of feeling that increased immigration negatively affects neighborhoods and
consequently home values. Apparently, this is a sentiment passed on from
parents to children. Children growing up in San Antonio had less positive
attitudes toward immigration, which probably reflects less exposure to
immigration. Interestingly, women also had less positive attitudes.

Figure 10.1 Agree that Mexicans Should be Able to Immigrate, 
1965 and 2000

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
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Voter Registration and Turnout

Although citizenship status is an issue for the Mexican-origin population
today, our sample was largely born in the United States and those who
were not have been United States residents for at least thirty years. Thus
ineligibility is not the primary reason for not voting or participating in 
the political process. Voting in the United States requires two steps for the
U.S.-born, registration and actual voting. Table 10.2 shows that among
American citizens, non-Hispanic whites have the highest registration and
voting rates, followed by blacks, then by Hispanics, and lastly by Asians.
These numbers were self-reported by American citizens soon after the
elections in 2000. Among adult American citizen Latinos, both voter reg-
istration and turnout was low compared to other groups.35 Some, though
not all, of these differences may be explained by differences in age struc-
ture and educational levels. Older and more educated people are more
likely to register and to vote.

Table 10.3 shows self-reported voting behavior from our data. Speci-
fically, it presents voting registration and voting turnout rates in 1965 and
2000 for original respondents and their children. In surveys of this type,
overreporting is the rule, especially if much time has expired between the

Table 10.1 Citizenship by Period of Immigration Among Immigrants,
1965 and 2000

Original Respondents

1965 2000

Period of immigration
Pre-1945 49% 71%
1945 to 1954 24 75
1955 to 1959 10 72
1960 to 1965 7 57
Total 19 70

Source: Mexican American Study Project.

Table 10.2 Registered and Voted by Race, 2000a

Registered Voted

Hispanics 57% 45%
Non-Hispanic whites 72 62
Blacks 67 57
Asians 52 43

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (2002).
a Among general population of U.S. citizens.
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Table 10.3 Registered and Voted in Last Presidential Election by Generation-Since-Immigration, 1965 and 2000a

Original Respondents, 1965 Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Registered 61% 71% 67% 91% 88% 85% 81% 82% 81%
Votedb 54 62 57 87 82 78 61 65 59

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Among citizens.
b 1964 presidential election in 1965 survey and 1996 presidential election in 2000 survey.
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election and the survey. Overreports of registering to vote can be expected
given that many Americans consider it their duty and lapses are often
unjustifiable. Nonetheless, the figures in table 10.3 are useful in providing
relational differences among the generations. In 1965, voter registration
was between 61 and 71 percent for all generational groups. It increased
between 1965 and 2000, when respondents in all generations reported voter
registration rates of greater than 80 percent (actual registration rates in the
general population are likely to be in the 60 to 70 percent range). The chil-
dren of the original respondents were more likely to register to vote than
their parents, at roughly the same age, were in 1965. However, by 2000, par-
ents were more likely to register than their children. This might be an age
effect because seniors are the most likely age group to vote.36

Voting, like registration, is overreported, especially in surveys taken
some time after the vote is cast. For example, more than half (54 to 62 per-
cent) of the eligible original respondents reported voting in 1964. However,
78 percent or more reported voting in 1996, but only 59 to 65 percent of
the children did. Thus, the elderly original respondents were thus clearly
more likely to vote than their children, in both elections. These numbers
indicate that 80 to 90 percent reported voting out of those registered to
vote. Figures of actual voting do not therefore appear to be as exagger-
ated as those for registration because data based on exit poll data showed
that more than 80 percent of registered Latinos voted in the 1996 elec-
tion.37 Among original respondents and children, there is no well-defined
generational pattern.

We conducted regression analysis to predict reported voting in the
1996 election. The results in table 10.4 show that the 1.5 generation, those
who arrived in the United States as children, was much less likely to
vote than the third generation. There are no other significant differences
by generation-since-immigration in voting. Each subsequent generation

Table 10.4 Key Determinants of Voting in 1996 Presidential Election, 2000a

Voted in 1996

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.27*
2 0.87
2.5 0.82
4 0.95

Education 1.30***

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only significant variables or substantive variables presented. Logistic regression
run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling
clustering. See appendix B, table B.14 for full model.
*p<.05, ***p<.001



Table 10.6 Party Affiliation by Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Democrat 78% 80% 69% 56% 54% 62%
Republican 5 6 11 20 16 15
Independent 10 10 12 15 21 14
Other 7 4 8 9 9 9

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
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Table 10.5 Registered and Voted in Last Presidential Election 
by Urban Area, 1965 and 2000a

Original Original 
Respondents, Respondents, 

1965 2000 Children

Los San Los San Los San 
Angeles Antonio Angeles Antonio Angeles Antonio

Registered 71% 56% 86% 89% 79% 84%
Votedb 62 44 80 83 63 65

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Among citizens.
b 1964 presidential election in 1965 survey and 1996 presidential election in 2000
survey.

