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Bl LI NGUALI SM AS A G FT
Kenji Hakuta
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Stanford University

Through imm gration, annexation and slavery, the United
States has been honme to native speakers of virtually every nodern
| anguage of the world. Despite this fact, the country renains
known for its English nonolingual citizenry. Bilingualism for
the nost part is nerely a transitional phase in the
Anericani zation of immgrants (F shnan, 1966; G osjean, 1982).
Through an attitude aptly characterized by Joshua Fi shman as one
of "benign neglect”, the bilingualismattained by the children of
immgrants rapidly shifts into the English nonolingualismof the
next generation (Veltman, 1983). Bilingualismis not viewed as a
desirabl e by-product of immagration that, if properly respected
and nurtured, would enrich the |inguistic and cultufal profile of
the nation. |Indeed, it is for the nost part prized if
acconpl i shed through fornal study as a foreign |anguage by native
speakers of English (this achi evenent being attai ned through
great travail and generally nowhere close to approxi mating
native-like levels in the language). In nmany ways, societal
attitudes and educati onal policies and practices conbi ne to nmake

the United Sates an efficient producer of transitiona
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bili ngual s whose gifts are unappreciated and allowed to go to
wast e. o ) o _

It is not the purpose of this chapter to performa survey of
the literature of this rather massive squandering of national
linguistic resources. Rather, | amgoing to expand on a sinple
bias that | have regarding bilingualismas a talent and where |
believe it intersects wth the goals of this vol une on
giftedness: bilingualismis a valuable gift; all children shoul d
be given the opportunity to devel op conpetence in bilingualismto
the fullest extent possible, and as a group, |anguage mnority
students have special access to this gift. Inthis chapter,-l
hope to present sone capsul e accounts of work through which |
have gai ned sone insights into how the gift; of bilingualismm ght

be best devel oped in |anguage mnority students.

LABELS AND EXPECTATI ONS

The first place to start thinking about the problemis how
we use labels for bilingual children. Wen | first began
conducting research in this area, | was struck and confused by
the different ways in which the term"bilingualism was used.
Techni cal |y speaking, for exanple, a bilingual is an individual
who has sone criterion level of proficiency in tw or nore
| anguages, but to the person on the street, a bilingual is often
a convenient |abel for soneone who is an immgrant narked by sone
degree of limted ability in English. In schools, it is stil

not uncommon (especially anong school psychol ogi sts who are not
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trained in issues of |anguage devel opnent) to hear students
| abel | ed as "bilingual" when indeed, they are really nonol i ngual
in the foreign |anguage. At |east one key senmantic thread
running through the term "bilingual " seens to be associated wth
a deficit to be overcone.

The deficit approach towards bilingualismin fact
characterizes nost bilingual education prograns in this country,
with fewer than 15 percent of prograns in the el ementary school s
enphasi zi ng the continued devel opment of the native |anguage even
after the children acquire English (Young, 1984). Indeed, in

nost prograns, students are eligible for bilingual education

prograns only if they are classified as LEP, for "limted English
proficient. | find this acronymto be sinmultaneously m sgui ded
and in poor taste. In nmany schools, speakers of |anguages ot her

than English who are in the process of English acquisition,
through this |abel as well as actions and attitudes, are
continuously remnded of their deficiencies in English. In
policy circles and the nmedia, so-called bilingual education
prograns are under constant fire for failing to teach English
rapi dly enough (see Hakuta, 1986). (In a small attenpt to
correct for the effects of labelling, with apologies to Zpf's
Law, inthis text, | will refer to such students as "speakers of
| anguages ot her than English".)

The point here is that neither the terns "bilingual™ nor

"LEP" connotes positive val ence for the native |anguage. By
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enphasi zing the deficit in English, they lead to a renedi ation
approach, and the inherent value of the linguistic resources
contained in the non-English language is denied. The public
di scourse about |anguage policy is al nost exclusively about
whet her the speakers of |anguages other than English are |earning
English rapidly enough. “LEP counts" are carefully nonitored
(Waggoner, 1984) nuch in the sanme way as society keeps track of
its incidence of diseases, but little public attention is given
to data on the variety and nunbers of citizens who do speak
| anguages ot her than English (F shnan, 1966; Veltman, 1983,
1988). To bring the point hone, consider the data recently
collected by the California State Departnment of Education (1990)
on the nunber of limted and fluent English-proficient students,
reproduced in Table 1. In the press as well as in political
circles, attention is alnost exclusively on the first col um,

seen as "the problent, with the second col umm bei ng those who

have been "cured'. Personally, | amnore interested in the fact,
for exanple, that there are over 7,000 children who are bilingual
in Farsi and Engli sh.

