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Abstract:

The literature on migrants and social adjustment in Australia has been limited, with
theories on acculturation surpassing empirical knowledge. Additionally, most research in
this arena has centered on biosocial correlates of adult migrant activity; few Australianbased studies have investigated empirically the impact of acculturation strategies on
familial and structural marginalization among migrant youth. Using the underpinning
constructs of biculturalism across multiple domains, this thesis examines how ethnic selfidentification and self-esteem are mediated by the adoption of bicultural (culturally
integrated) or culturally separated strategies of adjustment, and how this in turn may
relate to negative adjustment outcomes such as alienating migrant youth from their
families (familial marginalization) and from salient social/governance structures
(structural marginalization) in their lives. This proposed relationship is articulated in a
hypothesized 6-factor model relating the constructs of: Self-Esteem, Ethnic Identity,
Cultural Integration, Cultural Separation, Familial Marginalization, and Structural
Marginalization. The robustness of the relationship between these constructs is then
further tested using a scale of self-reported antisocial behaviour.

The proposed mediation model is tested across 330 first and second-generation youth
migrants from South-East Asia using structural equation modeling (SEM) and multiplegroup analyses. The measurement model was evaluated using a series of confirmatory
factor analyses to assess the factor structure of each of the 6 latent constructs examined
for both first- and second-generation migrant youth samples: Congeneric (1-factor)
models were tested separately for each construct, and configural and measurement
equivalence across generations was assessed.

The full structural model was then

estimated and tested for factorial equivalence and multi-group invariance across
generation 1 and 2 cohorts using both aggregate and individual item scores. Results from
this arm of the study indicate that the hypothesized multi-group model for familial and
structural marginalization is well fitting across generation 1 and 2 migrants, and that
significant differences exist in the relationship between independent, mediating and
outcome variables when comparing generation 1 and 2 cohorts. Results from the second
iii

arm of the study exploring the prediction of antisocial behaviour from the proposed
model of cultural and

social adjustment indicate that self-esteem, familial

marginalization, and structural marginalization added significantly to the prediction of
antisocial behaviour for the generation 1 cohort, while only structural marginalization
significantly predicted antisocial behaviour for the generation 2 cohort. In terms of
descriptive data, this study also reports frequency and correlational statistics obtained
from preliminary means-testing procedures.

This study contributes to work in the field of migrant adjustment by adopting a
multidimensional approach to defining and examining the constructs of ethnic identity
and acculturation, and by exploring how these constructs interact to predict experiences
of marginalization and antisocial behaviour in South-East Asian youth. More globally,
this has implications for how cultural identity and socialization practices may be shaped
in a range of settings to which young migrants may become exposed (e.g. schools,
refugee detention centers, offender rehabilitation programs) to ameliorate the risk of
marginalization and criminalization.
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1.

Introduction

1.1

Broad Research Objectives
Research interest into the area of cultural adaptation, marginalization and crime

amongst migrants in Australia draws its strength from the historical notion that Australia
is a continent peopled entirely by migration. The earliest wave of immigrants were
believed to have been of South-East Asian extraction, and dated back to 40,000 BP.
From these, an estimated 300,000 Aboriginal people descended and were resident in
Australia before the arrival of the First Fleet (Hazlehurst, 1987). Since then, increasing
numbers of sojourners from a spectrum of countries (e.g. British Isles, Europe, Asia,
North America, China, Pacific Regions) have arrived on Australian shores to become
permanent settlers.

Their arrival has taken place in ‘waves’ charted against vastly

different social, economic and political backdrops (more fully explored in chapter 2).
Their reception in Australia has also been uneven – with popular early discourse framed
within a ‘White Australia Policy’ that embodied “… deeply embedded cultural
insecurities … often aggravated by the blurring of boundaries and the hybrid identities
that are part and parcel of globalisation” (Jayasuriya, Walker, & Gothard, 2003, p.4). Of
the racial prejudices encountered by migrants (e.g. in areas of employment, social
mobility and participation), research indicates that it has been migrants who are ‘visibly
different’ who are most often targeted (Tilbury & Colic-Peisker, 2007).

As well, a West

Australian study comparing community attitudes in three politically sensitive areas
indicates that negativity toward ‘Asian Australians’ mirrored similar sentiments toward
asylum seekers and Indigenous Australians (Pedersen, Watt, & Griffiths, 2007).

This

conflation of race, nation and culture as threats to social harmony, cohesion and stability
also found expression in a 1996 parliamentary speech that opposed Asian immigration on
the grounds that “Asian migrants formed ghettos and did not assimilate” (Jayasuriya, &
Pookong, 1999, p.16). Thus it was that the language of social cohesion moved from a
demarcation of ‘race’ (frequently referred to as ‘the old racism’ by social theorists) to one
of ‘cultural difference’ (that essentially associates racial homogeneity with social
cohesion), while extolling the boundaries of acceptance / rejection of group membership
1

and rationalizes the marginalization of the culturally different. The politics of this
cultural history is considered in this thesis to be integral to the charting of migrant ethnic
identity1, and is explored in greater detail in the next chapter.
The early link between potential criminality amongst immigrant groups and their
(in)ability to adjust to the challenges of cultural change drew strength from the backlog of
racially stereotyped assumptions regarding migrants. These concerns culminated in a
federal inquiry into the legal conduct of migrants under the chairmanship of Justice W.R.
Dovey. Three reports (Dovey, 1952, 1955, 1957) were published. All three noted the
difference in crime rates between foreign-born (migrants) and native-born (AngloAustralian) residents, with the former being significantly under-represented in criminal
conviction figures. Differences between migrant groups were also noted. Court statistics
indicated that conviction rates for Eastern European males most closely approximated
those for Anglo-native males, as compared to their Southern and Asian counterparts
(Hazlehurst, 1987). Distinction in the types of crimes committed by immigrants pointed
to a greater incidence of ‘crimes against the person’ and ‘sex offences’ than was the case
in the native-born population (Francis, 1972). Despite this, an investigation by the same
Committee into the perception of migrants as community members by employers, trade
unions and professionals uncovered unanimous testimony to migrant honesty and social
responsibility (Francis, 1972).

These findings appeared however to have been

contradicted when data from the 1963 New South Wales Yearbook compared migrant
crime rates (using the categories UK and European-born) unfavourably to native-born
rates (using the category Australasian-born). Apart from differences in data collection
and crime-recording methods, one explanation put forward to account for this
discrepancy in findings was the increasing entry into crime amongst second-generation
migrant youth. This possibility had in fact been forecasted in an appendix to the Third
Dovey Report (Dovey, 1957) by Norval Morris, who cited the experience of culturalconflict (between parent and host value systems) as the main factor influencing the
development of cross-generational criminality (Morris, 1957).

In 1960, a report on

It is noted that contemporary definitions of ‘ethnic identity’ makes conceptual distinctions between the
identity categories for which membership eligibility is determined by attributes associated with descent
(including ancestry, region of origin, and cultural characteristics). This is more fully explored in Chapter
2.3).
1
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“…The Progress and Assimilation of Migrant Children in Australia…” presented to the
Australian Citizenship Convention referred specifically to the issue of delinquency
amongst migrant youth.

It cited possible socio-pathological reasons for migrant

youngsters’ drift into deviant subcultures, charted the trend of offences committed by this
group, and made due recommendation to immigration authorities as to procedures to curb
its development.
Collectively, these efforts heralded an assimilationist perspective to migrant
resettlement – where the goal of ‘successful’ cultural adaptation also conversely resulted
in the erosion of migrants’ relationship with their culture-of-origin (e.g. language,
practices, values, traditions and identifications) (Killian, 2002). A number of different
crime theories also attempted to explain generational differences in the frequency and
intensity of crime commission amongst immigrants: social learning theorists favoured
explanations involving negative behavioural modelling and reinforcement by deviant
peer groups more prevalent in second generation migrants who were more estranged from
traditional community ties; strain and anomie theorists posited arguments outlining the
alienation created by competing value structures between first and second generation
migrants; and social control theorists explored the view that structural factors (e.g.
discrimination by the host society) impact negatively on second generation migrants
whose connection with their co-ethnic group is increasingly tenuous. In a similar vein,
one example of a broad explanation for culture-mediated delinquency that has held sway
in cross-cultural research for many years has been collectively referred to as ‘cultureconflict theories’. Within the confines of this approach, culture conflict was understood
as being exhibited in a number of ways: the dissonance between the host community and
adult migrant values, or the discord between sets of imported parental and host
community values with which (largely) second generation migrants have become
identified. In both cases, social-behavioural disorders were described as the natural
consequences of such intrapsychic disturbance. However, early studies utilising a
cultural-conflict approach did not deal consistently with the ‘generational-difference’
variable among migrants: Ribordy (1972) using a sample of Italian subjects in Montreal
pronounced that migrant crime rates were related to age at arrival but independent of
duration of stay, while a review of American literature on the topic concluded that
3

second-generation migrant crime rates significantly surpassed both first-generation
migrant and native rates (Shoham, 1970). Despite their discrepant findings, the studies
underscored the value of the ‘generational’ variable in explaining migrant adjustment and
marginalization (Francis, 1981; Phinney, 1992).
More recent research has furthered this line of investigation, proposing that
bicultural competence emphasizing maintenance of ethnic values and participation in host
cultural communities may be strategically adaptive for migrant youth growing up in a
non-heritage culture (Berry, Phinney, Sam, & Vedder, 2006a; Berry et al, 2006b; Le &
Stockdale, 2008). This in turn spurred research interest concerning the role of ethnic
identity and esteem in the process of cultural adjustment, as well as in how cultural selfidentification and acculturation may be conceptualized and measured. Literature in the
fields of social and cross-cultural psychology has approached the study of cultural
adjustment in migrant populations from different theoretical perspectives (these are
explored in chapter 2).

Pivotal studies by Berry and his colleagues 2 proposed two

independent dimensions of acculturation that underpinned the process of acculturation:
migrants’ links to their heritage and their host cultures (Berry, 1980). This and other
bidimensional models ultimately denote four ‘sectors’ that describe contrasting
acculturation attitudes3 – assimilation, separation, marginalization, and integration. The
methodological distinctions between bidimensional models of cultural adjustment and
their unidimensional counterparts are discussed in this thesis (section 2.2.1) as well as
how these constructs have continued to develop in the field and the research issues that
remain. Correspondingly, measures of acculturation developed to assess the quantum of
adjustment in migrant populations and their limitations are also discussed (section 2.2.2),
as are factors associated with cultural adjustment and marginalization (section 2.4).
From a research perspective therefore, early investigations of migrant criminality
represented the first forays into the sociologically and politically vexatious issue of
migrant cultural adjustment. Since then, the challenge to better inform the public on this

2

This model has been referred to in later studies in the cross-cultural arena as Berry’s Theory of
Acculturation.
3
This has been defined in Berry’s work as “… [an expression of] how individuals are seeking to
acculturate” (Berry et al, 2006, p306).

4

issue has been taken up by practitioners in psychological, criminological, and
sociological research streams. This study represents a further exploration of the many
complex issues that coalesce to increase the risk of social exclusion and/or
marginalization, which in turn may be predictive of legally wrongful and / or anti-social
behaviour in individuals from migrant backgrounds living in Australia. It aims to extend
the work on crime in adult migrant populations by examining the issue of adjustment
factors that are implicated in delinquency development amongst first and secondgeneration migrant youth. To this end, the present study focuses on first4 and second5generation migrants from South-East Asia6, and attempts to chart the impact of cultural
adaptation processes faced by these migrants on the subsequent development of
marginalization and antisocial / offending behaviours.
This study aims to make the following broad contributions to the field:
1. To investigate the process of cultural adjustment using data collected from
generation 1 and 2 youth migrants to Australia from South-East Asia;

2. To propose a model of migrant cultural adaptation (underpinned by the
bidimensional constructs in Berry’s Theory of Acculturation), and its association
with negative adjustment outcomes.

3. To examine generational differences in cultural adjustment and demographic
indicators and outcomes (i.e. To test the model using multi-group structural
equation modelling for structural and configural equivalence, and to report
demographic data differences from descriptive statistical analyses between
generation 1 and 2 youth migrant cohorts respectively).

4

Migrants who were themselves born in a SEA country other than Australia, but who currently residing in
Australia.
5
Migrants who were themselves born in Australia, but whose parents were born in a SEA country other
than Australia.
6
Including the following countries of origin: Vietnam, Cambodia, Singapore, Malaysia, Hong Kong,
Thailand, Philippines, Korea, Burma/Myanmar, Indonesia.

5

4. To examine how anti-social / offending behaviours amongst migrant youth are
influenced by the variables in the proposed model (i.e. To test the applicability of
this model against a scale of self-reported anti-social behaviour using multiple
linear regression analysis).
To this end and in accordance with previous research findings, the proposed model
specifies the following constructs:
a. Associated acculturation factors ‘self-esteem’ and ‘ethnic identity’ as independent
constructs and exogenous variables;

b.

Acculturation strategies ‘cultural integration’ and ‘cultural separation’ as
dependent constructs and endogenous variables;

c.

Negative adjustment indicators ‘structural marginalization’ and ‘familial
marginalization’ as dependent constructs and mediating variables.

1.2

Thesis Structure
This thesis is divided into six chapters: Chapter 2 begins with an examination of

the historical and current trends of South-East Asian migration to Australia, and provides
an overview of the literature on the conceptualization and measurement of cultural
adjustment amongst migrant populations, and the factors associated with acculturation
and marginalization. Chapter 3 articulates the research questions underpinning this
study, the latent constructs investigated, and the hypothesized relationships between these
constructs (within the proposed model). This chapter also confronts the issue that the
data informing the hypotheses in this study was collected some years ago, and addresses
the relevance of its use in relation to the overarching purpose of the study. Chapter 4
describes the methodology of the study, the subject-sample, and the measurement
instruments used. Chapter 5 combines the main statistical findings with the theoretical
infrastructure to present a “fitted” model of migrant youth acculturation and delinquency.

6

Chapter 6 provides some concluding arguments in relation to the findings, and
recommendations for future research foci and directions.

7

2

Literature Review
My primary aim in this chapter is to provide an overview of the research in the

area of migrant cultural adaptation, and its application to the analysis of the acculturation
processes and outcomes of migrants from Asian and South-East Asian backgrounds to
Australia. The chapter thus begins with an examination of the historical aspects of
Australian immigration, the changing cultural and population landscape encountered by
migrants (in particular, migrants of Asian descent), as well as salient social issues
pertaining to generational differences (i.e. between first and second generation cohorts) in
migrant populations. This chapter then considers the definitions, development, and
measurement of key constructs that remain central to the literature on acculturation (and
to this thesis), including cultural adjustment, ethnic identity, self-esteem, and cultural
marginalization. As part of the research focus in this study, this chapter also investigates
the relationships between these constructs in the literature, and their impact on manifest
anti-social / delinquent behaviours amongst migrant youth.

Where possible, study

findings involving migrant youth and/or migrants from South-East Asian backgrounds
are highlighted.

2.1

Historical Trends of Asian7 and South-East Asian Migration to Australia
Migration to Australia is a phenomenon that is seen to have taken place in

‘waves’. Since the arrival of the First Fleet in 1788, and the subsequent establishment of
Australia as a distant British colony, migration has continued to dominate the social and
political agenda – viewed in turn as favourable happenstance and unsolicited infliction.
The literature concedes that this first ‘wave’ of immigrants was made up primarily of
Anglo-Saxon and Protestant British settlers (Hazlehurst, 1987), many of whom were
7

It is acknowledged that this is a census-based definition of the socio-political taxonomy. Hence, it likely
does not adhere to a singular construct that crosses geo-political boundaries. Within the Australian census
context, this term is used to include people from central, south, southeast and northeast Asia. The subject
sample for this study are first and second generation migrants from South-East Asia. Some of the countries
in this category include: Maritime Southeast Asia, comprising Indonesia, East Malaysia, Singapore,
Philippines, East Timor, Brunei, and Mainland Southeast Asia, comprising Cambodia, Laos, Myanmar
(Burma), Thailand, Vietnam, and West Malaysia.