family and other values make them self-professed conservative or, as
De Sipio calls them, “proto-Republicans.”41 Indeed, Republicans have
recently made inroads in capturing the Latino vote. They have shown that
the presumed allegiance of Mexican Americans to the Democratic Party
is questionable.42 On the other hand, though Mexican Americans are con-
servative on moral issues, entrepreneurialism, support for the military,
and the death penalty, these issues rank as less important to them than
others that make them closer to the Democrats. These include education
and social services spending and the appropriate role and scope of the
government.43 Generational differences for Mexican Americans thus
capture the extent of stability or malleability of the Mexican American
vote.44

Table 10.6 shows that fully 69 to 80 percent of the original respondents
considered themselves Democrats in 2000 versus only 54 to 62 percent of
the children’s generation. For the original respondents, the third generation
was less Democratic than the other two generations. Among the children,
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however, the fourth generation was the most Democratic, but the differ-
ences were not large in either cohort. On the other hand, only 5 or 6 percent
of the original respondents in the first and second generations—versus
11 percent of the third generation—considered themselves Republican.
Most of the non-Democrats considered themselves Independent or third
party and generational differences were not significant in either category.
Many of the children of the original respondents had become Republicans.
Interestingly, it was the second generation that had become the most
Republican, the opposite of the pattern for their parents’ generation.
Fully 20 percent of the second generation among children were Repub-
lican and another 24 percent reported being Independent or another
party.

Where between 5 and 11 percent of the original respondents considered
themselves Republicans in 2000, fully 15 to 20 percent of their children did.
From the original respondents to their children, the proportion Republican
grew four times between immigrants and their second-generation chil-
dren, more than two times from the second to the third generation, and
almost 50 percent from the third to the fourth generation. We suspect that
if we had comparable 1965 data about which party respondents consid-
ered themselves, the intergenerational partisan shift would have been
even more pronounced. We do have data on voting for president, which
suggests great change.

Table 10.7, showing partisan data by urban area, indicates that both
original respondents and their children in Los Angeles were more likely
to be Democrat than in San Antonio. Yet those in San Antonio were not
more likely to be Republican. Rather they described themselves more
often as Independents, which may simply indicate dissatisfaction with
the political process rather than a particular ideology.

Presidential Voting, 1964 and 2000

Partisanship in actual voting is often quite different from declared parti-
sanship. Many more of both original respondents and children voted

Table 10.7 Party Affiliation by Urban Area, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Los Angeles San Antonio Los Angeles San Antonio

Democrat 78% 70% 58% 55%
Republican 7 6 18 13
Independent 8 19 15 23
Other 7 5 10 9

Source: Mexican American Study Project.



Table 10.8 Presidential Choice in 1964 and 1996 by Generation-Since-Immigration, 1965 and 2000a

Original Respondents, 1965 Original Respondents, 2000 Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Democratb 96% 91% 89% 93% 85% 80% 76% 78% 74%
Republicanc 4 9 11 6 11 17 16 17 18
Independentd — — — 1 2 3 5 4 7
Other — — — 0 2 1 4 2 2

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Among those who voted.
b Johnson in 1964 or Clinton in 1996.
c Goldwater in 1964 or Dole in 1996.
d None in 1964 or Perot in 1996.



Table 10.10 Key Determinants of Voted Republican in 1996 
and Identify Republican, 2000a

Voted Identify 
Republican Republican

Generation-Since-Immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.96 0.66
2 2.23 3.21*
2.5 1.28 2.07*
4+ 1.33 1.18

Education 1.05 1.08

Father’s education 1.15**

Parent voted in 1964 (ref: voted Democrat)
Voted Republican 4.36** 3.95**
Did not vote 0.53*

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
aOnly significant variables or substantive variables presented. Logistic regression
run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling
clustering. See appendix B, table B.15 for full model.
*p<.05, **p<.01
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Table 10.9 Presidential Choice in 1964 and 1996 by Urban Area, 
1965 and 2000a

Original Original 
Respondents, Respondents, 

1965 2000 Children

Los San Los San Los San 
Angeles Antonio Angeles Antonio Angeles Antonio

Democratb 91% 93% 86% 80% 77% 74%
Republicanc 9 7 10 17 15 23
Independentd — — 3 1 6 3
Other — — 1 2 2 1

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Among those who voted.
b Johnson in 1964 or Clinton in 1996.
c Goldwater in 1964 or Dole in 1996.
d None in 1964 or Perot in 1996.
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nistic nativist policies that seek to curtail or end immigration. Chapter 9
showed that many Mexican-origin persons of all generations perceived
discrimination against members of their group.

Immigration Attitudes Ethnic attitudes about immigration vary widely by
race-ethnicity. Hispanics were much more pro-immigrant than whites and
African Americans.50 Based on a nationwide Gallup Poll about immigra-
tion, Table 10.11 shows that the majority of non-Hispanic whites (52 per-
cent) and blacks (66 percent) believed that immigrants hurt citizens by
driving down wages, but only 27 percent of Hispanics held such an opin-
ion. Similarly, only 19 percent of whites and 30 percent of blacks agreed
that the United States should make it easier for illegal immigrants to
become American citizens but fully 70 percent of Hispanics did.

But does this mean that all Mexican Americans, regardless of immigra-
tion status, hold these attitudes? To what extent are pro-immigration atti-
tudes merely due to self-interested immigrants or perhaps their second-
generation children? The failure to disentangle most presentations of
immigration attitudes by generation among Hispanics is certainly a prob-
lem. One might expect later generations-since-immigration to hold atti-
tudes about immigration similar to those of blacks and whites. This expec-
tation is consistent with assimilation theory. On the other hand, there may
be an ethnic bloc that supported immigrants and that kept later-generation
Mexican Americans from holding widespread nativist sentiments.