BlLINGUALI SM _OOGN TI VE FLEXIBILITY. AND METALI NGUJ STI C AWARENESS

As | have noted el sewhere in considerable detail (Hakuta,

1986), there is nowa lengthy literature on the topic of the
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effects of bilingualismon various aspects of the cognitive
functioning of children (the nost up-to-date and thoughtful
review can be found in Reynolds, in press). The literature has
its beginnings in the early 1900's, and one can easily identify a
"pivot" in the literature in 1962, when Elizabeth Peal and
Wl | ace Lanbert published a study in Psychol ogi cal Monographs
showi ng an advantage for bilingual children over nonol i ngual
children on various neasures of verbal and nonver bal
intelligence. Based on this work, they characterized the
bi lingual child as one "whose w der experiences in two cultures
have gi ven hi m advant ages whi ch a nonol i ngual does not enjoy.
Intellectually his experience wth two | anguage systens seens to
have left himwith a nmental flexibility, a superiority in concept
formation, a nore diversified set of nental abilities.... In
contrast, the nonolingual appears to have a nore unitary
structure of intelligence which he nust usé for all types of
intellectual tasks" (P 20). The research since that sen na
pi ece of work (whose met hodol ogical insight was to select the
bi l i ngual sanple ensuring that they indeed were proficient in
their two | anguages, rather than relying on unreliable indicators
of | anguage proficiency such as ethnicity) has generally shown a
favorabl e effect of bilingualismon a variety of neasures (see
D az, 1983, who gives a useful review of the various dependent
measures that have been used), although not w thout anbiguity

(see MacNab, 1979; Hakuta, 1986; Reynolds, in press).
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The good news about the positive effects of bilingualismin
the research after _1_962 stands in stark contrast with the gl oony
assessnents such as those represented by George Thonpson in his
textbook on child psychol ogy published in 1952, where he
concludes: "There can be no doubt that the child reared in a
bi I i ngual environment is handi capped in his |anguage growth. Gne
can debate the issue as to whether speech facility in two
| anguages is worth the consequent retardation in the comon
| anguage of the realm (P 367). A long parade of papers,
especially in the 1920's and 1930's, participated in the
deni gration of non-Northern European immgrants. Mich of this
work | ooked at their performance on the newy mnted 1Q tests,
and bilingualismwas certainly a factor involved in this
controversy. The probable best intentions of the individual
psychol ogi sts to be hel pful notwithstanding, it is evident froma
tel escopic view of the process that the net effect of this work
was to reinforce the preval ent views of society towards the new
immgrants (here represented by Francis V@l ker, president of
MI.T.): "These immgrants are beaten nen from beaten races,
representing the worst failures in the struggle for existence....
Europe is allowing its slums and its nost stagnant reservoirs of
degraded peasantry to be drained off upon our soil. (Quoted in
Ayres, 1909, p. 103).
G likely interest to the psychol ogi st reader were sone of
the reasons underlying the so-called "l anguage handi cap" of
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bilinguals. F orence Goodenough (1926), who was an ardent
advocate of the hereditarian position, went so far as to suggest
that groups with low intelligence |earned English nore slowy.
In Table 2, | have reproduced as an icon of the era her Table |
that conpares the | anguage retention rates anong different
| anguage groups, correlating these retention rates with group 1Q
scores. She interprets the data as follows: "This mght be
consi dered evidence that the use of a foreign |anguage in the
hone is one of the chief factors in producing nental retardation
as neasured by intelligence tests. A nore probable explanation
is that those nationality groups whose average intell ectual
ability is inferior do not readily |earn the new | anguage" (P
393) .

JimQummns (1976) wote an insightful paper that reviewed
the conflicting findings between the positive and negative
effects of bilingualism He concluded that the key difference
between the two lines of work had to do with whether the subjects
had indeed attained a "threshold* level of bilingualism Studies
after 1962 carefully controlled for level of bilingualism while
the earlier studies tended to select subjects on the basis of
ethnic criteria and therefore may have contai ned subjects who

were not really bilingual (in Hakuta, Diaz and Ferdman [1987], we
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refer to these as cognitive level bilingualismand societal |evel
bi lingualism respectively). Qummns concluded that there m ght
be a threshold | evel of bilingualismneeded to be attained before
the positive effects appear, and that if this level is not
attai ned, there nay be negative effects.