8

either products of convict re-settlement schemes, or recipients of ‘bounty-settler’ benefits
(i.e., where the government provided financial bounty in exchange for settlers). These
systems were devised to ease the burden of a burgeoning population in Britain, and to
alleviate rising poverty and unemployment whilst strengthening the status of its colonial
outpost.

This manner of feeding the Australian labour market culminated in the

importation of cheap labour from other domiciled countries of the Empire: India and the
South Pacific Islands (I. Castles, 1992). It is noteworthy that this era of Australian
immigration policy boasted few ‘free settlers’ who had become immigrants of their own
accord – most simply falling in line with assisted migration programs.
The second, and arguably most notable, ‘wave’ of migration occurred during the
heady days of the Victorian Gold Rush in the 1850s. Large numbers of Chinese arrived
to seek their fortunes in the gold mines. Most of these sojourners and immigrants were
young adult males whose singular task was to acquire and transport their newfound
wealth back to their original homelands to support their families. Consequently, very few
attempted to acculturate to their host environment, preferring to exist in the security of
‘ethnic ghettos’.

In combination with the threats posed by the erosion of working

conditions brought on by the sheer volume of Chinese labour, the seeds for a new brand
of nationalism characterized by fear and distrust of foreigners were sown. This was
acknowledged by historian Charles Price in his observation that “the Chinese were the
anvil on which the new young societies were strongly hammering out their national
identity” (Price, 1974, cited in Jayasuriya, 1997). Apart from the Chinese, other nonBritish settlers at this stage included the Irish, Scandinavians, Germans, Italians and
Greeks. Unlike the Chinese, whose labour was largely confined to the gold mines, these
immigrant groups sought occupation in other industries including mining, fishing,
building, market gardening, and wine-making.

From an economic perspective their

British counterparts who perceived their efforts to be in competition with Australian
workers greeted their involvement in these trades with suspicion and hostility. Where
this involved allegations of strike breaking and ‘scab’ labour, violence sometimes erupted
(Jayasuriya, 1997).

From a social perspective, differences in religious beliefs and

cultural values also helped to escalate intergroup tensions, demarcating more fixedly the
boundaries between in-groups and out-groups.
9

These worrisome insecurities in turn

fuelled the development of ethnic intolerance, and heralded the arrival of the White
Australia Policy, the form of the Immigration Restriction Act (1901).
Upon the passing of the Immigration Restriction Act (1901) into statute, the
population of Chinese and other Asian immigrants began its predictable decline.
Between 1901 and 1945, migrants to Australia were mainly British (S. Castles, 1992).
During this period, Australia’s economic role as a British outpost became cemented in
national consciousness. The boom years of the 1920s following World War I saw the
rapid increase in numbers of Italian and Southern European migrants in spite of the
‘White Australia Policy’. This was largely due to the actions of America in deflecting
potential migrants to Australia whilst entering its own period of migrant restriction. The
depression years of the 1930s leading up to World War II witnessed an increase in
migrants to Australia from the Central and Eastern European countries of Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Austria and Hungary. The fallout from World War II however, was to
effect changes in both the political economy and migration landscape of Australia.

In

1945, the Australian Department of Immigration was set up under the leadership of
Arthur Calwell. As a reaction to post-war fears of Japanese invasion, Calwell’s mandate
became popularised as “to populate or perish”.

He strove to attain an annual 2%

population growth in order to recruit workers for an emerging manufacturing base. This
translated to approximately 70,000 migrants per year. To fulfil the goal of maintaining
cultural purity, a ratio of 10 British migrants to each “foreigner” imported was set (S.
Castles, 1992).

When Britain was unable to meet this level of demand for migrants,

people from Eastern Europe and later, Southern Europe, were then recruited. In concert
with 17,000 refugees from Europe who sought and received sanctuary from Australia
between 1947 and 1951, a third “wave’ of migration took its place (Francis, 1986).
Numerically the most significant change to beset the Australian migration terrain,
the effects of mass immigration in the four decades following World War II has resulted
in the doubling of numbers of Australian residents born overseas. Additionally, while
only 3% of overseas-born Australians were non-British in 1947, by the 1980s, this
percentage had increased to almost half the proportion of overseas-born Australians
(Jayasuriya, 1997). By 1966, it became evident that the Immigration Restriction Act had
10

outlived its usefulness, and moves were made to relax the stranglehold it had on the rights
of entry to Australia by people of non-Anglo-Celtic and Asian descent. The Act was
totally abolished in 1972 by the Whitlam government. In the mid-1970s, the government
also spelt out new policies on the intake of refugees. Consequently, the numbers of IndoChinese migrants from South East Asia increased by more than 300% in the ten-year
period between 1976 and 1986. Most of these consisted of migrants from Vietnam, Laos,
Kampuchea, Malaysia and the Philippines (I. Castles, 1992). This became viewed as the
fourth migratory ‘wave’, and provides the context for the migration of the generation 1
and 2 subjects in this study.
The graph below8 (Figure 2.1.1a) depicts the migration trend from 1891 to the
most recent census of 2011, and reflects the impact of the historical events described on
migration numbers to Australia. Census data9 also indicate that, as at 30 June 2011, 27%
(6 million people) of the estimated resident population was born overseas – an increase of
3.9% (1.5 million people) from migration numbers in 2001.
Figure 2.1.1a: Overseas-born Population (%) in Australia (1891-2011)6

8
9

Data sourced from the Australian Bureau of Statistics.
ABS: 2011 Census of Population and Housing.
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In relation to Western Australia data, census data for Perth and surrounding areas
indicate that migrants from South-East Asian countries have increased steadily between
1941 and 2011. The table below (table 2.1.1b) documents the population from a number
of South-East Asian countries represented by the subjects in this study.
Table 2.1.1b: South-East Asian Migrant Population in Perth, Western Australia (1941 to
2011)6.
Period

Countries of Origin (SEA)
Cambodia

Indonesia

Malaysia

Singapore

Thailand

Vietnam

Total
Migrant
Pop
WA

Pre1941

0

3

20

9

0

0

2215

19411950

0

60

76

89

0

0

11694

19511960

0

209

223

153

9

6

32719

19611970

0

103

1071

474

32

20

82902

19711980

21

281

2412

1523

192

1650

74082

19811990

463

1037

6799

2389

716

4513

103010

19912000

116

2667

3058

2333

790

2564

88890

20012005

75

1646

3070

2347

740

750

2006

30

432

929

642

283

249

2007

32

509

1086

563

335

378

2008

38

595

1415

628

339

435

2009

58

575

1213

646

554

418

2010

34

586

1174

663

404

287

2011

11

308

856

524

183

146

20417

Total

937

9401

24166

13445

4851

12157

652869

236940

Congruently, most recent (2011) population census data for Australia indicates
that the top responses for ‘languages spoken in the home’ include Mandarin (1.3%),
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Cantonese (0.8%), and Vietnamese (0.7%), and that there were a total of 57,061 people
from WA of South-East Asian ancestry, of whom 27,049 lived in the local government
areas (LGAs) of Bayswater, Canning, Gosnells, Melville, Perth, Stirling, Swan, Victoria
Park, and Wanneroo10. By comparison, data from the previous (2006) population census
indicates that 16,989 people of South-East Asian ancestry lived in the same LGAs.
Although this increase has not been as marked as prior migratory waves, census figures
would suggest that migrant numbers from South East Asia will continue to be a stable
part of the Australian cultural landscape. In relation to fluency in English and other
language/s, 2011 census data indicate that more migrants from the South-East Asian
cultural groups included in this study spoke English and another language very well or
well, compared with those who spoke English and another language not well or not at all.
This is illustrated in the following table (Table 2.1.1c).
Table 2.1.1c:
Country of Origin

English and Other Language Fluency of South-East Asian Migrants to
Perth 6
Fluency of English and Other Language Spoken
English
only
(%)

English +
other lang
very well
(%)

English +
other lang
well

English +
other lang
not well (%)

(%)

Total
English +
other lang
not at all

(%)

(%)

Burma

0.43

0.40

0.42

0.28

0.08

1.61

Vietnam

1.26

8.23

6.37

5.76

1.49

23.1

Thailand

0.74

0.88

1.7

0.63

0.05

4

Cambodia

0.44

0.99

0.75

0.75

0.18

3.11

Malaysia

0.82

0.89

0.57

0.11

0.03

2.42

Singapore

0.23

0.15

0.03

0

0

0.41

Indonesia

0.71

1.35

1.34

0.28

0.06

3.73

Philippines

6.34

9.72

4.46

0.47

0.08

21.07

India

9.02

22.05

7.18

1.48

0.78

40.5

Total

19.99

44.66

22.83

9.77

2.75

100

10

These are the LGAs from which data for this study was collected.
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2.1.1 Mono-Racialism to Multiculturalism: A Brief History of the Development of
Australian Cultural Identity
As important as it is to understand the impact of population statistics on culture, it
is also essential to have an overview of the cultural landscape within which these
populations exist. Research has indicated that the social context in which migrants have
to frame their adjustment process significantly influences the ease and quality of that
process.

Studies into negative cross-ethnic encounters and perceived racial

discrimination have been linked with increased stress levels in minority group members
(Clark, Anderson, Clark, & Williams, 1999).

Additionally, investigations into

psychological adjustment and migrant distress have borne out the hypothesis that
increases in psychological distress is associated with greater perceived racial
discrimination and lower levels of coping resources (Mak & Nesdale, 2001).
This section attempts to provide a sketch of the landscape furnished by Australian
cultural policies that have taken the migrant sojourner from mono-racialism to
multiculturalism. It provides a backdrop against which the individual ‘emic’ variables of
self-esteem, culture contact and ethnic identity examined in this study interact with global
‘etic’ constructs of acculturation and marginality.
As the term suggests, the mono-racialism phase of Australian history was
characterized by the domination, in sheer numbers, of one racial grouping above others.
From the time of the enactment of the Immigration Restriction Act (1901), Australia
entered a period of Anglo-conformism, monoculturalism and monolingualism. Chief
amongst the aims of pursuing such a like-cultured landscape was the need to maintain
cultural purity and avoid the genesis of a shared racial gene-pool. These sentiments were
given voice in an editorial of The Bulletin (1901):
“It is impossible to have a large coloured alien population in the midst of a
white population without a half-caste population growing up between the
two. India proves that; would prove it much more conclusively only the
white population isn’t enough to be a very extensive parent to the Eurasian
mongrel….And Australia thinks highly enough of its British and Irish
14

descent to keep the race pure”.
(Quoted in Jayasuriya, 1997, p56)
In order to fulfil this dictum, the architects of social policy institutionalised the
selection processes of Australian settlers to include those most likely to blend into the
largely British-Australian setting – physically and culturally – in the belief that they
would become ‘naturalised’ Australians. It was this logic that spurred the recruitment of
red-headed or blond-haired immigrants from Scandinavian and northern European
countries (Bullivant, 1985). This strategy was also perceived to be the antidote to
improved social cohesion as it minimized cultural conflict between different ethnic
groups by emphasising cultural ‘sameness’ and negating cultural differences. In support
of this thinking, Sneddon, a Minister for Immigration prophesised in the late 1960s that:
“… [Australia] must have a single culture. I am quite determined [that] we
should have a monoculture, with everyone living in the same way,
understanding each other, and sharing the same aspirations. We don’t want
pluralism”.
(Yarwood & Knowling, 1982)
This mantra of cultural homogeneity extended to the treatment of Aboriginal
Australians – they too had to ‘fit in’ with the lifestyle values of the cultural majority.
Rowley (1970) notes that government efforts to make Aborigines “acceptable” were
achieved through policies that effected “paternal control” (Rowley, 1970).

These

principles were in turn mirrored in the systemic treatment of non-white migrants.
Educational and legal systems adopted a ‘sink or swim’ approach in their dealings with
people of non-Anglo ethnic backgrounds. No special provisions were made to aid these
populations in their understanding of these systems (Martin, 1976).

Reciprocally,

mainstream Anglo-Australian students were treated to a reduced syllabus of the ‘near
East’ which emphasized its commercial “…backwardness, poverty, and lack of economic
development” (Bullivant, 1985, p.14). In this sense, the feedback loop of cultural nonunderstanding was made complete.
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The outcome engendered by this massive feat of social engineering was the
creation of several categories of peoples which have variously been described in the
literature as “disadvantaged” (Martin, 1978), and “the very bottom of the totem pole”
(Edgar, 1980). So glaring were the differences in status between those of non-white
ethnic backgrounds and their Anglo-Australian counterparts across major social
indicators (e.g., health, social welfare, housing, income, schooling) that even academic
definitions of the term ‘ethnicity’ invoked notions of ‘minority status’.

This was

especially evident in the term “ethclass” used in early research to describe the intractable
effects of class and ethnicity on the creation of a ‘working underclass’ (Gordon, 1964).
Following the third wave of migration that swept Australian shores in the mid-50s,
it became obvious that strict exclusionary-assimilationist policies were not reaping the
socio-economic benefits they had been touted to. Attention became focused instead on
ways to enhance the contribution of migrants to the Australian economic infrastructure.
It was in this spirit that Australia entered the next era of inter-cultural negotiation – that
of ‘cultural interactionism’.
Interactionism signified a period of gradual change in attitudes to migrants from
non-English speaking backgrounds, characterized by policies advocating the integration
of these individuals into the mainstream Australian cultural landscape. To this end, rules
governing the handling of cultural differences were relaxed sufficiently to allow nonEnglish speaking background (NESB) migrants to blend into the Australian lifestyle
without incurring too much disruption. Migrants were informed that they could “... make
invaluable contributions to our Australian way of life while retaining their ethnic
identity” (Rooth, 1968). In spite of this, the cultural adjustment process was still viewed
as a stepping stone to the ultimate goal of Anglo-conformity. Borrie (1949) echoed the
sentiments of many at the time when, in dissecting the issue of cultural-fit, he pronounced
that it would take the British about six months to take on board the intricacies of
Australian culture, but that it would “take a little longer for others”. The 1975 Report of
the Lippmann Committee believed in this rhetoric sufficiently to advocate the adoption of
a form of cultural pluralism that allowed for acceptable levels of individual cultural
expression to exist within a recognised mainstream host-culture framework. However,
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the Report also observed that “a fine line divides cultural pluralism from structural
pluralism” (Lippmann, 1975), and warned against a situation where structural pluralism,
in allowing for the separate functioning of groups (e.g. ethnic groups) in society, would
be risking the development of apartheid-like divisions that ultimately run counter to the
aims of unifying communities. This point was subsequently debated again by Burnley
(1982), who questioned whether the existence of ethnic structures in urban Sydney and
Melbourne were indicative of such a form of structural pluralism. Similarly, in a report
titled ‘Multiculturalism for all Australians’ (Zubryzcki, 1982), the fear that social
cohesion might be obtainable only at the cost of separatism was echoed in the observation
that there was a distinction between ethnic structures that served “… a legitimate part in
the maintenance of dissemination of particular cultures or in the support of minority
groups…” and others that were “undesirably separatist” (p30). Transgressing into the
economic sphere, the stronghold of this logic began to form the basis for the argument
against allocation of public resources to structures increasingly perceived to be the
separate ‘other’ (e.g. ethnic educational and media structures)