Table 10.12 shows a surprising amount of ethnic cohesion around
immigration. It also reveals much less assimilation than assimilation
theorists might expect. Third- and fourth-generation voters had remark-
ably similar preferences as immigrants and thus their attitudes on these
contentious issues are quite distinct from those of non-Hispanics. The
overall differences between Mexican American or Latino attitudes com-
pared to either whites or blacks on immigration shown in table 10.11 thus
seem to hold up regardless of generation-since-immigration. Table 10.12
presents some signs of eroding support for immigration by later-generation
Mexican Americans compared to immigrants, but this was not always the
case. More important, their opinions were quite strong compared with those

Table 10.11 Immigration Attitudes by Race, 2005

Non-
Hispanic
Whites Blacks Hispanics

Immigrants hurt economy by reducing wages 52% 66% 27%
United States should make it easier for illegals
to become American citizens 19 30 70

Source: Gallup Poll (2005).



Table 10.12 Immigration Attitudes by Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Immigration levels
1. United States should have an open border policy with Mexico 47% 42% 33% 35% 36% 41%
2. United States should allow Mexicans to immigrate to country if they want 72 63 56 50 52 53
3. There are too many immigrants coming into this country 74 77 83 70 73 70
4. There are too many illegal immigrants in this country 82 85 89 73 77 74

Immigration and jobs or citizenship
5. Mexican immigrants take jobs away from Americans 23 32 33 31 34 39
6. American citizens should be favored for jobs over non-citizens 41 60 71 54 58 53
7. The United States should make it easier for recent Mexican immigrants to 75 66 60 69 56 55

become American citizens

Average positive attitudes toward immigrationa 2.53 2.41 2.67 2.42 2.41 2.44

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Average of items shown on rows 1 to 7. For items in favor of immigration (rows 1, 2, and 7), response categories range from (1)
strongly disagree to (4) strongly agree. For items against immigration (rows 3 to 6), response categories are reversed and range from
(1) strongly agree to (4) strongly disagree.
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Affirmative Action Attitudes We asked one question about affirmative
action in our survey (table 10.14). We found strong support in all genera-
tions of Mexican Americans, but immigrants were the most supportive.
There is no strong trend toward assimilation after that. The lack of a clear
pattern, however, may not be surprising given that affirmative action,
unlike immigration, is likely to affect all generations similarly. Among the
general population, Hispanics support for affirmative action (69 percent)
is considerably more than that of non-Hispanic whites (44 percent), and
similar to that of blacks (64 percent).

Language Attitudes Finally, we asked several attitudinal questions in
relation to the use of Spanish or English and bilingualism. Table 10.15
shows that, for the most part, attitudes about language use do not clearly
follow distinctions by generation-since-immigration. It does demonstrate,
however, that the child cohort has more relaxed attitudes about whether
Spanish or English should be used. On all language items, whether pro-
Spanish or pro-English, sentiments were always stronger in the parent
generation, suggesting simultaneous feelings of both ethnic distinctive-
ness and Americanness among that generation. In only one question did
generation-since-immigration matter for both parents and children in any
consistent way. Agreement with whether everyone should know English
(row 4) increased with each succeeding generation-since-immigration in

Table 10.13 Key Determinants of Positive Attitudes Toward 
Immigration, 2000a

Positive Attitudes 
Toward Immigrationb

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.17*
2 0.03
2.5 −0.03
4+ −0.03

Education 0.03***

Parent was homeowner −0.10*
San Antonio (1965) −0.10*
Female −0.08*

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Only significant variables or substantive variables presented. Linear regression
run. Unstandardized coefficients presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for
sibling clustering. See appendix B, table B.16 for full model.
b Based on average attitudes reported in last row of table 10.12.
*p<.05, ***p<.001
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both samples. For the parent generation only, feelings that the local popu-
lation should learn Spanish (row 5) tended to erode over succeeding
generations-since-immigration. Nearly half (48 percent) of immigrants 
in the original sample believed that all residents in Los Angeles or San
Antonio, regardless of ancestry, should learn Spanish versus only one-third
(33 percent) of the third generation.

Conclusions
Our evidence shows that though the participation of Mexican Americans
in formal politics has been increasing through voting registration, partic-
ipation continues to be low compared to whites and African Americans.
We find no evidence of any patterned change with generation-since-
immigration. We do, however, find that participation in the electoral
process increased sharply from 1965 to 2000, especially in San Antonio.
The weight of poll taxes in Texas and other factors that had discouraged
Mexican Americans from voting have since been largely lifted, extending
political citizenship to Mexican Americans on a wide basis. The low overall
rates of voter registration and participation among the Mexican American
population are partly driven by the immigrant generation, many of whom
are not citizens and thus cannot vote. Among our surviving immigrant orig-
inal respondents of the 1965 sample, fully 70 percent had become citizens by
2000. However, among U.S.-born Mexican Americans, voting registration
and participation continues to be lower than for non-Hispanic whites, which

Table 10.14 Affirmative Action Attitudes by Generation-Since-
Immigration and Race, 2000 and 2001

Original Respondents, 2000

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3

Affirmative action is a good thing for
persons of Mexican origin 85% 78% 80%

Children, 2000

Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Affirmative action is a good thing for
persons of Mexican origin 80% 73% 75%

General Population, 2001

Whites Blacks Hispanics

Support affirmative action for
racial minorities 44% 64% 69%

Source: Mexican American Study Project; Gallup Poll (2001).