In a popul ati on where the native |anguage is val ued and the
second | anguage is seen as an enrichrment that does not threaten
the status of the native |anguage, individuals are likely to
attain a state of balanced bilingualism Lanbert (1975) used the
term"additive bilingualism to refer to this sociolinguistic
situation, a salient exanple being the situation in Canada where
t he Angl ophones are |earning French through imersion prograns,
yet the status of English is guaranteed due to the econom c and
soci al base of the language. On the other hand, Lanbert referred
to the situation of nost mnority |anguage groups as
"subtractive", where the native |anguage has |ow status and is
expected to be replaced by the ngjority |anguage. |In situations
of subtractive bilingualism individuals are less likely to
attain threshold levels of conpetence in the two | anguages.

Wiile it may be the case that positive effects of
bilingualismare nore likely to show up in bilingualism attained
by high-status najority group bilinguals in additive situations,
we have conducted research to show that these effects can be
found even in |anguage mnority groups, especially where the

native | anguage receives support through a bilingual education
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programw th an additive philosophy (the native |anguage is not
just a terrporary»crg—tch until English is learned, but rather an
asset to be developed for its own sake). Qur research was
conducted in the context of a bilingual education program for
Puerto R can children in New Haven, Gonnecticut, follow ng four
different cohorts of children starting at grades K, 1, 4 and 5
over a period of two to three years (Hkuta & D az, 1985; D az,
1985; Hakuta, 1987; Gal anbos & Hakuta, 1988; Hakuta, D az &
Ferdman, 1987). The nmai n met hodol ogi cal insight of the study was
to eschew bi |l i ngual - monol i ngual conparisons in favor of a wthin-
group design, using degree of bilingualism (proficiency attained |
In the second | anguage controlling for proficiency in the native
| anguage) as the predictor variable for a variety of cognitive
neasures (including the Raven's Coloured Progressive Matrices and
other intelligence neasures, as well as judgnents of
grammaticality and anbiguity of sentences). The results showed a
smal | but consistent positive effect of degree of bilingualismon
the cognitive neasures. |In Hakuta, D az and Ferdman, we discuss
these cognitive level findings in light of background survey work
on the bilingualismin the Puerto R can community that indicates
an overall subtractive pattern of bilingualism wth replacenent
of Spanish by English. W argued that the bilingual education
program can be seen only as a tenporary oasis of additive
bilingualismwthin a bigger picture of |oss of Spanish.

Nevert hel ess, even within this somewhat subtractive context for a
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linguistic mnority group, we were able to denonstrate a positive
effect of bilingualismthat is of simlar magnitude as that found
In additive bilingual settings where both | anguages are val ued.
Inplications
Recent work easily refute the early fears of the negative
consequences of bilingualism Now, it appears as though there
may be increased cognitive flexibility and awareness of | anguage
that acconpani es the devel opnent of two |anguages. In addition,
of course, there is the obvious (though strangely overl ooked)
benefit of gaining access to the culture of two | anguages. Thus,
there is much to be gained, both cognitively and |inguistically,
by mai ntai ni ng and devel opi ng the native | anguage of the
bilingual children, wunfortunately, bilingual education prograns
inthis country are prinmarily renedial, where success of the
programis judged by the rapidity w th which students can be
"exited" into English-only classroons (colum 1 kids in Table 1
noved to colum 2). Instances of school districts taking an
initiative in advancing true bilingualismas a goal for all of
their students are rare indeed, but they need to be studied as
potential nodels for how educational |eadership in this area
cones about (see Pease-A varez, 1989 for a case study of such a
district; Lindholm 1987 conpiled a list of school districts that
have inpl enmented "two-way" bilingual education prograns wth such

agoal inmnd). In sum the cognitive and |inguistic reasons
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are there for devel oping true bilingual education prograns. The
primary obstacles are programmati c and political in nature.