(Poole, de Lacey, &

Randhawa, 1985).
Naturally, this thinking also made an impact on the migrant psyche:

By

legitimising the existence of specialist ethnic interest groups and organisations (albeit
reluctantly), migrants were afforded the benefits of “buffer zones” or “psychic zones”
(Jayasuriya, 1997) in which to recuperate from the effects of cultural adjustment. At
best, it was viewed as a two-stage assimilation process during which subsequent
generations of migrants would inevitably assimilate / integrate into the general fabric of
Australian society in a ‘melting pot’ scenario. Since then however, more sophisticated
arguments resonating universal values have been made against this version of pluralism:
Jayasuriya (1997) for example, argues that the expressive component of ethnicity is seen
to be fulfilled at the high cost of the instrumental component: The real struggle against
society’s superstructures (e.g. equality, justice) are subsumed in the quest for a
mainstream lifestyle. This paradox is summed up as “having to choose between, or
balance, the claims of ‘life chances’ (equality) against ‘lifestyles’ (ethnicity)” (p.69).
Indeed, Jayasuriya makes a strong critique of the type of multiculturalism promoted in
Australia today as still borrowing from pluralist ideals by indulging in what he argues to
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be structural pluralism – separate but co-dependent groups collated under the ‘ethnic’
umbrella which advances, in effect, the practice of cultural pluralism. According to him,
such emphasis on the maintenance of ethnic and/or cultural identity in the service of the
‘greater goal’ of Anglo-cultural obeisance derives from a pragmatic-functionalist
approach to the issue of multiculturalism. Although he acknowledges that this form of
structural pluralism embedded in the shallows of multiculturalist policies has served the
needs of many migrant communities, he too points to the thin veil separating structural
from cultural pluralism. However, his main objection against the former, unlike the
preceding Lippmann Committee, is not the danger of culturally-distant groups leading a
self-sufficient squatter existence on the periphery of society. Rather, he questions the
sincerity of the social and political discourse at the heart of ethno-specific structures, and
argues for more attention to be paid to the “instrumental dimension” of ethnicity which
“has to do with competition, conflict and power relations between groups” (Jayasuriya,
1997, p.69). To ignore that, Jayasuriya warns, would be to play into the hands of the
anti-multiculturalist movement spearheaded by the Blainey debate11 (1984).
As a means of reaching these aims, Jayasuriya advocates a ‘new pluralism’ which
is largely defined by the ability of ethnic minorities to participate effectively in the
struggle for resources against other groups in society. In so doing, he argues that ethnic
groups would be relying on their ‘true’ ability to gain a foothold in society rather than on
the “paternal indulgence” of the dominant cultural group in acceding to their purely
‘cultural’ needs (Jayasuriya, 1997, p.74).

This postulation essentially falls under a

‘macro’ perspective of ethnicity and multiculturalism. When viewed in this manner, both
culture and ethnicity are relegated to the realm of social icons that fuel social, political
and economic gain. Jayasuriya’s suggestion that migrant groups focus their ‘cultural
interests’ (and, by implication, their ethnicities) on matters in the public rather than
private domain, and that they function as a coherent collective rather than “a welter of
splintered groups” unfortunately approaches the negation of the individual identity in a
definition of ethnicity.

Nonetheless, his concern that a ‘culturalist’ form of

11

Melbourne historian Geoffrey Blainey controversially introduced the debate that the pace of Asian
migration to Australia was too high, that it threatened the social cohesion of Australia, and that racial
conflict and violence would ensue if changes were not made to the immigration policy of the time.
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multiculturalism could be birthed through the nurturing of groups which, at best, exist on
the periphery of mainstream society, is a practical one. Arguably similar concerns have
been invoked in studies concerning the marginalisation of cultural minorities (Raihanah,
Kassim, & Hashim, 2013; Rudmin 2003), cultural segregation (Epstein, 2000) and even
cultural ‘chauvinism’ (Ames, Dissanayake, & Kasulis, 1994; Tajfel, & Dawson, 1965).
At an applied level, studies have investigated the impact of cultural marginalization on a
broad range of social issues including parent-child relationships (Kim, Gonzales, Stroh,
& Wang, 2006), caregiving (Barber & Vega, 2011), and self-constructs (Barry & Grilo,
2003).
This study borrows philosophically from Jayasuriya’s concept of instrumental
ethnicity by making the argument that the process of identity location within a culturallydifferent environment is a multi-faceted one that has to be negotiated against a backdrop
of ‘emic’ (subjective / insider) and ‘etic’ (objective / outsider) accounts.
Correspondingly, this process of cultural adjustment faced by sojourners and migrants
has been scrutinized from a variety of theoretical perspectives in the literature, some of
which have been the subject of more rigorous empirical examination than others. A
significant aim of this thesis is to examine a number of these perspectives in terms of the
dimensions and categories that define them, and to contextualise the construct of
acculturation within an Australian migrant population. To do so, it would be pertinent to
consider the issue of generational differences in migrant populations, and the different
research variables that this would potentially impact.

2.1.2

Generational Differences in Migrant Populations
Increasing migrant flow (both to Australia and other countries) has prompted

research interest in acculturation that in turn has fuelled discussion into the acculturative
challenges faced by different subgroups of migrants (Zane & Mak, 2003). In their paper
highlighting the significance of reconceptualising the acculturation construct and its
relationship to psychosocial and health outcomes, Schwartz et al. (2010) describe several
general patterns of acculturative change experienced by migrants. In particular, they
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distinguish the impact that age of migration may have on the fluidity of adjusting to
different cultural norms, values and practices:

‘Individuals who migrate as young

children are more likely to acquire receiving-culture practices, values, and identifications
more easily and fluidly than those who migrate at older ages’ (Schwartz, Unger,
Zamboanga, & Szapocznik, 2010, p.242). Findings in the literature support their view
that having anchored memories and experiences of ‘life prior to migration’ (in a different
culture) could affect the nature and ease of the acculturative process in the new (or
receiving) culture (Portes & Rumbaut, 2006; Schwartz, Pantin, Sullivan, Prado &
Szapocznik, 2006).
Some recognition of these issues was displayed as far back as the 1978 Galbally
Report12 that highlighted a range of difficulties experienced by new migrants seeking
help from health and welfare organisations, chief of which was the issue of language (the
Report considered this one of ‘the most critical areas of need’). It was recognised that the
consequences of [English] language difficulty had the potential to flow into health,
welfare, education, employment and the law (Murphy, 2008). In essence, the idea that an
unintended consequence suffered by first-generation migrants is the experience of social
inequality across these key indicators is not a new one. Studies from the 1970s gave
voice to a ‘paradigm of ethnic inequality’ which characterized ‘ethnic minorities’ as
disadvantaged across a number of social areas (e.g. low wage, poor housing, poor health,
higher unemployment and under-employment) compared to the Australian-born citizenry
(Appleyard, 1985; Martin, 1978), and culminating in Appleyard’s (1985) feeling remark
that ‘ethnic minorities in Australia suffer the double disadvantage of ethnicity and class
deprivation’. It was observed that these inequalities were compounded by cultural factors
including language and value systems, and mediated also by individual demographic
variables such as length of residence (in the receiving country), level of educational
achievement, and possession of accredited qualifications (Jayasuriya, 1987).

This

perspective was initially challenged by competing studies making the argument that
second-generation migrants (e.g. children of immigrants from the Mediterranean region)
generally outperform comparable Australian groups in areas including educational
12

Better known as ‘Review of Post-Arrival Programmes and Services to Migrants’, and authored by
prominent Melbourne lawyer, Frank Galbally.
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performance, occupational attainment and income levels (Birrel & Seitz, 1986; Evans,
1985; Mistilllis, 1986).

However, criticism of these reported research findings on

methodological grounds (e.g. treatment of migrants as a homogenous group for statistical
analyses) ultimately recommended the cautious interpretation of their conclusions
(Jakubowicz & Castles, 1987).
A more recent presentation of these ideas may be found in studies that underscore
the detrimental effects of discrimination experienced by first-generation migrant
populations who may be identified by their linguistic qualities (e.g. accents and/or
inability to speak the receiving country’s language) (Williams & Mohammed, 2009; Yoo,
Gee & Takeuchi, 2009), or by their status as ‘visible-minority individuals13’ (Lee, 2005).
As attention in the literature has shifted in focus from cross-cultural comparisons (e.g.
between migrants and host/receiving country nationals) to generational comparisons (i.e.
between different cohorts of migrants) in charting the landscape of cultural adjustment,
the assumption that there is a uniform experience of acculturation is being strenuously
questioned (Schwartz, Unger, Zamboanga & Szapocznik, 2010). Aspects of the
acculturative process that have been investigated and reported to differ between first and
second generation migrant populations include subjective cultural identification or ethnic
identity (Devos & Banaji, 2005; Phinney, 1996), value differences (Phinney, Ong &
Madden, 2000), and mental health (depressive symptomatology) (Ying & Han, 2007).
Much of this research has focused on the intergenerational conflict associated with the
acculturation process arising between adolescents and their parents in immigrant families:
Phinney and colleague’s (2000) research found that value discrepancies (over issues of
familial obligations) between adolescents and parents (first generation migrants) were
greater in immigrant families with a longer period of residence in the U.S. (receiving
country) and a U.S.-born adolescent (second-generation migrants), than in families with a
shorter period of residence in the U.S. and a foreign-born adolescent (both first
generation migrants); Ying and Han’s (2007) study demonstrated the longitudinal
relationship between perceived intergenerational discrepancy in acculturation (in early
adolescence), intergenerational and intercultural conflict (in late adolescence) and
13

A term used to denote migrants who are ‘visibly different’ from their native-born counterparts (e.g. by
way of skin colour).
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depressive symptomatology (in late adolescence).

These studies have therefore

conceptualized intergenerational discrepancies in cultural values between migrant youth
and their parents (i.e. the acculturation gap) as being associated with the different rates at
which parents and their children adapt to a new cultural environment (Costigan & Dokis,
2006b). Parent-child acculturation gaps leading to increased family conflict and youth
maladjustment is described in the ‘acculturation-gap distress model’ (Szapocznik &
Kurtines, 1993) which has since grown to be widely accepted in the field of acculturation
research but is also not without its critics (Telzer, 2010). It is noteworthy nonetheless
that these studies attempt to distinguish ‘acculturative dissonance14’ from the “normative
intergenerational gaps present in most families” (Telzer, 2010. p.316).

Behavioural

issues for youth associated with less benign mismatches (between parent and youth rate
of acculturation to host cultural norms/values) are purported to include decreased school
motivation (Atzaba-Poria & Pike, 2007), low family cohesion (Ho & Birman, 2010),
greater depression (Costigan & Dokis, 2006a), and struggles with cultural identity (Lim,
Yeh, Liang, Lau & McCabe, 2009), which in turn increase the potential for the
development of child/youth delinquency (Sluzki, 1979). In her review of the literature
underpinning the acculturation-gap distress model, Telzer (2010) considers the
permutations of parent-child acculturative dissonance (in terms of direction and size in
relation to both host and native cultures) and the empirical support for each distinction.
In so doing, she cautions against a simplistic approach to interpreting a “dynamic cultural
process” that may risk “assuming a deficit perspective” of acculturation gaps when there
is little systematic understanding of how they function in the lives of immigrant
families15 (p. 314).
Another significant arm of the research literature on acculturation concerns
cultural adjustment profiles for migrant youth that examines the role of ethnic identity
development along the continuum of the cultural adjustment process. The quest for
meaningful ethnic identification has been examined in visible-minority individuals
(Phinney, 1996) and highlighted in child and adolescent migrant populations on the basis

14

Defined in Telzer (2010) as “conflicts that occur when parent and youth cultural systems clash due to
differential rates of acculturation” (p.316).
15
Telzer’s (2010) contribution is explored further in chapter 2.2.1 of this thesis.
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that it will forestall acculturative stress by increasing a sense of well-being in related
constructs (e.g. self-concept and self-esteem) (Sonderegger, Barrett & Creed, 2004).
Accordingly, Sonderegger et al. (2004) propose “a new path model of acculturative-stress
among young migrants to Australia” (p.359) which hypothesizes that social support and
‘ethnic nationalism’ will influence self-concept and self-esteem, and (indirectly) predict
acculturative stress and future outlook (measured by scales for anxiety, trauma and
hopelessness). The authors compare a population of primary and high school students
from former-Yugoslavian and Chinese cultural backgrounds, and conclude that
“identification with one’s ethnic heritage appears to play a lesser role than initially
hypothesized” (p. 369). An acknowledged limitation of this study is the lack of “robust
culturally validated measures and established cultural norms for existing inventories”
(p.370), especially since the same measures were utilized for both cultural groups
involved. It is also noted that the path analysis methodology utilized did not include
more empirically rigorous ways of testing measures (e.g. through latent class or cluster
analysis) for factorial and multi-group invariance to ascertain their construct validity
across the disparate population groups examined (Schwartz & Zamboanga, 2008).
Consequently, it would be prudent to concur with the authors’ view that “due care is
required when interpreting the results of this study” (p. 369).