Table 10.15 Language Attitudes by Generation-Since-Immigration, 2000

Original Respondents Children

Gen. 1 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 2 Gen. 3 Gen. 4+
Language
1. Spanish should only be spoken at home 13% 10% 11% 4% 2% 6%
2. Citizens who do not read English should not vote 41 43 36 16 24 28
3. All residents of Los Angeles or San Antonio regardless of 48 41 33 35 28 37

ancestry should learn Spanish
4. Everyone in California or Texas should know English 79 82 91 62 65 79
5. Hispanics should know English and Spanish 94 90 91 88 78 82
6. Hispanic children should learn both languages 97 90 88 91 82 88

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
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sense of the American racial hierarchy. Our analysis shows that the low
levels of education of later generations are unlikely to be attributable to
the alleged cultural deficiencies sometimes used to explain low education
for immigrant children, such as poor ability in English or the lack of disci-
pline or knowledge of American schools.

Figure 11.1 also shows a quite different pattern for language. Specifically,
it reveals a slow but certain linear trend toward universal English mono-
lingualism, which is consistent with reaching full assimilation on the lin-
guistic dimension. Mexican Americans retain Spanish more than other
groups but do not keep it indefinitely. In the American context, the eventual
loss of the ethnic language of immigrant ancestors is considered normal
and even desirable, though bilingualism is common and often perceived
as indispensable in other societies. Virtually all other groups in United

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a From multivariate analysis among children.
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Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a  Odds of completing college for Mexican Americans compared to non-Hispanic 
whites.
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levels of schooling: less than high school, high school graduates with no
or some college, and college graduates. Figure 11.3 demonstrates that
assimilation on each dimension increased with the level of schooling.16 It
shows, for example, that Mexican Americans with higher levels of educa-
tion are more likely to have an American than an ethnic identity and are
more likely to vote, suggesting greater integration in the American polity.
Relatedly, they are also more likely to vote Republican, suggesting that
they are less committed to the usual party of the ethnic group. Their level
of education makes a notable difference in socioeconomic status (percent-
age with incomes greater than $50,000)17 and exposure to other groups
(percentage living in a neighborhood with 25 percent or fewer Hispanics
and percentage intermarried). Finally, they also have lower fertility (per-
centage with two or fewer children), itself an important determinant of
the educational level of the next generation.

These patterns are similar for the original respondent generation, though
the rates are often lower. We show these results in figure 11.4. For example,
only about 5 percent of high school dropouts among the original respon-

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
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dents intermarried, versus more than 40 percent of college graduates.
This compares with their children’s generation, in which about 15 percent
of high school dropouts intermarried and nearly 40 percent of college grad-
uates did. Thus, at the less-educated end, rates of intermarriage increased
about three times. At the other, though, intermarriage rates have surpris-
ingly remained stable from 1965 to 2000. To take two more examples, less-
educated people in 1964 were much less likely to vote than in 1996 but were
also much more likely to live in integrated neighborhoods in 1964 than in
1996.18 The most important point of figures 11.3 and 11.4, though, is to
show that assimilation is consistently related to education for two distinct
generations of Mexican Americans and the persistence of educational dis-
advantage largely predicts the group’s slow or halted assimilation.

Race, ethnicity, and class are thus deeply intertwined for Mexican
Americans. Low levels of education puts them largely in working class
sectors (including low-level white-collar jobs) and the ethnic boundaries of

Figure 11.4 Assimilation and Education Among Original Respondents, 2000

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
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Table A.1 Descriptive Statistics for Dependent Variables in Regression Analysis, 2000a

Standard Sample 
Dependent Variables Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum Size Chapter

Years of education 13.26 2.18 2 17 758 5
Occupational status 36.65 12.98 7 81 723 6
Earnings $37,001 $26,142 $1,758 $167,962 698 6
Family income $54,425 $37,301 $0 $171,672 725 6
Net worth $51,190 $99,570 −$74,000 $1,000,000 700 6
Hispanic in neighborhood (2000) 50.28 29.50 1 98 709 7
Married to Hispanic 0.70 0.46 0 1 660 7
Spanish proficiency 3.04 1.14 1 5 758 8
Spanish birth name 2.98 1.17 1 5 758 8
Children ever born 2.18 1.41 0 8 419 8
Identify as Mexican 0.16 0.37 0 1 758 9
Identify as Mexican American 0.43 0.49 0 1 758 9
Identify as Hispanic or Latino 0.30 0.46 0 1 758 9
Identify as American or other 0.11 0.32 0 1 758 9
Think of self as Mexican frequently 0.19 0.39 0 1 758 9
Think of self as American frequently 0.37 0.48 0 1 758 9
Identify as white 0.15 0.35 0 1 758 9
Experienced discrimination 0.46 0.50 0 1 758 9
Voted in 1996 0.68 0.47 0 1 758 10
Voted Republican 0.18 0.38 0 1 515 10
Identify with Republican party 0.17 0.38 0 1 562 10
Positive attitudes toward immigration 2.42 0.45 1 4 562 10

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Child sample used in all regression analyses.