TRANSLATI ON_AND | NTERPRETATI ON SKILLS

Several years ago, | was sitting around with sone bili ngual
education teachers in New Haven tal ki ng about how entrenched
educators have becone in talking about the deficits of "LEP s".
At that point, Steve Strom a third-grade bilingual teacher, said
sonmething to the effect of: "If you want to take a | ook at
sonething that the kids can do, why don't you take a | ook at
their skills in translation? | have ny bilingual kids translate
all the tinme in the classroomsitting next to kids who just
arrive fromPuerto Rco. They're really good at it." That
comment |led us to conduct a series of studies on the nature of
translation and interpretation skills in bilingual ghi | dren
(Mal akof f & Hakuta, 1991; Mal akoff, 1991; Shannon, 1990).

In our experinments, we identified a group of 4th and 5th
grade Puerto R can Spani sh-English bilingual children who were
quite experienced in translating for their relatives, and
subjected themto a series of translation tasks, ranging from
response latency in translating words and sentences to witten
translation of short stories. Mst noteworthy perhaps was the
fact that they nmade very fewerrors in their translation, despite
the fact that we had set up the stimuli to cause difficulty if
the children were translating literally (we included stimuli wth

I di onmati c expressions and phrases where word order in Spanish and
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English differed). W also found that translation efficiency on
any given task (as neasured in response |atency) was a function
of two paraneters: their linguistic proficiency in the target
| anguage (the | anguage they are translating into) and their
ability to access the lexicons of the two | anguages (as neasured
in a task where a decision had to be made on whether a particul ar
word was a Spani sh word or an English word). The latter, we
bel i eved, could be considered a "translation proficiency" that
may devel op i ndependent of the two | anguage proficiencies (thus
accounting for what trainers of translators and interpreters have
told us, that sinple bilingual proficiency is not sufficient).
Finally, reflecting the general subtractive nature of the
bi l'ingual situation, we found that subjects in general were
faster translating into English than into Spanish (i.e., they
were domnant in English). Finally, using a |less sel ected group
of bilingual subjects fromthe sane school district, we found a
simlar pattern of results, and nost recently, Malakoff (1991) in
her doctoral dissertation found simlar results with a group of
hi gh-status additive French-English bilinguals in an
I nternational school in Geneva.
Thus, we concluded that translation is a natural skill that
is available to all bilingual children in subtractive and
addi tive settings, although there are individual differences in
translation proficiency. W also believe that translation is a

netal i nguistic skill par excellance because it requires the
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continuous conparison of the two |anguages (see Mal akoff, 1991
for a detailed theoretical discussion and the possible
rel ati onship between translation and other |inguistic skills,
I ncl udi ng par aphr ase) .
Inplications
Al t hough | anguage educators in both foreign | anguage and
bilingual education are rightfully wary of translation as a
pedagogi cal tool for teaching a second |anguage, it is
appropriate to consider its use as a way of anplifying the
bi | i ngual know edge and skills in children who have acquired a
neasure of proficiency in the two |anguages. W have introduced
translation as a way of enhancing | anguage awareness with m ddl e
school and high school |anguage mnority students (Shannon, 1990;
Val qui, 1989). The prograns were devel oped wth the bel i ef that
there are both psycholinguistic and sociolinguistic aspects to
t he devel oprment of awareness about | anguage. Psycholinguistic
awareness refers to know edge and appreciation of the fornal
aspects of |anguage, such as phonology (e.g., the /p/ and /b/
sounds are distinguished differently in English than in Spani sh)
and grammar (e.g., Spanish systematically nmarks the distinction
between inperfect and preterite past tense on verbs, while
English does not). Sociolinguistic anareness refers to know edge
and appreci ation of |anguage use and variation, such as the fact
that people fromdifferent regions of the country speak

differently. W believe that it is possible to use translation
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as a way of enhancing both of these aspects of netalinguistic
awareness as well as the status of bilingualismby highlighting
it as a noble and sophisticated skill —the crowning achi evenent
of bilingualism (see Wl qui, 1989).
GHARACTER STI CGS_CF LANGUACE SH FT

In a recent series of studies, we have been investigating
the nature of the mai ntenance and [ oss of Spanish in two
communities in Northern California. Al though survey data
indicate a rapid two-generation shift to English even anong
Spani sh speaki ng groups (L6épez, 1978; Veltnan, 1988), there is
little data on actual proficiency and the psychol ogy underlying
this process. 1In one study (Hakuta & D Andrea, in press), we
| ooked at about 300 hi gh school students of Mexican background in
Watsonville, a rural conmunity whose denographic characteristics
woul d be ideally suited for the mai ntenance of Spanish. The
subjects were given a battery of paper and pencil tests of
Spani sh and English proficiency (vocabulary production
grammati cal judgnent, and cloze), as well as a questionnaire that
elicited immagration background information, self-reported
| anguage choice and attitudes towards bilingualism Based on
self-report, the subjects were divided into the foll ow ng
I mm gration background groups (called Depth):

Depth 1. Born in Mexico, arrived in the USA > 10 years ol d.