Despite these

methodological confounds, Sonderegger’s et al. (2004) study does showcase the complex
challenges involved in operationalizing the construct of ethnic identity and investigating
its relationship with a range of psychosocial outcomes (both positive and negative).
According to a definition provided by Phinney (1990), ethnic identity refers to “the extent
which [a] person as (a) explored what [their] ethnic group means to [them], and (b)
values and feels attached to [their] ethnic group” (Schwartz, Unger, Zamboanga &
Szapocznik, 2010, p.244). The majority of studies investigating psychosocial correlates
of ethnic identity in migrant populations have reported positive associations with selfesteem (Umafia-Taylor, Gonzales-Backen & Guimond, 2009) as well as a role in
decreasing the risk of delinquency (Bruce & Waelde, 2008).
It appears evident from the literature that while considerable attention has been
paid to the study of acculturation as a multidimensional and developmental construct, a
number of gaps exist that are worthy of further exploration. Chief amongst these is the
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investigation of how acculturative experiences differ for immigrant sub-groups in relation
to their opportunities for contact with the host/receiving culture (i.e. cultural
contact/integration), and their length of association with the native/originating culture
(i.e. cultural retention). In line with these variables, the role of ethnic self-identification
in fostering cultural closeness or distance, as well as the context of its development, is
also highlighted. To the extent that these research questions are subsumed in an analysis
of generational differences in acculturation, and the impact of ethnic self-identification
and general self-esteem in shaping closeness (integration) or distance (separation) from
the host/receiving culture (i.e. Australia), this study focuses on the salience of these
variables in two broad samples of migrant youth from South-East Asian cultural
backgrounds (i.e. first and second generation). In devising measures for ethnic identity
and acculturative dimensions (integration or separation) using structural equation
modelling (which incorporates latent class analysis), this study also aims to
operationalize definitions of ethnic identity and acculturation that achieve a good ‘fit’
(both in terms of statistical and intuitive criteria) with the target population. To this end,
it is useful to note that the 2011 population demographic profile for Perth and
surrounding areas indicate that young people (12 to 18 years of age) from South-East
Asian backgrounds come from the following national groups (in descending order):
Vietnamese, Indian, Filipino, Cambodian, Thai, Indonesian, Malay, Burmese,
Singaporean. This is illustrated in Table 2.1.2a:
Table 2.1.2a

Youth Migrants from South-East Asian Cultures to Perth and
Surrounding Areas

Country of Origin

Total (No/%)

Burma

1,223 (1.69%)

Vietnam

22,299 (30.79%)

Thailand

2,743 (3.79%)

Cambodia

2,744 (3.79%)

Malaysia

1,625 (2.24%)

Singapore

312 (0.43%)

Indonesia

2,649 (3.66%)
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Philippines

17,271 (23.85%)

India

21,529 (29.73%)

Total

72,419 (100%)

In relation to generational distribution for youth migrants, a cross-tabulation of
available 2011 census data indicated that in the three decades between 1971 and 2000
(which encompasses the timeframe of arrival to Australia of the subjects and/or their
parents in this study), the majority of migrants (including those from South-East Asia)
had both parents born overseas. An examination of the ethnic composition of migrants
from South-East Asia indicated that more migrants from South-East Asia had both
parents who were born overseas than had one parent born overseas. This is illustrated in
Table 2.1.2b:
Table 2.1.2b Generational Distribution of South-East Asian Migrants to Perth and
Surrounding Areas
Country of Origin

Father only
born overseas
(%)

Mother only
born overseas
(%)

Both parents
born overseas
(%)

Total (%)

Burma

0.02

0.02

1.57

1.61

Vietnam

0.12

0.14

22.6

22.87

Thailand

0.02

0.08

3.89

4

Cambodia

0.02

0.03

3.02

3.07

Malaysia

0.05

0.05

2.28

2.37

Singapore

0.01

0.01

0.4

0.41

Indonesia

0.05

0.06

3.61

3.72

Philippines

0.11

0.35

20.6

21.07

India

0.28

0.22

40.36

40.85

Total

0.69

0.96

98.35

100

On the basis that intergenerational value discrepancies and family conflict arising
from the process of differential cultural adaptation between generations of parent and
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youth migrants can create conflict and distress, studies in the field advocate interventions
that target the intergenerational relationship in immigrant families. At a service-delivery
level, the provision of culturally-competent mental health services (e.g. to increase
intergenerational communication and the quality of the parent-child relationship in
immigrant families) would be congruent goals. In much broader scope, the importance of
translating research findings into evidence-based practices that have a discernible positive
impact on the immigrant acculturative experience is finding increasing resonance in
applied and/or community-based research ventures (Ward & Kagitcibasi, 2010). This
study hopes to contribute to this knowledge pool.

2.2

The Concept of Cultural Adjustment
Acculturation is generally understood in the socio-psychological literature as the

changes that occur when a group of people experiencing sustained contact with another
group who differ in cultural values, behaviours and attitudes, go on to experience changes
in those domains as a consequence of that contact. This phenomenon has particular
resonance in the study of migrant adjustment (to a dominant / host culture), that is part of
the fuller process of emigration and the establishment of a social identity in a new
culture. A number of different perspectives tracing the development of research thinking
on migrants and cultural adjustment are evident in the current literature on the topic. It
would be relevant to begin the charting of this concept by articulating the two major
perspectives informing research in this area: A demographic / economic framework, and
a clinical / social-psychological framework of analysis. This thesis departs from the latter
perspective, and accordingly examines the theories therein in greater detail.
The demographic / economic-based perspective emphasizes the geographical and
economic factors influencing within and between-country settlement patterns. Burnley
(2001) distinguished between several major perspectives on immigrant settlement – the
‘social ecology’ perspective, the ‘social area analysis’ school, the ‘dissimilarist’ school
and functionalist explanations, the ‘political economy’ perspectives, and the postmodernist and cultural studies perspectives. According to Burnley (2001), the ‘social
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ecology’ perspective fused research that considered ways in which variability in
landscape and architecture interfaced with cultural differentiation.

Socio-economic

mobility and residential structural change were viewed within this frame as the main
motivators of change in residential structure. The principal driver of this movement was
Carl Sauer from the Berkeley School (California, USA), and this thinking was prominent
in the decade between the 1920s through to the 1930s. Following this period, Burnley
(2001) recounts that a line of thinking espoused by social area theorists that sought to
explain differences in societal structure using a ‘scale factor’ that charted industrialisation
and city size. Social area analysis predicted that this ultimately gave rise to changes in
population composition, in turn caused by increasing mobility and immigration, resulting
in ‘the isolation and segregation of cultural, religious and other minority groups’ (p.12).
This heralded the beginning of a number of ‘factorial ecology’ studies, underpinned by
constructs seen to be the building blocks in urban social structure including social rank
(socioeconomic

status),

familism

(urbanisation),

ethnicity

(segregation),

cosmopolitanism, and migrant assimilation. Key Australian studies that contributed to
this body of work includes the research of Jones (1969), who analyzed 1961 census data
using principal components analysis, and studies conducted by Badcock, (1973), and
Badcock, Jaensch and Weilliam (1978). Unsurprisingly, findings from these studies
conducted against a backdrop of a post-White-Australia Policy era indicated that migrant
groupings were disproportionately represented across socio-economic categories – with
European and British migrants resident in generally higher income suburbs and mixed
ethnic ‘others’ resident in lower income older suburbs (Badcock, 1973). The implicit
assumption made from this finding was that European and British migrants were more
‘assimilated’ than their ‘ethnic’ counterparts in terms of lifestyle and income acquisition.
In this sense, studies in this era tended to arrive at an implicit construct (e.g. identity,
assimilation) through measurable demographics.

In relation to variables in the

‘segregation’ dimension, findings suggested that ‘high ethnicity’ suburban areas
comprising migrants from Italy, Greece, Yugoslavia and Hungary were evident [the study
suggests these areas bounded the inner city and Port Adelaide at the time]. However,
Burnley (2001) underscored the observation that “..there [also] was a distinct residential
concentration pattern of the British settlers” (p.13), and that on its own, spatial analyses
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of ethnic concentrations do not provide useful indicators for power relations in society
and the attendant consequences for social inequality. Another criticism of this approach
included the significant methodological argument that the data utilized in these studies
did not directly measure ‘ethnicity’ [as specific census information on ethnicity and
language was only collected from 1986], but were derived from data on birthplace and
religion. Nonetheless, the notion of ‘segregation’ gained ascendancy in studies linking
social stratification with ethnicity.
These ideas were further developed within the ‘dissimilarist’ school which
spearheaded a functionalist approach to the analysis of immigrant settlement in the USA,
Canada, Australia, and New Zealand.

Burnley (2001) notes that the philosophical

rationale book-ending this thinking traced back to the social stratification postulates of
Emile Durkheim and Max Weber. Extended into the arena of politics by Talcott Parsons,
the role of the individual in acquiescing to the collective needs/goals of the majority was
highlighted to the point where ‘cohesion was fundamental, and conflict was regarded as
‘dysfunctional’ or even ‘pathological’’ (Burnley, 2001).

The resulting theorem

hypothesized that social stratification (particularly of ethnic groups) was directly
correlated with social disadvantage and conflict (Boal, 1981). To this end, indexes of
dissimilarity and segregation (e.g. the Gini Coefficient) were crafted to chart the pattern
of immigrants’ assimilation or integration to their new environment, and the resulting
statistics became used as indicators of successful [migrant] adaptation to a host
environment. Burnley (2001) acknowledges that the assumption that ‘assimilation’ could
be subsumed within an index gave rise to a tendency to compare this quality between
different migrant groups. However, despite criticisms that these indexes have limited
theoretical value, they retain some currency as forms of distributional statistics. In
particular, variations of the Gini Coefficient remain in use as measures of inequality of
income or wealth in large-scale population studies, rather than as measures of
assimilation. Unfortunately, it is also noted that similar indexes purporting to calculate
the ‘transaction costs16’ (to the host nation) of migrant settlement are indiscreetly based
on ‘the degree to which migrants follow the rules of behaviour in our society’, and higher
16

Defined as the ‘aggregate of petty frictions of daily pursuits, such as the costs of gathering information or
dealing with others’.
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transaction costs are therefore used to justify discrimination ‘on the grounds of harmony,
security and future prosperity’ (Kaldor, 2002).
As an adjunct to the functionalist approach, the structural or political economy
perspective on migration and settlement took an historically proletariat view of capitalism
and its progressive effects on the quantitative and qualitative shifts in labour
requirements. The fallout from these changes was seen to impact the migrant workforce
in that ‘capital uses racial, national and sexual categorisations to differentiate between
groups of workers, splitting the labour force, and permitting super-exploitation of certain
sections’ (Castles, 1984, p.98). The marginalization of a social group to minority group
status was observed to be one that society propagated and defined, and ‘took many forms
[including] stigmatisation of physical or cultural characteristics, ethnic / racial exclusion,
institutional discrimination, denial of civil rights, and economic exploitation’ (Burnley,
2001, p.20). Apart from the labour market, these forms of segmentation have been
studied in the housing market, and small business enterprise. The concept of ‘blocked or
trapped mobility’ in relation to advancement by migrant populations in these areas runs
parallel to that of the structural marginalization of minority groups, and may be expressed
through institutional channels (e.g. non-recognition of qualifications gained overseas),
individual dynamics (e.g. racial resentment and hostility), or social circumstances (e.g.
lack of host-linguistic competence).
With the move away from industrial capitalism gaining momentum in a world
increasingly dominated by post-industrial technology, the view on cultural and ethnic
diversity as a mainstream occurrence (rather than one requiring social correction through
assimilation) is seen to be getting a firmer foothold in urban and social planning arenas.
To this end, the post-modernist and cultural studies perspectives underscore the notion of
the lived environment as a ‘place’ that is significant to people ‘in terms of their identity
and psychology’ rather than simply being ‘by-products of economic regimes’ (Burnley,
2001, p.23). This concept of the shared societal space as ‘overlapping cultural domains’
is gaining momentum in more current research. In his time, Burnley (2001) argued that
this shift in perspective occurred “… because assimilation models and ideas of the
hegemonic dominance of the ‘host society’ became outmoded” (p.25).
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This study

attempts to contribute to the discourse on shared cultural domains by examining the
components of the cultural adjustment process navigated by youth migrants. However,
instead of departing from a traditional deterministic frame that augments the merits of
residential dispersion (versus residential concentration) as indices of cultural adjustment,
this study strives to locate the challenges of balancing cultural recognition with a
corresponding sense of ‘cultural fit’ in the host community through the use of measures
constructed from themes salient to this experience.
In contrast to the functionalist approach therefore, this study is primarily
underpinned by a number of significant theories in the field of cross-cultural and social
psychology.

Since its naming in 1960 by renowned anthropologist Kalervi Oberg,

‘culture shock’ has become synonymous with the discomfort of being away from familiar
environments, social practices and networks. Indeed, Oberg’s initial observation that the
experience of culture shock is ‘precipitated by the anxiety that results from losing all our
familiar signs and symbols of social intercourse’ (Oberg, 1960 p.177) provided a level of
emotional validation for the mental and/or physical distresses suffered by sojourners in
new cultural environments. Oberg (1960) listed symptoms of psychological distress that
ranged from excessive hand-washing to fear of physical contact with ‘natives’. It is
perhaps this pathologizing of overt behaviours associated with cultural dissonance that
created a space for the investigation of cultural adjustment within a medical model.
These findings were considered to have sufficiently significant socio-political
ramifications to be used in the subsequent establishment of immigration screening
programs, which in turn led to a conflagration of research exploring the possible link
between the migration process and different categories of psychiatric morbidity: mental
illness (Ødegaard, 1932), and depression and anxiety (Garza-Guerrero, 1974). Although
initially focused on immigrants who had settled permanently in a host-culture, this line of
enquiry was expanded to involve temporary sojourners (e.g. international students) as
momentum gathered in the area of foreign exchange programs. Ward, Bochner and
Furnham (2001) point to comparative studies of incidence and prevalence of psychiatric
diagnoses (including depression, schizophrenia, and suicide) and hospital admission rates
between migrant and non-migrant cohorts that have maintained a presence in
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epidemiology and psychiatric literature. Ward et al. (2001.) also observed that the
majority of studies conducted in this period focused on the negative aspects of crosscultural interaction. Consequently, the sojourner-subjects were portrayed as unwitting
(and often unwilling) victims caught up in a clash of two physically- and philosophicallydistant cultures. Because the data-collection method in these studies comprised measures
which focused on adjustment problems, it is unsurprising therefore that the findings
largely supported the argument that individuals ‘caught between two cultures’ would at
best, find adaptation difficult, and at worst, suffer from a range of psycho-physiological
complaints including depression, anxiety, loss and general poor well-being. Despite the
commendable amount of activity in this arena, a lot of the work produced during this time
has since been criticised for its lack of methodological rigour. Ward et al. (2001) noted a
number of problems with the research output in this era including the tendency for much
of it to be atheoretical, displaying sampling bias (using “samples of convenience” as
opposed to properly constructed random / representative samples), lacking in control
groups (in particular, comparison groups from the host sample), and in general
“…displaying a rather low level of conceptual sophistication, tending to be more
descriptive than explanatory” (Ward et al, 2001, p.35).
Over time however, it is observed that these ‘static group comparison’ processes
(i.e. ‘how do immigrants and native-borns differ’) have given way to research focused on
adaptation (i.e. ‘why these differences occur’) (Ward et al., 2001, p.203).

One

framework for understanding the intricacies of intercultural contact is that of culture
learning through a social skills / social learning approach. This is examined by Ward et
al. (2001), and described as ‘the process whereby sojourners acquire culturally relevant
social knowledge and skills in order to survive and thrive in their new society’ (Ward et
al., 2001, p.51). This perspective drew strength initially from Argyle’s (1969) research
on social skills and interpersonal interactions, which highlighted the significance of nonverbal communication. In the arena of migrant adjustment, this framework was used to
underscore the importance of learning culture-specific rules of social interaction. An
underlying assumption here is that individuals who belong to the same culture generally
share greater commonality (or homogeneity) in their communication dynamics than those
from different cultures.

Also drawing upon the work of Hofstede’s (1980) Cultural
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Dimensions Theory, studies in this area have articulated six primary dimensions of
culture which provide a schematic view of intercultural differences in non-verbal
communication (Andersen, Hecht, Hoobler & Smallwood, 2002). These include
‘immediacy’ (a spectrum of behaviours that communicate warmth/closeness or
avoidance/distance);

‘individualism/collectivism’

(identification

of

cultures

that

emphasize community/collaboration or personal rights/self-expression); ‘gender’ (gender
roles that define stereotypically masculine, feminine or androgynous traits); ‘power
distance’ (the degree to which power, prestige and wealth are unequally distributed in a
culture); ‘uncertainty avoidance’ (the variation in cultures in their tolerance of
uncertainty and corresponding increase in rigidity surrounding rules of normative
behaviour); and ‘high and low context’ (the degree to which message meaning in
encoded in the environment, situation and non-verbal cues).
In relation to behavioural aspects of culture learning, Ward et al. (2001) reference
the main processes that contribute to the literature in this area, and list them as including
negotiation of politeness / etiquette, conflict resolution, non-verbal communication
(mutual gaze, bodily contact, gestures), rules and conventions, and forms of address. The
skill-deficit hypothesis central to this school of thought conceptualizes failures in social
performance as due to a lack of adequate cultural learning experiences in these areas
(Caligiuri & Tarique, 2012; Hechanova-Alampay, Beehr, Christiansen & Van Horn,
2002; Searle & Ward, 1990).