Table A.2 Descriptive Statistics for Independent Variables in Regression Analysis, 1965 and 2000

Standard Sample 
Independent Variables Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum Size Chapter

Generation 1.5 0.05 0.22 0 1 758 All
Generation 2 0.08 0.27 0 1 758 All
Generation 2.5 0.22 0.41 0 1 758 All
Generation 3 (reference category) 0.41 0.49 0 1 758 All
Generation 4 0.24 0.43 0 1 758 All
Father’s education 9.36 3.77 0 17 758 All
Mother’s education 9.78 3.85 0 17 758 All
Parent’s income in thousands (1965) 6.40 3.20 1 20 758 All
Parent was homeowner (1965) 0.61 0.49 0 1 758 All
Number of siblings 3.99 2.37 0 15 758 5
Head held manufacturing job (1965) 0.16 0.37 0 1 758 5
Industry information missing (1965) 0.60 0.49 0 1 758 5
Child exposed to professionals 0.84 1.05 0 3 758 5
Catholic or private high school 0.12 0.33 0 1 758 5
Parent attended church weekly (1965) 0.47 0.50 0 1 758 5
Parent communicated with school (1965) 0.55 0.50 0 1 758 5
Parent had college expectations (1965) 0.67 0.47 0 1 758 5
Parent is Spanish monolingual 0.11 0.31 0 1 758 5
Parent spoke Spanish to child 0.35 0.48 0 1 758 All
Parent is non-Hispanic 0.09 0.29 0 1 758 All
Parents were married (1965) 0.89 0.32 0 1 758 All
San Antonio (1965) 0.38 0.49 0 1 758 All

(Continued)



Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) 0.51 0.29 0 1 758 All
Telephone interview (2000) 0.26 0.44 0 1 758 All
Education 13.26 2.18 2 17 758 All
Age 41.83 5.92 32 59 758 All
Female 0.55 0.50 0 1 758 All
Skin color 4.25 1.18 2 7 758 All
Years of work experience 19.52 7.81 0 39 758 6
Number of children under eighteen in household 1.20 1.24 0 6 758 6
First marriage 0.69 0.46 0 1 695 7
Age at first marriage 23.40 5.28 13 50 695 7
Parent voted Republican in 1964 (1965) 0.50 0.50 0 1 758 10
Parent did not vote in 1964 (1965) 0.17 0.37 0 1 758 10

Source: Mexican American Study Project.

Table A.2 Descriptive Statistics for Independent Variables in Regression Analysis, 1965 and 2000 (Continued)

Standard Sample 
Independent Variables Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum Size Chapter
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Table B.1 Determinants of Locating and Interviewing Original
Respondents, 2000 a

Located Interviewed

San Antonio 1.05 1.25
Age 0.99 0.99
Male 1.04 0.98
Married 1.51* 1.42*
Born in U.S. 1.34 1.07
English interview 1.39 1.14
Education 1.04 1.03
Income (thousands) 1.05 1.00
Homeowner 3.22*** 1.58**

Mean on dependent variable .789 .573
Pseudo R2 .099 .025
Log pseudo-likelihood −554 −794
N 1193 1193

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Logistic regression run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Searched sample of
original respondents analyzed. Predictors based on 1965 characteristics.
*p<.05, **p<.01; ***p<.001

Appendix B

Multivariate Analyses
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Table B.2 Determinants of Selecting and Interviewing 
Child Respondents, 2000a

Selected Interviewed

Number of eligible children 0.60*** 0.69***
Education 1.02 1.08***
Female 0.96 1.28*
San Antonio 0.78* 0.87
Born in United States 1.17 1.25
Birth year 1.00 1.00
Working 0.86 1.11

Mean on dependent variable .553 .378
Pseudo R2 .169 .108
Log pseudo-likelihood −1161 −1181
N 2019 2019

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a  Logistic regression run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Predictors based on char-
acteristics of children listed on child roster in original respondent questionnaire.
*p<.05, ***p<.001
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Table B.3 Determinants of Years of Education, 2000a

Years of Education

Unstandardized Robust Standard 
Coefficient Errors

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 1.46** 0.45
2 0.94** 0.31
2.5 0.40† 0.21
4+ −0.08 0.21

Parental status characteristics
Father’s education 0.10*** 0.03
Mother’s education 0.08*** 0.02
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 0.06* 0.03
Parent was homeowner (1965) 0.32† 0.19
Number of siblings −0.08* 0.03
Head held manufacturing job (1965) −0.26 0.23
Industry information missing (1965) −0.45* 0.19

Childhood characteristics
Child exposed to professionals 0.23** 0.07
Catholic or private high school 0.97*** 0.22
Parent attended church weekly (1965) 0.45* 0.17
Parent communicated with school (1965) 0.36* 0.18
Parent had college expectations 0.04 0.17
for children (1965)

Parent spoke Spanish to child 0.20 0.21
Parent is Spanish monolingual −0.18 0.32
Parent is non-Hispanic 0.21 0.30
Parents were married (1965) −0.10 0.28