Depth 22 Born in Mexico, arrived in the USA between the

ages of 6 and 10 years old inclusively;
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Depth 3: Born in Mexico, arrived in the USA when 5 years
ol d or younger; ) ,
Depth 4. Born in the USA, both parents born in Mxico;
Depth 5: Born in the USA, at |least one parent born in the
USA;
Cepth 6: Born in the USA at |east one parent and
associ ated grandparents born in the USA
Wth respect to English and Spani sh proficiency, the basic
results are reproduced in Figure 1. Essentially, the |argest
difference in English proficiency is found between Depths 1 and
2, after which between-cohort differences are vastly di mnished.
Essentially, there is rapid acquisition of English proficiency.
More inportantly, wth respect to Spanish proficiency, there is
no loss of Spanish proficiency thru Depth 4, after which there is
a precipitous drop. Thus, the loss of Spanish can be said to
occur alnmost in a categorical manner. The students in Depths 2,
3 and 4 are strong bilinguals, but as | indicated earlier, this
resour ce di sappears rapidly across generations.
The | anguage choice data offers an interesting contrast to
the categorical shift observed with proficiency. As can be

readily seen in Figure 2, which shows | anguage choice for
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different interlocutors, there is a continuous shift towards
Engl i sh across the di fferent Ebpth‘cohorts. Thi s suggests that
as soon as English éiarts to becone avail abl e as a nedi um of
comuni cation, the shift towards its use as the prinmary |anguage
begi ns.
Anot her key aspect of the study was the role of attitudes.
In particular, a scale of questions dealing with attitudes
towards a bilingual naintenance orientation significantly
predi cted | anguage choi ce, but not Spanish proficiency. n the
ot her hand, Spanish proficiency was predicted by the |anguage
choice of adults at hore.
Thus, fromthis pattern of results, we infer that there is
| oss of Spani sh proficiency across but not wthin generations,
and there is loss of Spani sh choice both within and\across
generations. Further, the loss of Spanish proficiency is related
to the adult |anguage choice in the honme, but the loss of Spanish
choice is related to attitudes towards Spanish and bilingualism
The main point for purposes of this paper is that |anguage
proficiency is separable from|anguage choi ce. Language
proficiency is primarily a cognitive/psycholinguistic variabl e,
whi | e | anguage choice is a sociolinguistic one. Qur study seens
to indicate that the cognitive aspects of the native |anguage
(i.e., proficiency) is relatively resistant to attrition once a
certain level of proficiency has been attained (we are currently

designing a study to establish this level), and that it tends to
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crunbl e across generations because parents becone bilingual and
then make English available for use in the home. On the ot her
hand, the social aspects of the native |anguage (i.e., choice)
wi Il begin varying as soon as English becones avail able, and will
be influenced by social psychol ogical variables.
Recently, we have al so been interview ng 10-year ol d

children fromthe equivalents of Depths 3, 4 and 5 about their
| anguage choice. Based on prelimnary anal yses of the
interviews, a striking feature of the explanations about their
| anguage choice is the extent to which they justify them by
referring to the limted English skills of their interlocutof
(for exanple, their nother). The nuance is that the child' s
shift towards English is only limted by the interlocutor's
skills in English.

| npli cations

The evi dence suggests that there is rapid attrition of the
native | anguage in the popul ati on of speakers of |anguages ot her
than English, even in the case of Spanish. Mich of this shift to
Engl i sh appears attributable to social psychol ogical factors,
rather than to cognitive factors. Indeed, the cognitive
retention of |language within an individual is quite inpressive
(this is apparently so even in the case of foreign | anguage
proficiency once a given |level of proficiency is attained, as
suggested in the intriguing work by Bahrick, 1984). Thus, wth

speakers of |anguages other than English, prograns to enhance
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bi | i ngual i sm shoul d probably focus on the social val ue of
| anguages.
CONCLUSI ONS
The nunber and variety of speakers of |anguages other than
English in the schools is clearly a striking feature of today's
student popul ation (wtness the variety in Table 1). |If history
is any predictor, the languages of these students will at best
stay around for their generation, but will not be passed on to
their children. Unfortunately, public concern that these
students are not |learning English is msplaced, for immgrants
nore than anyone know all too well the social and economc status
of the English | anguage. However, the politics of bilingualism
are such that even advocates of bilingual education have found
thensel ves backed into a corner, where the prograns are justified
sinply on the basis of their ability to teach English rapidly.
The inventory of languages in this country should be valued in

their own right, and their preservation the goal of society.
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TABLE 1.