In the acculturation sphere, scholarship utilizing the

culture-learning approach has identified a number of demographic and adjustment factors
salient to the issue of cross-cultural adaptation, and Ward, Bochner and Furnham (2001)
lists these as including generic understanding of a new culture, length of residence in a
host culture, linguistic and general communicative competence, nature of individual and
group contact with the host community, support and friendship networks, and type of
sojourn in the host culture (temporary or permanent).
The stress and coping framework is one method of reframing the cultural
adjustment process in more functional and positive ways. Ward and colleagues (2001)
define this approach as one that ‘conceptualises cross-cultural transition as a series of
stress-provoking life changes that draw on adjustive resources and require coping
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responses’ (Ward et al., 2001, p.37). It does share a number of assumptions with the
culture-learning model in explaining the process of migrant adjustment - mainly that
these adaptive changes occur in the context of the socio-political climate of both the
society of origin and the host society.

As such, the stress and coping approach

acknowledges the stresses precipitated by cultural transition, as well as the ensuing
affective, behavioural and cognitive adjustive or coping responses elicited (Ward et al.,
2001 refer to these as the ABCs of acculturation). It is perhaps this emphasis on coping
strategies leading to successful cultural (re)adaptation, and the role of the host society in
mitigating this adaptive process that sets this approach apart from the traditional medical
/ clinical model of acculturation. That is, whereas clinical approaches would focus
largely on person-related variables (e.g. the extent of the individual’s experienced
distress), the stress and coping approach highlights the range of factors that moderate an
individual’s responses to cultural change, and therefore impact on the nature of the
outcome of that acculturative process. It is noteworthy that this development in research
thinking began with the view of ‘culture learning’ as life experience,

from which

perspective culture was viewed as both ‘teachable’ and ‘learnable’, and both host and
sojourner could contribute to the minimisation of ‘culture shock’ by becoming aware of
each other’s cultural anchors (Furnham & Bochner, 1982, 1986). Using the premise that
intercultural dialogue and interaction represented learning experiences as a starting point,
Furnham and Bochner (1982) implied that both the sojourner and the host-culture bore
responsibility for the outcome – positive and negative – of the cultural exchange process.
The dominant themes of psychological and sociocultural adaptation in the cultural
adjustment process are separately highlighted in work by Ward and Kennedy (1992). It
is also suggested that this distinction is both a comprehensive and parsimonious one, as it
encapsulates ‘their potential for application at the intrapersonal, interpersonal, intragroup
and intergroup levels’. They postulate that psychological adjustment is primarily situated
within a stress and coping framework, and ‘refers to feelings of well-being or satisfaction
during cross-cultural transitions’, while sociocultural adaptation ‘is situated within the
behavioural domain and refers to the ability to ‘fit in’ or execute effective interactions in
a new cultural milieu’ (Ward, Bochner & Furnham, 2001, p.42). As such, it follows
through that psychological adjustment is influenced by individual and environmental
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variables including life changes, personality and social support; and socio-cultural
adaptation is influenced by contact variables including nature of relationship with the
host community, cultural distance, and length of residence in the host country (Ward et
al, 2001). Each of these constructs is underpinned by theoretical paradigms that have
informed the field of cross-cultural research and identity formation and are represented in
a model of the acculturation process (Ward, 1996). The model documents ‘macro’
(societal) level variables involving the society of origin and settlement (social, political,
economic factors) that impact on cultural transition variables (life changes, intercultural
contact) and stress and skill deficit variables, to elicit responses (affective, behavioural
and cognitive) and eventual outcomes (psychological and sociocultural). In relation to
the cultural transition, stress and skills deficits and response variables, the model also
articulates ‘micro’ (individual) level considerations including characteristics of the
person (personality, linguistic fluency, experience, cultural identity, acculturation
strategies, values, and reasons for migration), and characteristics of the situation (length
of cultural contact, quantity and quality of inter- and intra-group contact, cultural
distance, and social support).
Another emphasis of the stress and coping model of cultural adaptation is that of
the facilitation of learning and growth through the adjustment process. Historically,
interest in both short and long term adaptation to cultural change spawned studies that
adopted a problem-oriented perspective of cultural adaptation (a quality inherent in both
the medical and cultural-learning models). Recognition of this tendency to echo the
chords of intrapsychic distress in the cross-cultural experience resulted in the labelling of
this line of thinking as a ‘pseudo-medical model’ (Furnham & Bochner, 1986). A
popular construct from this approach was the U-Curve of adjustment, which comprised
three stages – ‘elation’, followed by ‘confusion and frustration’ (characterized by initial
hostility toward the host society), and concluded by ‘integration and adjustment’
(characterized by increased contact with, and understanding of the host culture). The UCurve hypothesis was subsequently extended to the W-Curve to account for ‘reverse
culture shock’ or ‘re-entry shock’ when sojourners returning home had to negotiate the
process of re-adjustment to their own cultural environment (Trifonovitch, 1977).

A

further refinement of the concept of cultural adjustment as both a cumulative and
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upward-moving process however, is demonstrated in Kim’s (Kim, 2001) stressadaptation-growth dynamic model (illustrated in figure 2.4a).

This model assumes a

dialectical relationship between stress and adaptation, and highlights the upward
psychological movement (of growth over time).

Interestingly, this view of cultural

adaptation as one of progressive intrapersonal growth is reflected in Adler’s (1975)
exhortation of culture shock as a transitional learning experience reflecting ‘a movement
from a state of low self- and cultural awareness to a state of high self- and cultural
awareness’ (Adler, 1975, p.15). This stance was then both challenged and extended by
proponents of the humanistic psychological movement, where the concept of ‘positive
disintegration’ is interpreted as a manifestation of the ability to learn from the setbacks of
cultural transition stressors, and to create a higher-level relationship between the ‘self’
and ‘culture’ (Montuori & Fahim, 2004).

Figure 2.2a

The Stress-Adaptation-Growth Dynamic Process Model

In the articulation of outcome measures for cultural adjustment, the stress and
coping perspective furthered the concept of Holmes and Rahe’s (1967) Social
Readjustment Rating Scale (SRRS) which utilised standardized Life Change Units
(LCUs) to measure the impact of specific social-environmental changes on an
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individual’s psychological and emotional well-being to produce a measurable (in
percentage) risk rating.

Significantly, when the SRRS was applied to consider the

weight of acculturative stressors, it was indicated that they amounted to an 80% risk
factor of major illness (Furnham & Bochner, 1986). Although this relationship between
life events and psychological distress for cultural transitions was subsequently adjusted to
allow for other factors (i.e. personality, social support, appraisal and coping styles), the
findings of the scale nonetheless underscored the significance of cultural change (whether
temporary or permanent) in terms of the pressures it exacts upon coping resources and
psychological outcomes (Furnham & Bochner, 1986). This in turn highlights the inherent
focus within the stress and coping framework on affective outcomes in relation to cultural
adjustment. Ward (1997) contends that the social learning approach by contrast, “… is
designed to identify, interpret and explain different dimensions of the adjustment
process” and that “this becomes more apparent when long-term adaptive outcomes are
considered” (Ward, 1997, p.60).

It is noteworthy that Ward (1997.) also suggests an

integrated presentation of “both the acculturative stress and culture learning approaches”
(p60) in working with predictions and interpretations of behavioural (social) and
psychological (affective) domains.
Congruently, this study utilizes the theoretical posits of both paradigms to
investigate the contribution of contrasting acculturation strategies to maladaptive sociopsychological outcomes (denoted by marginalization).

In doing so, it also aims to

provide a platform from which to reconcile and distil the findings from the culture
learning, stress and coping, and psychopathology perspectives – an aspect which Ward
(1997) laments is missing from the major body of work in studies of acculturation.
Much of this work has focussed on the construction of models that identify and explain
the different macro and micro processes involved in cultural adjustment, and are
described in the following section.
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2.2.1 Models of Cultural Adjustment
Over time, the field of acculturation research has seen the development of two
contrasting models of conceptualizing cultural adjustment:
bidimensional models.

unidimensional and

The former assumes that adaptation to the host culture is

inevitably paired with distancing from the heritage (origin) culture, and measures
utilizing this model locate cultural adaptation and distancing as opposite points on a
singular bipolar scale for variables such as values, attitudes and self-construal (Abe-Kim,
Okazaki & Goto, 2001). The latter adopts the position that individual adjustment to
home and host cultures vary independently, and measures within this framework
therefore examine acculturation in terms of two separate cultural orientations (Dere &
Ryder, 2010).
It is noted that the unidimensional, bipolar assessment of acculturation has been
criticized in some research for its oversimplification of the concept of cultural adjustment
(Ward, Bochner & Furnham, 2001), and that the field progressed through a ‘balance
model’ where biculturalism was perceived to be ‘the middle ground between assimilation
and separatism … and [the] two referent identities were still viewed as interdependent,
rather than orthogonal domains’ (Ward et al., 2001, p.101). In a study investigating the
empirical strength of the unidimensional model (UDM), Flannery and colleagues contend
that the UDM ‘is multidimensional in the sense that it involves many topics or factors’
(Flannery, Reise & Yu, 2001, p.1035), and that this secondary presentation (illustrated in
figure 2.2.1b) therefore encompasses more complexity than the initial simple version
comprising a single line with a unidirectional arrow (illustrated in figure 2.2.2a).
Figure 2.2.1a: Simple Version of the Unidimensional Model17
Traditional Cultural Identity

17

Assimilated Cultural Identity

Flannery, Reise, & Yu, 2001.
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Figure 2.2.1b: Elaborate Version of the Unidimensional Model15

Flannery et al., (2001) suggest that an important advantage of the unidimensional
model is that in terms of model parsimony, it ‘makes a better trade-off between economy
and specificity’ (Flannery et al., 2001, p.1043). That is, (in terms of economy) it is
simpler to administer and is easier to interpret, and (in terms of specificity) it is
sufficiently inclusive of acculturation variables.

Indeed, their study concludes that

neither the bidimensional nor the unidimensional model demonstrated overall empirical
superiority.

Rather, both models were domain-specific in their ‘uniquely explained

variance’ (the measure of model superiority used).

This study also delivered the

‘nonorthogonality’ finding that against a battery of 5 criterion variables, the
unidimesional model was the best predictor of generational status, while the
bidimensional model better predicted ethnic identity, traditionalism, and math scores (in
the Asian-focused scale). In sum, Flannery and colleagues reason that as psychological
models are seldom expected to be comprehensive in their scope of assessment, ‘the fact
that the unidimensional model explains large portions of criterion variance is enough to
vindicate its utility’ (Flannery, Reise & Yu, 2001, p.1043).
Another model of acculturation is the tridirectional model of acculturation
(illustrated in figure 2.2.1c). This model was proposed by Flannery and colleagues
(2001) to account for the process of ethnogenesis (i.e. the creation of a new ethnicity
consequent to the overlapping of acculturation phenomena). The underpinning rationale
of this model is that the orthogonality of home / host orientation is replaced with a
dimension of ‘emergent ethnicity’. This model seeks to underscore the notion that
cultural-based hyphenated identities (e.g. Asian-Australians; Mexican-Americans etc.)
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herald the development of a new and unique identity that is in essence more than the sum
of each separate identity. Although the ideas proposed in this model have been used in
discourses on postmodern ethnicity and cultural hybridity (Ang, 2001), this model has yet
to be empirically validated in mainstream psychological research.
Figure 2.2.1c: Tridimensional Model of Acculturation 15

The most widely used bidimensional model of acculturation is Berry’s Theory of
Acculturation (Berry, 1980). According to Berry, the psychology of acculturation ‘seeks
to understand continuities and changes in individual behaviour that are related to the
experience of two cultures through the process of acculturation’. In development of this
theory, Berry and colleagues (1992) suggest a number of ‘acculturation strategies’ that
may be used by individuals when adjusting to a host culture.

Four acculturation

strategies are delineated (Berry, Poortinga, Segall & Dasen, 1992):
1. Assimilation: When the heritage cultural identity is not maintained and that of
the host culture is adopted in its place.
2. Separation: When value is placed on holding onto the original (heritage) culture
whilst avoiding interaction with the host culture.
3. Marginalization: When there is little interest in heritage cultural maintenance or
in relations with the host culture.
4. Integration: When there is an interest both in maintaining the heritage culture
and in participation with the host culture.
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The process of individual change or adjustment is thus assumed to be facilitated by
two main sources: direct contact with the host culture, and participating in the general
acculturative changes demonstrated by the heritage culture group.

Berry also

conceptualized two central issues confronting the sojourner in the cultural adjustment
process: the extent to which it is considered significant to maintain heritage practices,
and the extent to which adaptation and contact with cultural elements of the host society
are considered pertinent.

The bidimensional construct inherent in this approach is

therefore that acculturation may be mediated by acculturation attitudes or orientations –
i.e. the degree to which individuals retain heritage cultural practices, values and beliefs,
and the extent to which they have contact with or participate in the activities of the host
culture (Berry, Poortinga, Segall & Dasen, 1992). This is illustrated in figure 2.2.1d.
Figure 2.2.1d:

Bidimensional Model of Acculturation16

This bidimensional model of acculturation was considered to display a number of
crucial advantages over the forerunner unidimensional models. The most significant of
these is its conceptualisation of heritage and host cultural identities as orthogonal (and
therefore independent) domains. Ward and colleagues (2001) indicate that there have
been criticisms of this model, which have included that it may oversimplify the
acculturation strategies used by different categories of sojourners (e.g. refugees, migrants,
students) as it does not allow for broader sociological considerations, and that the two
dimensions of cultural identity (i.e. culture of origin and contact) better predict cross-
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cultural outcomes rather than the acculturation modes defined by Berry. More recent
commentary also highlights that ‘integration’ (a sub-construct in Berry’s model) may
itself be expanded to encompass a layered model of psychological integration (Boski,
2008; Schwartz, Unger, Zamboanga & Szapocznik, 2010). Boski (2008) identifies at
least five distinct meanings for integration that represent a graduated delineation of
Berry’s generic definition of integration as high orientations to both heritage and host
cultures in terms of behaviours, values, beliefs, and identity.

For example, Boski

distinguishes dimension or domain-specific acculturation to be ‘integration as functional
(partial) specialization’ (Boski, 2008, p.147) – proposing that individuals may be highly
oriented to one culture (e.g. heritage culture) in one domain (e.g. home), and to another
culture (e.g. host culture) in another domain (e.g. work / school).

Significantly, these

perspectives of the bicultural identity (achieved through the ‘mode’ of cultural
integration) also attest to the social and cognitive flexibility and competencies required
for its attainment.

A related construct that has been extrapolated from Berry and

colleagues’ (2006a, 2006 b) work is that of ‘enculturation’, used to refer to “the process of
selectively acquiring or retaining elements of one’s heritage culture while also selectively
acquiring some elements from the receiving cultural context” (Huynh, Nguyen & BenetMartinez, 2011; Weinreich, 2009).
The acculturative constructs named in Berry’s model has been widely used and
supported in a range of studies involving different population groups: In a study
involving cross-cultural sojourners (i.e. New Zealanders on overseas assignments), Ward
and Kennedy (1994) found that individuals who strongly identified with their heritage
culture displayed fewer depression symptoms. Further, in comparing the psychological
impact of assimilation to integration the study also found that assimilation was associated
with more psychological problems than integration. This was congruent with Berry’s
observation that “integration is the most … adaptive strategy” (Ward, Bochner &
Furnham, 2001, p.92). Similarly, in a study involving a sample of more than 5000
adolescents across 30 countries, the strategy of ‘integration’ was found to be positively
associated with psychological and sociocultural adjustment (Berry, Phinney, Sam &
Vedder, 2006 a).