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 0.07 0.21
Proportion Hispanic in −0.24 0.28
neighborhood (1965)

Telephone interview (2000) −0.05 0.18

Individual characteristics
Female −0.26† 0.15
Skin color 0.07 0.06
Age 0.00 0.02

Intercept 10.69
R2 .257
N 758

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering:
number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors are calculated.
†p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001



Table B.4 Determinants of Socioeconomic Status, 2000a

Occupational Status Earnings (Dollars)

Unstandardized Robust Standard Unstandardized Robust Standard 
Coefficient Errors Coefficient Errors

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.57 2.45 −354 4,522
2 0.30 1.77 −4,418 3,788
2.5 −0.76 1.23 −2,324 2,641
4+ −1.16 1.10 −3,641 2,221

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education 0.16 0.13 26 320
Mother’s education 0.34** 0.13 712* 295
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 0.28 0.17 424 420
Parent was homeowner (1965) 0.74 1.02 204 2,135

Childhood characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 1.36 1.09 1,809 2,288
Parent is non-Hispanic 2.41 1.76 3,525 4,298
Parents were married (1965) 1.46 1.23 1,946 2,601



Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 1.57 1.16 −1,053 2,273
Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) 1.42 1.58 −3,807 3,466
Telephone interview (2000) 1.28 1.02 7,479** 2,483

Human capital
Education 2.99*** 0.22 4,043*** 486
Years of work experienceb 0.09 0.06 240* 120
Ageb

Individual characteristics
Female 1.16 0.81 −12,676*** 1,717
Skin color 0.26 0.33 742 685

Intercept −17.29 −29,402
R2 .332 .261
N 723 698

(Continued)



Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 5,900 8,450 11,779 19,448
2 −2,584 5,374 13,372 13,172
2.5 −630 3,853 342 11,571
4+ −777 3,154 782 9,088

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education −241 482 −622 1,259
Mother’s education 695 433 444 1,373
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 1,120 614 1,870 1,581
Parent was homeowner (1965) 1,707 3,150 5,395 8,542

Childhood characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 326 3,389 2,931 7,912
Parent is non-Hispanic 1,442 6,374 15,643 15,862
Parents were married (1965) 4,533 3,777 13,712 10,426

Table B.4 Determinants of Socioeconomic Status, 2000a (Continued)

Family Income (Dollars) Net Worth (Dollars)

Unstandardized Robust Standard Unstandardized Robust Standard 
Coefficient Errors Coefficient Errors



Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) −3,464 3,468 −4,955 10,998
Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) −440 5,067 5,029 13,345
Telephone interview (2000) 7,816* 3,477 25,650* 11,054

Human capital
Education 6,177*** 693 8,977*** 2,200
Years of work experienceb

Ageb −2 211 2,917*** 707

Individual characteristics
Female −2,729 2,518 734 8,044
Skin color −233 943 2,466 2,300

Intercept −42,479 −236,561
R2 .209 .106
N 725 700

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering: number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors are
calculated.
b Age and work experience are not included in model together because they are highly correlated.
†p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table B.5 Determinants of Hispanic Neighborhood, 2000a

Hispanic Neighborhood

Unstandardized Robust Standard 
Coefficient Errors

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 −1.59 5.33
2 −3.14 4.42
2.5 −0.06 2.68
4+ −3.50 2.64

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education −0.51 0.34
Mother’s education −0.62* 0.31
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) −0.02 0.40
Parent was homeowner (1965) 1.53 2.55

Childhood characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 1.77 2.64
Parent is non-Hispanic −5.07 3.31
Parents were married (1965) 3.89 3.53

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 14.26*** 2.74
Proportion Hispanic in 11.55** 3.78
neighborhood (1965)

Telephone interview (2000) −14.13*** 2.46

Human capital
Education −2.64*** 0.53

Individual characteristics
Female −1.59 2.02
Skin color −0.99 0.88
Age −0.37 0.20
Any children under −3.98† 2.09
eighteen in household

Intercept 108.13
R2 .329
N 709

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering:
number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors are calculated.
b Age and work experience not included in model together because highly 
correlated.
†p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table B.6 Determinants of Married to a Hispanic, 2000a

Married to a Hispanic

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.84
2 1.39
2.5 1.22
4+ 1.11

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education 0.97
Mother’s education 0.95
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 1.03
Parent was homeowner (1965) 0.86

Childhood characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 1.63
Parent is non-Hispanic 0.19***
Parents were married (1965) 0.50

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 2.55*
Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) 3.02***
Telephone interview (2000) 0.53**

Human capital
Education 0.80***

Individual characteristics
Female 1.01
Skin color 0.92
Age 1.00
First marriage 5.17***
Age at first marriage 0.92***

Pseudo R2 .253
Log pseudo-likelihood −301
N 660

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Logistic regression run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Child sample analyzed.
Adjusted for sibling clustering: number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors
are calculated.
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table B.7 Determinants of Spanish Proficiency, 2000a

Spanish Proficiency

Unstandardized Robust Standard 
Coefficient Errors

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.73*** 0.19
2 0.37** 0.16
2.5 0.32*** 0.10
4+ −0.20* 0.09