Nunber of

~Limted and Fl uent-English-Proficient
Students in California Public School s,

1990. Source: California State Departnment of
Education, 1990
Limted- Fl uent -
Engl i sh- Engli sh-
profi ci ent profi ci ent

Language students student s Tot al
Spani sh 655, 097 408, 280 1, 063, 377
Vi et namese 34,934 27,681 62, 615
Pilipino 16, 338 35,135 51, 473
Cant onese 21,154 23,113 44, 267
Kor ean 13, 389 20,178 33, 567
Canbodi an 19,234 5,243 24, 477
Hrong 18, 091 3,824 21,915
Mandar i n 7,201 13, 257 20, 458
Lao 12,177 4,275 16, 452
Arneni an 9,046 3,021 12, 067
Japanese 5, 505 6,541 12,046
Farsi 4,875 7,041 11,916
O her Chinese 3,293 4,220 7,513
Por t uguese 2,830 4,601 7.431
Arabic 2,771 3,248 6, 019
Punj abi 2,093 2,161 4,254
Hi ndi 1,74 1.892 3, 646
M en 2,84 508 3,342
Sanoan 1,490 1,842 3,332
I'l ocano 1,041 1,468 2,509
Hebr ew WG4 1,39 2,303
Russi an 1,510 669 2,179
Thai 852 985 1.837
Tongan 956 610 1, 566
Tai vanese 560 8% 1459
Qther Filipino S84 853 1437
Romani an 820 504 1,324
Ger man 307 956 1. 263
Gujarati 501 705 1, 206
Urdu 39% 413 809
French 265 539 8
Assyrian 415 384 70
Italian 153 443 596
Pasht o 375 128 503
Pol i sh 247 201 448
I ndonesi an 2% 152 447
Q eek 103 310 413
Vi sayan 148 130 278
Hungari an o] 103 202
Dut ch 58 122 180
Quarani an 48 123 171
Bur nese 7 85 164
Croatian 30 125 155
Native Anerican 61 85 146
Turki sh 27 41 63
Serbi an 13 2 35
Al'l other |anguages 16,578 32,990 49, 563
State totals 861, 531 621, 505 1,483.0%
Per cent 58.0% 42.0% 100. 0%

by Language,



TABLE 2. Fl orence Goodenough's (1926) Table | conparing foreign
| anguage retention to group intelligence.

TABLE |
PERSISTENCE OF FOREIGN LANGUAGE COMPARED WITH INTELLIGENCE
Foreign '
Nationality Language Median 1Q
Ratio -
German. ... 20.1t0100 102.3
Danish.......... ... i . 31-6"100 @ eeees
RoumanianJew...................... 39.7" 100 98.0
Norwegian.......ooooviieeiineaa.. 49.2" 100 103.8
Swedish...oooooiiiiiii 53.1" 100 1019
Bohcmian...................ooo il 76.9" 100
Austrian...........cooviiiiiiin.. 77.8" 100 995
RussianJew..........covvvvinninn. 79.7" 100 98.0
Italian....... ... 86.4" 100 775
SlovaK...oooiiiiiiiiii e 834" 100 85.6
Finnish........ooooiiiiiiiiit 97.4" 100 90.0

e e —



FI GURE 1.

Mean Slandardized Language Proficisnoy

11

10

Mean standardi zed Spanish and English |anguage
proficiency neasures for six Depth cohorts (Depth 1:
Born in Mexico, arrived in the USA > 10 years ol d;
Depth 2: Born in Mexico, arrived in the USA between the
ages of 6 and 10 years old inclusively; Depth 3. Born
in Mexico, arrived in the USA when 5 years old or
younger; Depth 4: Born in the USA, both parents born in
Mexi co; Depth 5. Born in the USA, at |east one parent
born in the.USA Depth 6. Born in the USA at |east one
parent and associ ated grandparents born in the USA).
Source: Hakuta & D Andrea, in press.
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