In general, research appears to attest to acculturative ‘integration’ or

‘biculturalism’ as being associated with favourable psychosocial outcomes among
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younger migrant populations, with better adjustment outcomes in self-esteem, mood
regulation, and prosocial behaviours (Chen, Benet-Martinez & Bond, 2008; Schwartz,
Zamboanga & Jarvis, 2007). In relation to acculturation styles that emphasize separation
and distance, early correlational studies investigating the adjustment of native
populations and immigrants in Canada found significant associations between the
acculturative modes of separation and marginalization, and behavioural outcomes of
psychological maladjustment and psychosomatic problems (Berry & Blondel, 1982;
Berry, Kim, Minde & Mok, 1987).
Studies have built on Berry’s acculturation model to introduce the notion of
‘acculturation gap-distress’ in which youths become more acculturated than their parents
in the host culture (Costigan & Dokis, 2006 a; Phinney, Ong & Madden, 2000). Berry and
colleagues’ (2006) bidimensional model of acculturation categorizes the levels of
acculturation (i.e. high/low) for parent and child cohorts in each acculturation strategy
(i.e. integrated, assimilated, separated, marginalized) for host / native cultures, and
matches them to each other (type of acculturation gap). This table is reproduced below in
figure 2.2.1e. In their initial work on parent-child cultural dissonance, Szapocznik and
colleauges (1984) distinguish between acculturation-based generational conflict from
normative parent-child conflict in that the former is directly associated with cultural
adaptation factors. This concept was then advanced when Portes and Rambaut (1996)
proposed the concept of ‘acculturative dissonance’ to describe parent-child conflicts
resulting from differential rates of cultural integration. Suggested indicators of this form
of dissonance include language skills, perception of parental authority, and ethnic identity
salience. As a composite, these theories represent the acculturation gap-distress model.
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Figure 2.2.1e: Parent-Child Acculturation Levels18

In a review of studies utilising this model, Telzer (2010) observes that these
‘intergenerational discrepancies in cultural values’ have been linked with increased
family conflict that compound potentially existing intergenerational issues and create a
situation where immigrant parents and their children are ‘living in two cultural worlds’
(Telzer, 2010 p.315). This in turn impacts on the development of various types of
problem youth behaviours including conduct disorder (Atzaba-Poria & Pike, 2007),
delinquency (Le, Monfared & Stockdale, 2005), and depression (Costigan & Dokis,
2006b). She observes that although the model was proposed in the late 1980’s, it has only
been empirically tested ‘nearly 20 years later’, with most published studies dating from
2002. She also notes that support from these studies has been ‘mixed and inconclusive’
(Telzer, 2010, p.316). In particular, Telzer (2010) identifies a number of limitations
pertaining to the studies that have examined this model. The first of these involves the
direction and domain of the acculturation gap: Research has indicated that it is possible
for children to be less acculturated to the host culture than parents in some migrant
populations (Birman, 2006), as well as for acculturation gaps to be present in some but
18

Berry, 2006.
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not all domains of cultural adjustment (Costigan & Dokis, 2006 a). These findings would
appear to dispute the model’s premise that acculturation gaps occur uniformly in
direction (i.e. children display higher integration to host culture/s than parents), and
across all domains. Another criticism involves the simultaneous effects of host and native
acculturation gaps: In Berry and colleagues’ (2006) table (figure 2.2.1e), host and native
acculturation gaps are posited to occur in the following parent/child acculturation strategy
matches: marginalized/integrated; and separated/assimilated. Telzer (2010) observes that
empirical research testing the impact on the family of such simultaneous acculturation
gaps for both parent and child is yet to be conducted. The third criticism focuses on the
indistinct examination of the outcome for each type of acculturation gap posited by Berry
and colleagues (2006): Despite Berry’s descriptive of four possible combinations of
acculturation gaps, Telzer’s (2010) review of studies in the field indicate that studies have
largely focused on one combination (i.e. host culture gap higher: where the child is more
acculturated to the host culture than the parent; this has been assigned type (1) in Berry’s
model). As such, other acculturation-gap combinations have been less empirically tested.
The final criticism involves conflicting findings in relation to acculturation gap-distress:
Telzer’s (2010) examination of 23 studies focusing on acculturation gap-distress
indicated that a greater number did not support the primary assumption of the model (i.e.
that a host cultural gap between parent/child with the child being more acculturated to the
host culture than their parents, is related to youth maladjustment).

In fact, studies

suggested that this type of acculturation-gap was not associated with family conflict or
youth well-being, and highlighted instead the utility of bicultural skills (for both parent
and child). Conversely, Telzer’s (2010) findings also indicated that there were more
studies that supported the view that ‘youths who are less acculturated than their parents in
the host culture reported greater behavioural problems, lower school motivation, and
greater family problems’, which run contrary to the assumptions of the acculturation gapdistress model (Telzer, 2010, p.324).
Finally, studies investigating the impact of acculturation gap on family dynamics
and youth behaviour suggest that conflict and maladjustment occur in situations when
parents acculturate faster to the host culture than their children (host cultural gap lower),
or when children identify more with their native/heritage culture than their parents (native
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cultural gap higher). Consequent to obtaining these findings in their study involving 31
Indian families in the UK (parent cohort with children between the ages of 10 to 14
years), Atzaba-Poria and Pike (2007) propose that youth maladjustment may be shaped
not by ‘the acculturation gap per se … but by the deviation from normative cultural
development’ (Atzaba-Poria & Pike, 2007, p.537). They suggest that this reversal of the
acculturation-gap trajectory between parent and child may be related to the latter’s
resistance to a perceived ‘dominant’ cultural identity, as well as a more generic quest for
identity assertion. A similar finding was made by Ho and Birman (2010) in their
investigation of 104 first-generation immigrant Vietnamese adolescents and their parents:
youths who identified more strongly with their heritage culture than their parents also
expressed lower family cohesion and parental satisfaction19.
Figure 2.2.1f: Expanding the Acculturation Gap-Distress Model20

b: Expanded model incorporates 4 types of
acculturation gaps, diverse cultural domains, and
individual/contextual variations. Each type of
gap has at least 3 unique paths – one for each
domain of acculturation.

In line with these findings, this study positions ‘marginalization’ (within the model proposed) as a
construct that reflects identity confusion / ambiguity within salient social contexts relevant to the target
population, rather than as a generic acculturation response (p. 48), and as a predictive outcome of the
acculturation process (p.73). Consequently, the acknowledged complexities of the ‘acculturation-gap’
construct shape a definition of familial marginalization (p. 73), and confront issues of intra-familial /ethnicidentity conflict. By comparison, the construct of structural marginalization examines displacement in
relational dynamics with extra-familial authority structures.
20
Telzer, 2010.
19
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As an alternative to the original (linear) acculturation gap-distress model, Telzer
(2010) proposes a multi-level, multi-factorial representation of the construct (reproduced
in figure 2.2.1f) that considers the different domains within each type of acculturationgap, as well as the more global constructs of contextual factors that in turn impact on
family functioning and youth adjustment. It is however noted that this alternative model
has not to date been fully empirically tested.
It is noted however that more recent research into the categorization of the
acculturation strategies in Berry’s model has delivered more debatable findings: In an
examination of Berry’s Model using confirmatory latent class analysis, the authors of the
study found that ‘marginalization’ did not emerge as a cluster (Schwartz & Zamboanga,
2008), suggesting that the validity of this construct is called into question as ‘it is unclear
how immigrants can develop a cultural identity without drawing on either the heritage or
receiving cultures’ (Schwartz & Zamboanga, 2008, p.278). According to the authors, this
is also echoed in the work of Del Pilar and Udasco (2004) and Rudmin (2003, 2009).
These criticisms centre on the inherent methodological confounds in categorising
individuals as high or low on both host-culture acquisition and heritage-culture retention
in Berry’s presentation of acculturative strategies as a 2 X 2 matrix. Schwartz and
colleagues (2010) infer that mathematically, this involves the use of a priori values such
as the sample median (Giang & Wittig, 2006), or the midpoint on the range of possible
scores (Coatsworth, Maldonado-Molina, Pantin & Szapocznik, 2005) as cut points.
Paradoxically, this method of assigning cut points “increases the likelihood that equal
numbers of participants will be classified as high and low on each dimension”, thereby
confounding the notion of construct validity in relation to the four categories by
subsuming the assumption that “all four categories exist and are equally valid”
(Schwartz, Unger, Zamboanga & Szapocznik, 2010, p.239). These criticisms appear
underpinned by findings from an earlier study that utilized a confirmatory latent class
approach to test Berry’s Acculturation Model (Schwartz & Zamboanga, 2008). The
authors argued that the use of the empirical methodology selected (i.e. latent class
analysis) was important as it “made no a priori assumptions about [the] categories that
emerge”. Findings indicated that a total of six (rather than four) classes emerged from
the analysis, and that one of the extracted classes contained elements of the ‘integrated’
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and ‘assimilated’ categories 21 .

Although three of Berry’s original acculturation

categories (‘separation’, ‘integration’ and ‘assimilation’) also emerged as classes from
the analysis, it was noted that “the separation class was also characterized by some
degree of biculturalism (‘integration’)”. The authors observed that the mixing of these
categories is consistent with prior evidence that these categories “may not be as
independent as once thought” (Schwartz & Zamboanga, 2008, p.281). Significantly, it
was also noted that ‘marginalization’ did not emerge from the analysis as a cluster.
Rather, what emerged was a “small undifferentiated cluster … characterized by the
highest marginalization scores”.

The authors note that “what appears to be

marginalization may actually represent a sense of discomfort or lack of clarity in terms of
who one is as a cultural being” (Schwartz & Zamboanga, 2008, p.281) – which is
inferentially not congruent with Berry’s definition of ‘marginalization’ as an identity that
incorporates neither heritage nor receiving culture influences.
In summary, the search for generalizable patterns of the cultural adjustment
process has relied heavily on the stress and coping and cultural learning models to
articulate the micro and macro level stressors that affect cultural transition, as well as the
social domains relevant to cultural learning.

Berry’s bidimensional model of

acculturation emphasizes the stress and coping perspective, and accordingly illuminates
the types of acculturative stressors experienced in cultural transitions.

The most

significant body of research into cultural adjustment has utilized and expanded on Berry’s
model of acculturation, and in large part, has supported its findings particularly in
relation to the bidimensionality of the acculturative construct, and the generalizability of
‘cultural integration’ as an acculturation strategy. The main criticisms of Berry’s model
(as noted in this section) have focussed on contradictions in research findings related to
the independence of the acculturation strategies as depicted in the acculturation model,
and the veracity of the primary assumptions underpinning the acculturation-gap distress
model (e.g. size, direction and impact of the intergenerational acculturation gap in
migrant families). It is also noteworthy that the construct of ‘marginalization’ as an
21

In line with these findings, this study focuses on the construct of acculturation as incorporating elements
of the ‘integrated’ and ‘assimilated’ categories (from Berry’s seminal work), and investigates the
assemblage of ‘marginalization’ in the context of its alignment with cultural ambiguity rather than an
identity class that incorporates neither heritage or receiving culture influences.
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acculturation strategy has been contested more recently in the literature following
empirical testing of its validity. These overall findings inform both the aims of this study
and the shaping of the constructs utilized: This study is underpinned by the constructs of
‘cultural integration’ and ‘cultural separation’ as defined in Berry’s model as indicators
of cultural adjustment, and are included in the proposed model as related latent variables.
It also seeks to address the measurement validity of Berry’s construct of
‘marginalization’ by positioning it (within the model proposed in this thesis) as a
construct that reflects identity confusion / ambiguity within salient social contexts
relevant to the target population (i.e. school and the law), rather than as a generic
acculturation response.

To this end, the next section explores the spectrum of

measurement scales that have been developed to quantify the experience of cultural
adaptation.

2.2.2

Measures of Cultural Adjustment
As noted in the previous section, acculturation has been measured unilinearly,

bilinearly, and typologically. The issue of assigning a measurement type to a complex
process such as cultural adjustment has understandably been fraught with debate, as
researchers have grappled with selecting key elements to include, as well as constructing
measures that would sufficiently reflect the subjective reality of the respondent in terms
of their values, beliefs, and behaviours across the acculturation categories investigated.
Against a backdrop of literature highlighting the diverse factors that may play significant
roles in the cultural adjustment process, models of acculturation have been developed
largely to streamline these factors and (congruently) to facilitate the use of more valid
and reliable measures. Nonetheless, it is noted that although well-intended, research
models have “a tendency to become exceedingly complex with every conceivable
component included.” This level of “theoretical excess” has inevitably resulted in large
numbers of axioms that are not testable empirically (Ward, Bochner & Furnham, 2001,
p.40).
This section highlights the strengths and criticisms outlined in the literature for
each of the measurement categories, and presents a summary of the main acculturative
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measures that have been empirically tested.

It is noteworthy that the theoretical

underpinning for all types of acculturation measures to date remains the four
acculturation strategies represented in Berry’s Model (i.e. integration, assimilation,
separation, marginalization). That is, no matter their dimensionality, measures seek to
determine, through statistical quantification, the degree of cultural participation and/or
maintenance displayed by the respondent.

The vernacular of ‘cultural stratagems’

articulated by Berry’s Model continue therefore to provide the scale differentiation in
these measures. It is also significant that as research understanding of acculturative
processes has progressed to include the phenomena of biculturalism, attendant measures
of cultural adjustment have also been required to incorporate that dimension of change.
Unidimensional, Bidimensional and Typological Measures of Acculturation
In bipolar unidimensional measures of acculturation, scores sit on a bipolar scale
where low scores represent cultural separation, and high scores represent cultural
assimilation. The underpinning assumption of the unidimensional model is that “cultural
indicator variables such as values, attitudes and self-construal co-vary with acculturation
in a linear gradient relationship” (Abe-Kim, Okazaki & Goto, 2001, p.233). Adaptation
to a receiving culture is therefore seen to share an inverse relationship with the retention
of heritage cultural values (Laroche, Kim, Hui & Tomiuk, 1998), and acculturating
individuals are locked into a process of relinquishing their heritage cultural values while
simultaneously adopting those of the receiving culture (Gans, 1979). Middle scores (i.e.
at the mid-point of the unidimensional scale) are interpreted to represent either equal
engagement (i.e. biculturalism) or disengagement (i.e. marginalization) in both cultures
and have thus been criticized for conceptually confounding biculturalism and
marginalization (Nguyen & Benet-Martinez, 2013).
Similarly, a methodological criticism of studies utilizing unidimensional
conceptions of acculturation relates to the ambiguity in findings from the bi-polar endpoints of scales used, as they represent ‘separation’ (loss of heritage-culture practices)
and ‘assimilation’ (acquisition of receiving-culture practices) when overlaid onto Berry’s
acculturation model (Schwartz, Unger, Zamboanga & Szapocznik, 2010). This
comparison of what is perceived to be two contrasting processes (i.e. receiving-culture
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acquisition and heritage-culture retention) obscures the distinction in the dimension
responsible for the outcome investigated (e.g. risk of negative health and/or social
behaviours). Schwartz and colleagues (2010.) suggest that it is this ambiguity that
underpins the ‘immigrant paradox’ (Alegria, Canino, Shrout, Woo, Duan, Vila & Meng,
2008) – the proposition that more (or higher levels of) acculturation (as measured by the
scale/s used) are associated with higher levels of dysfunction and/or negative health
outcomes for immigrants.

Schwartz and colleagues (2010) suggest that the use of

unidimensional markers of acculturation in large epidemiological studies – including
ethnic background (Corral & Landrine, 2008), time spent in the receiving country
(Alegria et al. 2008), and language use (Allen, Elliott, Fugligni, Morales,
Hambarsoomian & Schuster, 2008) – contributes to this confusion.