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education −0.02 0.01
Mother’s education −0.02* 0.01
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 0.01 0.01
Parent was homeowner (1965) 0.01 0.08

Childhood characteristics (1965)
Parent spoke Spanish to child 0.88*** 0.10
Parent is non-Hispanic −0.30* 0.14
Parents were married (1965) −0.04 0.14

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 0.36*** 0.10
Proportion Hispanic in 0.20 0.13
neighborhood (1965)

Telephone interview (2000) −0.17† 0.09

Human capital
Education 0.09*** 0.02

Individual characteristics
Female 0.13* 0.07
Skin color −0.01 0.03
Age 0.01 0.01

Intercept 1.23
R2 .405
N 758

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering:
number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors are calculated.
†p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table B.8 Determinants of Spanish Birth Name, 2000a

Spanish Birth Name

Unstandardized Robust Standard 
Coefficient Errors

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.80*** 0.17
2 0.52** 0.17
2.5 0.58*** 0.12
4+ 0.11 0.10

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education −0.06*** 0.01
Mother’s education −0.02* 0.01
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 0.01 0.02
Parent was homeowner (1965) −0.01 0.10

Childhood characteristics
Parent is non-Hispanic −0.38* 0.16
Parents were married (1965) −0.23† 0.12

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 0.39** 0.11
Proportion Hispanic in 0.16 0.16
neighborhood (1965)

Telephone interview (2000) 0.03 0.10

Individual characteristics
Female −0.05 0.08
Skin color 0.01 0.04
Age 0.01 0.01

Intercept 3.17
R2 .192
N 758

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
aLinear regression run. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering:
number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors are calculated.
†p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table B.9 Determinants of Children Ever Born, 2000a

Children Ever Born

Unstandardized Robust Standard 
Coefficient Errors

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 −0.24 0.15
2 −0.12 0.14
2.5 0.16* 0.08
4+ 0.03 0.07

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education −0.01 0.01
Mother’s education −0.01 0.01
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) −0.01 0.01
Parent was homeowner (1965) 0.09 0.07

Childhood characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 0.13 0.07
Parent is non-Hispanic −0.12 0.13
Parents were married (1965) −0.06 0.08

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 0.04 0.08
Proportion Hispanic in −0.07 0.11
neighborhood (1965)

Telephone interview (2000) 0.04 0.08

Human capital
Education −0.08*** 0.01

Individual characteristics
Skin color −0.02 0.03
Age 0.01* 0.01

Intercept 1.55
N 758

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Poisson regression run. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering:
number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors are calculated.
*p<.05, ***p<.001
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Table B.10 Determinants of Ethnic Identity, 2000a

American 
Mexican or Other

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 3.54** 0.61
2 1.01 0.54
2.5 0.88 0.60
4+ 0.76 1.24

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education 0.96 1.03
Mother’s education 1.03 1.04
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 0.98 0.99
Parent was homeowner (1965) 0.80 1.14

Childhood characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 2.65*** 0.36*
Parent is non-Hispanic 1.38 2.27*
Parents were married (1965) 0.76 2.75†

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 0.27*** 0.79
Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) 0.61 2.66*
Telephone interview (2000) 0.78 1.47

Human capital
Education 0.99 1.08

Individual characteristics
Female 0.74 1.28
Skin color 1.04 1.09
Age 1.01 1.08**

Pseudo R2 .122 108
Log Pseudo-Likelihood −296 −237
N 758 758

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Logistic regression run. Compared to all other ethnic identities. Adjusted odds
ratios presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering: number
of clusters = 482; robust standard errors are calculated.
†p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table B.11 Determinants of Ethnic Identity, 2000a

Hispanic American 
Mexican or Latino or Other

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 4.20** 1.60 1.25
2 0.88 0.74 0.49
2.5 0.81 0.91 0.57†
4+ 0.77 0.96 1.11

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education 0.95 0.96 1.01
Mother’s education 1.05 1.03 1.06
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 0.98 0.99 0.98
Parent was homeowner (1965) 0.92 1.24 1.26

Childhood characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 2.38** 0.98 0.40*
Parent is non-Hispanic 1.71 1.19 2.54*
Parents were married (1965) 0.86 1.13 2.73†

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 0.45** 3.74*** 1.16
Proportion Hispanic in 0.76 1.32 2.80*
neighborhood (1965)

Telephone interview (2000) 0.89 1.31 1.56

Human capital
Education 1.00 1.00 1.08

Individual characteristics
Female 0.79 1.11 1.28
Skin color 1.03 0.96 1.08
Age 1.00 0.96** 1.06*

Pseudo R2 .104
Log pseudo-likelihood −860
N 758

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Multinomial logistic regression run. Compared to Mexican American. Relative
risk ratios presented. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering:
number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors are calculated.
†p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table B.12 Determinants of Think of Self as Mexican or American, 2000a

Mexicanb Americanc

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 2.61* 0.33*
2 1.17 1.01
2.5 1.03 0.94
4+ 0.72 1.03

Socioeconomic characteristics (1965)
Father’s education 1.01 0.99
Mother’s education 0.96 1.04
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 1.00 0.99
Parent was homeowner (1965) 1.06 1.06

Childhood characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 1.87* 0.60*
Parent is non-Hispanic 0.19** 2.02*
Parents were married (1965) 0.98 1.20