Consequently,

negative findings in relation to outcome measures (e.g. psychiatric disorders, use of drugs
and alcohol, health and nutrition) appear to communicate that “acculturation may be
hazardous to one’s health” (Schwartz et al., 2010, p.243).
Another conceptual confound in the acculturation measurement arena is that
between acculturative stress (as an outcome) with acculturation (as a process), which
creates a circular relationship between acculturation and mental illness (Rudmin, 2003).
Rudmin (2009) takes the view that “acculturative stress is fundamentally a physiological
phenomenon” (p.114), and that it might best be measured using techniques that chart
physiological changes either to chronic stress (e.g. cortisol levels), or cross-cultural
stimuli (e.g. heart-rate, respiration, skin temperature changes) (Steffen, Smith, Larson &
Butler, 2006; Tsai, Chentsova-Dutton, Frieire-Bebeau & Przymus, 2002). However, he
notes that “the vast majority of studies measure acculturative stress as the negative
outcomes that stress is supposed to cause”, and enumerates “depression and anxiety
scales, symptoms checklists, and personality scales that have been used repeatedly to
operationalize acculturative stress” (p.114). Where acculturative stress is operationalized
as anxiety and/or depression, Rudmin (2009) argues that it cannot be used to predict any
other forms of mental illness as the two would then be variations of the same. Even in
studies where acculturative stress is measured in terms of its physiological consequences
(e.g. blood pressure), he concedes that it is difficult to distinguish from the “health
consequences of cultural practices” (e.g. diet, exercise patterns, alcohol use) and “sources
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of stress that are unrelated to acculturation” (e.g. general life stress). Although Rudmin’s
prior work (Rudmin, 2003, 2007) criticizes Berry and colleagues’ (1987) finding that
“marginalization fell into a factor with acculturative stress”, it is ironic that he cites
“abundant empirical evidence that acculturation is generally not stressful” to posit the
assertion that “acculturative stress be dropped as a latent construct” (Rudmin, 2009,
p.116), while pointing to studies that operationalized ‘mental health’ and ‘well-being’
with the same indicators (e.g. depression, life purpose).
By contrast, bidimensional perspectives of acculturation posit that individuals’
heritage and receiving cultural identities are free to vary independently (Berry, 1980;
Laroche, Kim, Hui & Joy, 1996), and are underpinned by the core assumptions that
“individuals differ in the extent to which self-identity includes culturally based values,
attitudes and behaviours … and [that] individuals are capable of having multiple cultural
identities, each of which may independently vary in strength (Ryder, Alden & Paulhus,
2000, p.50).

Accordingly, bidimensional measures of acculturation comprise two

separate scales that represent responses to each cultural orientation (i.e. receiving and
heritage cultural orientations), and allow the researcher to estimate the association
between heritage and receiving cultural orientations (Dere & Ryder, 2010). While there
appears to be general consensus in the field that bidimensional approaches offer a
“broader and potentially more inclusive” perspective of acculturation, criticism of
bidimensional measures of acculturation include the observations that “reported scale
intercorrelations vary widely and frequently contradict theoretical expectations” (Ryder
et al., 2000, p.51), and that they do not directly evaluate each of Berry’s acculturation
strategies (Nguyen & Benet-Martinez, 2013).

To address this issue methodologically,

studies have utilized typological measures that tap into each of the four categories of
acculturation separately (i.e. assimilation, integration, separation, marginalization).
Typically, typological measures utilize forced-choice responses with one option for each
acculturation strategy (Unger, Gallaher, Shakib, Ritt-Olson, Palmer & Johnson, 2002).
One corresponding limitation identified for this methodological approach has thus been
the lack of scale independence, and “the fact that these scales tend to assess attitudes and
preferences regarding acculturation, instead of actual acculturative changes” (Nguyen &
Benet-Martinez, 2013, p.124).
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An area of research associated with interpretations of the scores on acculturation
measures is that of biculturalism, which is conceptualized as an equal orientation to both
heritage and receiving cultures (Abe-Kim et al., 2001). In unidimensional measures, this
status is captured as scores on the scale mid-point (i.e. between ‘highly traditional’ at one
pole, and ‘highly assimilated’ at the other), and in bidimensional measures, moderate to
high responses on the two parallel scales (i.e. equal patterns of behaviour associated with
two cultures) represent biculturalism. These different ways of operationalizing the
bicultural construct has generated considerable discussion at both the methodological and
conceptual levels. Overarching definitions of biculturalism contain the notion of being
comfortable and proficient in the process of negotiating and combining a heritage culture
and the culture of the receiving country or region of settlement (Nguyen & BenetMartinez, 2013; Portes & Rumbaut, 2006; Schwartz & Zamboanga, 2008). In Berry’s
acculturation framework, the concept of biculturalism is identified as one of four possible
acculturation strategies, and subsumed within the category of ‘integration’ (Berry, 1980;
1997) – conceptualized as maintaining one’s cultural heritage while endorsing intergroup
relations.
To the extent that Berry’s acculturation model has been criticized as being “overly
simplistic … in its portrayal of wholesale acceptance and/or rejection of mainstream and
heritage cultures … in multicultural contexts” (Weinreich, 2009), the expanded approach
to quantifying biculturalism increasingly advocates a manifestation of cultural synthesis
that incorporates behaviours, values, and identifications with heritage and receiving
cultures (Schwartz & Unger, 2010). Additionally, Nguyen and Benet-Martinez (2013)
highlight the rationale that bicultural individuals “may differ in how they negotiate and
combine their two cultures” (p.123). These observations have in turn contributed to a
more nuanced approach to the definition and understanding of biculturalism as a
construct, raising the possibility that the product of a bicultural synthesis could be “an
individualized ‘culture’ that is not directly reducible to either the heritage or receiving
cultural streams” (Schwartz & Unger, 2010, p.27).
At an individual level, this emergence of a hybrid culture (from the process of
cultural contact and acculturation) is seen to parallel the social-structural phenomenon of
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‘ethnogenesis’ (Flannery et al., 2001). Relatedly, researchers have suggested that this is
most likely to occur in environments that are also bicultural (Flannery et al., 2001), and in
the context of families where there is intentional and appropriate shaping of heritage /
ethnic identity (Umaña-Taylor, Bhanot & Shin, 2006). From a measurement perspective,
Schwartz and Zamboanga’s (2008) examination of Berry’s acculturation model using
latent class analysis reported a “prominence of biculturalism” in their findings, and
concluded also that “multiple variants of biculturalism exist, and that these variants
differ in terms of comfort with the heritage and receiving cultural contexts” (Schwartz &
Zamboanga, 2008, p.282).

That is, individual differences in bicultural scores

(distinguished by the categories ‘full’ and ‘partial’ biculturalism in that study) attest to
differences in contextual variables like familial guidance (e.g. toward heritage values),
and congruent / ethno genic social environments (e.g. toward acculturation).
These streams of debate in the cross-cultural literature on the issue of
operationalizing concepts relevant to acculturation and its related constructs, highlights
the challenges involved in the creation of population-relevant and conceptually distinct
measures of cultural adaptation. Studies that have taken on the task of comparing the
relative efficacies of unidimensional and bidimensional scales in quantifying the
acculturation process have generally supported the finding that “the bidimensional model
constitutes a broader and more valid framework for understanding acculturation” (Ryder
et al., p.62). However, a less cited but useful stance is the observation that “support for
the bidimensional measurement of acculturation should not be conflated with support for
the bidimensional model of acculturation” (Dere & Ryder, 2010, p.135). In their study,
the authors report a “striking” magnitude of positive correlation between ‘heritage’ and
‘mainstream’ loyalty in two ethnic population groups (i.e. Vietnamese and Filipino),
which would appear to conflict with an assumption of bidimensional independence (i.e.
measurement) in that construct. Despite their use of bidimensional measures across the
domains examined, the authors’ conclusion that the discrepant findings (in relation to
loyalty) were ultimately consistent with theories of biculturalism positing dual cultural
identities and engagement, underscores the difficulty of claiming the superiority of either
bidimensional or unidimensional measures in absolute terms. It is perhaps in this vein of
critique that Flannery and colleagues (2001) attributed the predictive advantages of the
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bidimensional scales to ‘a function of size’ (i.e. because each domain was measured
using two scales rather than one), rather than because bidimensional scales “were
inherently a better pair of predictors” (Flannery et al., 2001, p.1043).
This thesis is underpinned by a Berry’s bidimensional model of acculturation, and
accordingly specifies two separate dimensions of acculturation (‘cultural integration’ and
‘cultural separation’) as distinct moderating variables. In terms of the dimensionality of
the measures used, the strengths of the unidimensional Suinn-Lew Asian Self-Identity
Acculturation Scale (SLS-U) (Suinn, Ahuna & Khoo, 1992; Suinn, Khoo & Ahuna,
1995; Suinn, Rickard-Figueroa, Lew & Vigil, 1987) as being both pertinent to youth from
a range of Asian cultures, and parsimonious (Flannery, 1998; Ryder et al., 2000) are key
factors that have influenced the choice of measurement type.

In keeping with a

bidimensional approach to the construct of acculturation, the inclusion of multiple
domains of acculturation (as measurement items within the latent constructs in the
proposed model) is also highlighted. The latter is examined in the next section.
Measures Comprising Single and Multiple Domains of Acculturation
As noted in the previous section, there is increasing consensus within the field of
cultural research that acculturation is conceptually multidimensional (e.g. in relation to
the independence of heritage and receiving-culture orientations), and therefore impacts
on multiple life domains (e.g. language, family values, ethnic identity, cultural practices,
behaviours).

Acculturation measures may congruently also differ in terms of the

numbers and types of acculturation domains assessed. Examples of studies investigating
cultural adjustment that have focused on a single domain as a measure of acculturation
include: the use of parental control as a single domain indicator of acculturative practice
which found higher depression levels among Chinese youth reporting different levels of
parental control than their parents (Juang, Syed & Takagi, 2007); and the association
between acculturation (measured through the domain of language use), family conflict
(Pasch, Deardorff, Tschann, Flores, Penilla & Pantoja, 2006) and depression (Liu,
Benner, Lau & Kim, 2009). Examples of studies that have defined acculturation as an
amalgam of multiple domains (e.g. language, food preferences, traditional practices, etc.)
have asserted that cultural adjustment dissonance (between Vietnamese youth and their
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parents measured using preferences in host cultural practices) was not associated with
youth educational aspirations, self-esteem, depression, or academic achievement (Zhou,
2001); and that greater dissonance in parent/child discrepancies in family values
(measured using multiple domains) between immigrant and non-immigrant families was
associated with poorer youth psychological outcomes across the two groups (Phinney &
Vedder, 2006).
Alternately, a more recent study found that individuals use different acculturation
strategies (modelled on Berry’s orthogonal categories) across different behavioural and
values domains (e.g. acculturative stress, mental health symptoms, and attitudes toward
seeking psychological help), thus supporting a domain-specific interpretation of
acculturation (Miller et al., 2013).

In the main however, it appears that although

measures comprising single and multiple domains of acculturation have been utilized in a
range of studies, the call for multidimensional, multi-domain models of acculturation is
increasingly being sounded (Schwartz et al., 2013).
In a review of conceptual and methodological issues surrounding the
measurement of acculturation, Matsudaira (2006) observed that “the most frequently
studied [acculturation] domain has been language; the values domain has received less
attention” This distinction between overt changes (represented by behaviour and attitude
domains), and subjective internal changes (represented by values, cultural beliefs, social
affiliation, ethnic identity, and cultural attachment) is made, as is the reflection that “…
the omission of [subjective internal] domains results in a biased assessment of the
acculturation process” (Matsudaira, 2006, p. 473), or “only part of the whole” (Schwartz
et al., 2010, p.244).

This assertion would be supported by research into biculturalism

and the bicultural identity (discussed further in the next section) that attest to
acculturation involving a balance of changes in multiple domains, and the consequent
need for measures to tap into the different domains in order to provide a relevant
assessment of cultural adaptation. Indeed, Schwartz and colleagues (2010) advocate an
‘expanded perspective on acculturation’ based on support in the literature for conceptual
(Chirkov, 2009) and empirical (Schwartz et al., 2007) links between the constructs of
cultural practices, values, and identifications. It is also noted that Matsudaira (2006)
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cautions against the inclusion of demographic variables (e.g. generational status, age at
arrival, length of residence, level of education etc.) in acculturation measures as they “…
do not directly tap psychological acculturation” and “render the validation of such scales
problematic” (Matsudaira, 2006, p. 474).
In summary, measurement issues pertinent to the concept of acculturation have
been vigorously debated in the literature. Competing unidimensional and bidimensional
models of acculturation have been examined for their relative strengths and drawbacks,
as have operationalized definitions of acculturation. This in turn is significant in shaping
the definition of longer-term cultural change (e.g. biculturalism and ethnogenesis).
Accordingly, studies have underscored the relevance of a bidimensional model, with
strong influence exerted by Berry’s acculturation model, and orthogonal constructs of
cultural adjustment strategies. However, in arguments relating to dimensionality of
measures for acculturation, the findings appear less concrete: Studies comparing the
efficacies of both types of measures have reported outcomes related to scale domainspecificity and lack of overall empirical superiority for any one measure (Bourhis, Moise,
Perreault & Senecal, 1997; Flannery et al., 2001). This may be related to observations
made in an earlier study that “measurement of latent variables is particularly relevant for
constructs, such as acculturation, that cannot be measured directly” (Rissel, 1997, p. 607).
For that reason, Rissel’s (1997) study utilized confirmatory factor analysis to
develop an acculturation scale that was applicable to the target population investigated
(i.e. Arabic-speaking patients seeking medical treatment in Sydney, Australia). Rissel’s
(1997) study also highlights a more current observation that as a good number of
acculturation measures were developed in the United States for specific migrant and/or
ethnic population samples, the issue of cultural specificity in relation to migration history
(including the social construction of ‘race’), and political outlook (including mainstream
attitudes towards immigrants, and government policies toward migration) also influence
the process and experience of cultural adjustment for different migrant populations which
may not be captured in measures that have been normed against an American cultural
populace (Nguyen & Benet-Martinez, 2013).
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This thesis draws from the research understanding generated by these debates in
constructing its methodology and instrumentation. To this end, it seeks to provide a
culturally-specific measure of acculturation that incorporates an emic approach to scale
construction (i.e. brief focus group interviews) in relation to the target population
(Matsudaira, 2006) , and utilizes a latent variable approach to analyze the ‘fit’ of the data
to the population group. In doing so, it is acknowledged that although the underpinning
acculturation model adhered to is bidimensional (i.e. comprising two separate
acculturation strategies ‘integration’ and ‘separation’), the measures for these constructs
are unidimensional. Given the relative complexity of the full proposed model examined
that comprises exogenous (i.e. self-esteem, ethnic identity), mediating (i.e. cultural
integration, separation) and outcome (i.e. familial, structural marginalization) variables,
as well as the statistical comparison of two distinct population sub-groups (i.e. first and
second-generation migrant youth), it was prudent to consider the “economical and
parsimonious” (Flannery et al., 2001) aspects of unidimensional measures in the scale
construction process, and to capitalize on those strengths in its use in this study.
Having examined the intricacies of the construct of acculturation and its stratagems
as it stands in the literature, the next section offers a discussion of the constructs of ethnic
identity, its relationship to self-esteem, and its variation generationally as issues that are
central to the model proposed in this thesis.