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 0.34*** 1.93**
Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) 0.54† 1.11
Telephone interview (2000) 0.71 0.89

Human capital
Education 0.94 1.11**

Individual characteristics
Female 1.38 0.82
Skin color 0.95* 1.10
Age 0.97 1.02

Pseudo R2 .103 .061
Log pseudo-likelihood −329 −469
N 758 758

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Logistic regression run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Child sample analyzed.
Adjusted for sibling clustering: number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors
are calculated.
b Think of self as Mexican frequently and not as American.
c Think of self as American frequently and not as Mexican.
†p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table B.13 Determinants of Racial Identity and Discrimination, 2000a

Identify as Experienced 
White Discrimination

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.74 2.28*
2 2.02 0.81
2.5 1.13 1.34
4+ 0.92 1.20

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education 0.99 1.06*
Mother’s education 1.04 0.94*
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 1.01 0.99
Parent was homeowner (1965) 1.00 0.89

Childhood characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 0.68 0.99
Parent is non-Hispanic 1.59 0.96
Parents were married (1965) 1.05 0.77

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 5.60*** 1.01
Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) 0.76 1.08
Telephone interview (2000) 0.90 0.66*

Human Capital
Education 1.03 1.14**

Individual characteristics
Female 1.50 0.47***
Skin color 0.97 1.24**
Age 1.03 1.01

Pseudo R2 .107 .070
Log pseudo-likelihood −282 −486
N 758 758

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Logistic regression run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Child sample analyzed.
Adjusted for sibling clustering: number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors
are calculated.
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table B.14 Determinants of Voted in 1996 Presidential Elections, 2000a

Voted in 1996

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.27*
2 0.87
2.5 0.82
4+ 0.95

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education 1.00
Mother’s education 1.01
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 1.02
Parent was homeowner (1965) 0.95

Parental characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 0.98
Parent is non-Hispanic 1.16
Parents were married (1965) 0.96

Parental prior voting behavior (1965)
(ref: parent voted Democrat)
Parent voted Republican in 1964a 1.50†
Parent did not vote in 1964a 1.48

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 1.26
Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) 0.88
Telephone interview (2000) 1.07

Human capital
Education 1.30***

Respondent Characteristics
Female 1.47
Skin color 0.93
Age 1.00

Pseudo R2 .084
Log pseudo-likelihood −435
N 758

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Logistic regression run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Child sample analyzed.
Adjusted for sibling clustering: number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors
are calculated.
†p<.10, *p<.05, ***p<.001
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Table B.15 Determinants of Voted Republican in 1996 
and Identify Republican, 2000a

Voted Identify 
Republican Republican

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.96 0.66
2 2.23 3.21*
2.5 1.28 2.07*
4+ 1.33 1.18

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education 1.06 1.15**
Mother’s education 1.04 0.97
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 0.98 0.95
Parent was homeowner (1965) 0.88 1.02

Parental characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 1.11 0.80
Parent is non-Hispanic 0.63 0.49
Parents were married (1965) 1.95 2.25

Parental prior voting behavior (1965)
(ref: parent voted Democrat)
Parent voted Republican in 1964a 4.36** 3.95**
Parent did not vote in 1964a 0.70 0.53*

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) 1.73† 0.98
Proportion Hispanic in neighborhood (1965) 0.88 0.42†

Human capital
Education 1.05 1.08

Respondent characteristics
Female 0.70 0.90
Skin color 0.89 0.86
Age 1.04 0.97

Pseudo R2 .079 .128
Log Pseudo-Likelihood −223 −223
N 515 562

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Logistic regression run. Adjusted odds ratios presented. Child sample analyzed.
Adjusted for sibling clustering: number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors
are calculated.
†p<.10, *p<.05, **p<.01
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Table B.16 Determinants of Positive Attitudes Toward Immigration, 2000a

Positive Attitudes 
Toward Immigrationb

Unstandardized Robust Standard 
Coefficient Errors

Generation-since-immigration (ref: 3)
1.5 0.17* 0.08
2 0.03 0.08
2.5 −0.03 0.05
4+ −0.03 0.05

Socioeconomic characteristics
Father’s education 0.00 0.01
Mother’s education 0.00 0.01
Parents’ income in thousands (1965) 0.01 0.01
Parent was homeowner (1965) −0.10* 0.04

Parental characteristics
Parent spoke Spanish to child 0.01 0.05
Parent is non-Hispanic 0.00 0.06
Parents were married (1965) 0.02 0.06

Residential characteristics
San Antonio (1965) −0.10* 0.05
Proportion Hispanic in 0.04 0.07
neighborhood (1965)

Human capital
Education 0.03*** 0.01

Respondent characteristics
Female −0.08* 0.04
Skin color −0.03 0.02
Age 0.00 0.00

Constant 2.19
R2 .082
N 562

Source: Mexican American Study Project.
a Linear regression run. Child sample analyzed. Adjusted for sibling clustering:
number of clusters = 482; robust standard errors are calculated.
b Based on a four-point scale ranging from strong agree to strongly disagree of
seven items shown on rows 1 to 7 of table 10.12. Items on rows 3 to 6 reversed to
positive direction.
*p<.05, ***p<.001
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