2.3

The Concept of Ethnic Identity
An integral construct underpinning considerations of individual and group identity is

Tajfel’s Social Identity Theory (SIT).

Developed by Tajfel and Turner in 1979, SIT

asserts that “perception of identity resides on a spectrum that is denoted by the
‘interpersonal’ at one end and the ‘intergroup’ at the other”. The former “involves people
relating entirely as individuals, with no awareness of social categories”; and the latter is
hallmarked by “the salience of one’s group memberships” (Hornsey, 2008, p. 206). It is
argued that this manner of ‘us and them’ categorization invokes different levels of the
self-concept: the ‘personal identity’ at the interpersonal end of the continuum is derived
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from attitudes, memories and behaviours that distinguish the individual from the group;
while the ‘social identity’ at the intergroup end of the continuum is comprised of
emotional and social aspects of group membership that are largely internalized.
Individual identities and communications consist of negotiations between these
spectrums. Tajfel and Turner (1979) also posited that the desire to maintain a positive
and secure self-concept motivates group members to maintain a ‘positive distinctiveness’
between the the group of belonging and relevant competing groups, thus achieving a
more favourable definition of the ‘in-group’ relative to the ‘out-group’.
This in essence formed the theoretical underpinning for ‘intergroup differentiation
and out-group derogation’ (Hornsey, 2008, p. 207) as it occurs in the real world.
Emerging from the same meta-theoretical perspective is the construct of ‘selfcategorization’ (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher & Wetherell, 1987), which articulates
three levels of self-categorization central to the self-concept:

human identity (i.e.

superordinate category of self as human), social identity (i.e. intermediate category of self
as member of social groups), and personal identity (i.e. subordinate category of self as
personal construct). Given the plethora of identities individuals can access in any given
situation, self-categorization theory utilizes the concept of ‘fit’ to explain the intrapsychic
process of identity selection:

high fit levels are perceived to exist if intra-class

similarities and inter-class differences are maximized, and other contextual conditions are
met (e.g. if particular social behaviours are in line with stereotypical expectations; or if
they are more actively primed and accessible) (Hornsey, 2008).
Significant aspects of this social identity perspective have been utilized in the
development of the construct of ‘ethnic identity’ – in particular, the ‘complex processes
by which individuals define, redefine and construct their own and others’ ethnicity’
(Ward, Bochner & Furnham, 2001). Early research into ethnic identity echoes strains of
‘dissimilarist’ schools and describe its nexus as including religion, endogamy, language
use, ethnic organizations, parochial education, and choice of in-group friends (Driedger,
1975). By comparison, later research can be seen to be incorporating themes central to
both culture-learning and stress / coping approaches, and explaining the negotiation of a
cultural identity through the symbiotic concepts of uncertainty avoidance and reduction
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(Gudykunst & Hammer, 1988).

That is, in order to cope with the ambiguity of

unstructured situations (e.g. cultural change), individuals seek to reduce that uncertainty
and explain their own and others’ behaviour during interactions. Ward and colleagues
(2001) note that this principle has been used to enunciate a number of cognitive variables
relevant to the prediction of uncertainty reduction in cultural adaptation, including
understanding of the host culture, the reciprocal nature of host-sojourner attitude, and
language competence.

Taking into account the social identity theory and cultural-

learning/adaptation perspectives, a composite definition of ethnic identity thus reflects “a
multidimensional construct that includes issues of group membership, self-image, ethnic
and larger cultural affiliation, and in-group and inter-group attitudes” (Ting-Toomey,
Yee-Jung, Shapiro, Garcia, Wright & Oetzel, 2000, p.49).
Using a similar research framework, Phinney (1992) posited four themes of identity
development relevant to different ethnic group members, including ethnic belonging (a
positive affiliation with the ethnic in-group), ethnic identity achievement (participation in
ethnic identity knowledge), ethnic practices (participation in ethnic activities), and othergroup orientation (attitudes towards other ethnic groups). In empirical work focusing on
conflict management styles that tested these constructs, Ting-Toomey and colleagues
(2000) distinguish between ‘ethnic identity salience’ (i.e. the extent to which individuals
hold their ethnicity to be of importance) from ‘cultural identity salience’ (i.e. the extent to
which individuals hold their larger culture to be of importance) (Ting-Toomey et al.,
2000). These theoretical enquiries paved the way for further navigation of the
relationship between cultural and personal conceptualizations of identity.
One significant intersection of the broader social-psychological tenets of identity
with empirical investigations of cultural identity is located in the study of biculturalism.
The concept that ethnic identity can evolve to become ‘bi-cultural’ is gaining increasing
research support. Skill sets required to develop and maintain bicultural competence
included knowledge of cultural values and beliefs in both originating and host cultures,
positive attachment to both originating and host cultural groups, positive self-efficacy in
relation to cultural and communicative competence, adaptive communication skills
(including verbal and non-verbal communication), broad behavioural repertoire and
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competence, and engagement in social network building to create stress-buffers
(LaFromboise, Coleman & Gerton, 1993).

Early work from the cross-cultural medical

frame largely endorsed the view that aspects of the bi-cultural identity (e.g. bilingualism,
lifestyle factors) were stress and anxiety inducing (Stonequist, 1935).

Later research

contested this view, and proposed instead that negotiating multiple cultures may in fact
have a positive impact on subjective well-being (Bialystok, 1999; Tran, 1994; Usborne &
Taylor, 2010), as long as any conflict between the two intersecting cultures was not
internalized (Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005; Phinney & Devich-Navarro, 1997).
The resulting construct of Bicultural Identity Integration (BII) was proposed by
Benet Martínez & Haritatos (2005) to reflect the extent to which bicultural individuals
managed their dual cultural identities, and how they perceived their dual cultural
identities to be compatible rather than oppositional. This perspective on the negotiation
of a dual-cultural identity extends a view proposed by Ogbu and Matute-Bianchi (1986)
that participation in different cultures may be a function of behavioural alteration to suit
the context. Subsequent investigations into the acquisition of dual-cultural fluency were
based on this ‘alternation’ model for second (and multiple) culture acquisition (Brannen
& Thomas, 2010; Ivory, 2010). Studies examining the structure of cultural identity also
support the view of biculturalism as a separate component of cultural identity (despite
being a blend of both heritage and receiving cultures) (Schwartz el al., 2007), and allude
to its gestalt quality of being greater than the sum of its parts (Rudmin & Ahmadzadeh,
2001).
One dynamic aspect of personal identity that has been debated in the literature is that
of identity formation (Phinney, 1990), and its development through processes of selfevaluation and decision making (Umaña-Taylor et al., 2009; Weinriech, 1988). The
concept of identity development is particularly relevant to the adolescent population, and
a framework within which this has been studied is Erikson’s theory of ego identity
formation. Erikson portrayed identity development as a journey from identity confusion
to identity synthesis (Erikson, 1968), where the former is characterized by incoherence in
self-definition, and the latter is denoted by an achieved identity following a period of
exploration which typically occurs in adolescence. Erikson’s model was subsequently
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operationalized as stages of identity development to capture the transition from
ambivalence (stage of diffusion), through exploration without commitment (stage of
moratorium), to the apex of commitment (stage of achieved identity) (Marcia, 1980).
This in turn paved the way for research on identity formation during adolescence
based on the premise that identity issues are of particular salience during this time
(Phinney, 1990; Phinney & Devich-Navarro, 1997). Although more current research into
adolescent identity has moved away from investigations of these individual stages, they
have nonetheless utilized the construct of achieved identity as an index of identity
consolidation (Schwartz et al., 2006; Schwartz et al., 2007). Overall, studies adopting
this approach to explore relationships between identity and psychosocial functioning
suggest that the achieved identity status is associated with subjective well-being, selfesteem and life satisfaction (Waterman, 2007), while identity confusion is conversely
accompanied by negative behavioural outcomes (Schwartz et al., 2005).

Research

focusing on cultural identity has delivered similar findings in relation to academic grades,
pro-social behaviours, and externalizing symptoms (Schwartz et al., 2007).

In similar

vein, but with an emphasis on acculturative identity, Berry and colleagues (2006a) study
of migrant youth adjustment across 13 societies delivered the finding that an integration
profile resulted in the best acculturation outcomes, while diffuse profiles suffered the
worst.
Concomitantly, measures of ethnic identity also reflect the underpinning theories
shaping its definition. The Ethnic Identity Scale (Umaña-Taylor et al., 2004) includes
three components of ethnic identity: exploration (e.g. “I have attended events that have
helped me learn more about my ethnicity”), resolution (e.g. “I have a clear sense of what
my ethnicity means to me”), and affirmation (e.g. “My feelings about my ethnicity are
mostly negative” – reverse coded). The earlier Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure
(MEIM) (Phinney, 1992) also includes three subscales: ethnic behaviours (e.g. “I
participate in cultural practices of my own group, such as special food, music or
customs”), affirmation and belonging (e.g. “I have a lot of pride in my ethnic group and
its accomplishments”), and ethnic identity achievement (e.g. “In order to learn more
about my ethnic background, I have often talked to other people about my ethnic
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background”). The scoring component used in both measures are 4-point Likert scales,
anchored against end points of 1 (strongly disagree / does not describe me at all) and 4
(strongly agree / describes me very well).

In developing this measure, Phinney (1992)

articulates several components of ethnic identity, including ethnic self-labelling, sense of
belonging, positive or negative attitudes towards one’s ethnic group, and ethnic
involvement.
It is noted that the MEIM was also developed for, and has often been used with
ethnically diverse samples (Worrell, Conyers, Mpofu & Vandiver, 2006). As well,
research with early adolescents in relation to the MEIM’s factor structure identified a
two-factor solution, being those of attitudinal affirmation (i.e. pride and belonging) and
behavioural exploration (i.e. cultural participation) (Spencer, Icard, Harachi, Catalano &
Oxford, 2000). These qualities of the MEIM are particularly relevant to the current
study.
It is important to note that current research makes a concerted effort to arrive at a
contemporary definition of ‘ethnic identity’ that captures more conventional
classifications of ethnic identities. In a comprehensive paper proposing a definition of
‘ethnic identity’ as a subset of identity categories that is determined by ‘descent-based
attributes22’, Chandra (2005) introduces a distinction between ‘categories of membership’
and ‘the attributes that qualify individuals for membership in that category’ (p.3).
According to Chandra (2005), such distinction serves to divest characteristics that have
historically been perceived as defining the boundaries of ethnic identity of that role –
thereby repositioning how properties of ethnic identity are understood and classified.
Central to the definition of ethnic identity is the role of ‘descent’, which Chandra argues
implies a vexed relationship to disentangle with other constructs including common
ancestry, common region of origin, descent categories (e.g. hyphenated identities,
ancestral occupations), and

historical cultural indicators

communication systems, values, norms, cultural events).

(e.g. language

and

This in turn supports the

assertion made in that paper that it is a subset of ethnic identities (rather than ethnic
identity itself) that may be associated with the research variable of interest. By extension,
22

Defined as ‘attributes associated with descent’ (Chandra, 2005).
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Chandra argues that ‘[large numbers] of explanatory claims about ethnicity rest on
properties that … are not intrinsic to ethnic identities in general’ (p.21).
While this thesis does not dispute Chandra’s observation of the multi-layered
relationships implicated in a contemporary discourse on ethnic identities, it also does not
assume a singular and generic definition of ethnic identity. Rather, it builds on work
accomplished in socio-psychological and socio-political spheres in relation to ethnic
identity. A large body of this work emphasizes the relationship between ethnic identity
and the extent to which this impacts on an individual’s alignment with the majority group
(differentiated by migration status and other cultural identifiers). The latter has been
distinguished by the term ‘ethnic identification’, and has been used to predict other social
outcomes (e.g. national identity among American-born Asian Americans) (Gong, 2007).
In so doing, ethnic identity is cast as a composite construct that contributes to the
dynamic process of ethnic identification. Accordingly, this thesis assumes that stance in
relation to a definition of ethnic identity and ethnic identification. In turn, this position
underpins the distinction between the constructs of ethnic identity and acculturation – in
contrast to the practice of using them interchangeably because of definitional similarities
(Tsai et al, 2002). One distinction (as articulated in the work by Tsai et al, 2002) is that
“… whereas ethnic identity requires conscious endorsement, acculturation and cultural
orientation do not …” (pg. 42). That is, an individual may be orientated to practices in a
particular mainstream culture (i.e. acculturation), but may not explicitly identify with the
culture of that majority group (i.e. ethnic identity).

Another significant distinction

proffered by Tsai et al (2002) is that while acculturation has particular resonance for
first-generation migrant groups, ethnic identity is also relevant to second-generation (and
beyond) migrant populations.
This study therefore aims to explore the relationship between ethnic identity,
acculturation and marginalized behaviours among first and second generation South-East
Asian youth migrants living in Australia.

As such, it builds on prior research

understanding of these concepts, while expanding the constructs to include generational
differences. Congruently, the constructed measure for ethnic identity is informed by
earlier operationalization of ethnic identity, particularly in relation to the MEIM. As
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research also implicates an association between cultural identity and self-esteem, the
model proposed in this thesis explores how the relationship between ethnic identity and
self-esteem influences acculturation. The next section highlights findings in the literature
in relation to the constructs of ethnic identity and self-esteem.

2.3.1 Ethnic Identity and Self-Esteem
Notionally, self-esteem is understood to form part of a process of overall selfevaluation that underpins a generic self-construct.

This in turn shapes subjective

sentiments regarding specific aspects of the self under scrutiny.

This overarching

positive (or negative) self-evaluation has largely been researched under the banner of
global personal self-esteem, and found to be significantly linked to psychological
functioning and well-being (Thoits, 2013; Usborne & Taylor, 2010). Because ethnic
identity is also regarded as an intrinsic part of the self-construct, there has been some
debate in the literature regarding the salience of the boundary between ethnic identity and
global personal self-esteem (Phinney, 1991; Porter & Washington, 1993).
This line of enquiry led to the classifying of three generations of historical
research (Bat-Chava & Steen, 1997): The first was characterized by the assumption that
ethnic minority group members suffered pervasively from low global self-esteem as
passive recipients of prejudice and stigma (Kardiner & Ovesey, 1951); the second by
counterintuitive empirical findings that ethnic group membership was not systematically
related to low personal self-esteem (Verkuyten, 1994) – a phenomenon subsequently
labeled ‘the puzzle of high self-esteem’ (Simmons, 1978); and the third by attempts to
explain this phenomenon using sociological explanations that emphasized the protective
quality of family and community in insulating self-esteem from negative out-group
evaluations (Hughes & Demo, 1989). Subsequent studies also debated the independence
of personal self-esteem from ethnic identity (Cross, 1991; Porter & Washington, 1993),
and reached a conclusion that any relationship between these constructs is likely to be
moderated by the contribution of ethnicity to self-identity (Phinney, 1991). Expressed
slightly differently, the contribution of ethnic identity to self-esteem may be said to be
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relevant “… in cases when an individual consciously perceives ethnicity or culture as a
central, salient feature of identity” (Ward, Bochner & Furnham, 2001, p.104).
This observation is in line with precepts from social identity theory that the
development of a personal identity derived from memberships with particular social
groups promotes feelings of connectedness to the group, and positive evaluations of the
self (Tajfel, 1981).

Additionally, the import of accentuating positive distinctiveness to

counteract potential threats to one’s self-concept from minority group membership has
also been posited by social identity theorists. The salience of the group membership
evaluation (or ethnic identity construct) is only emphasized where group boundaries are
perceived to be relatively impermeable (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Hence, it is possible to
extrapolate that while global personal self-esteem may be conceptually distinguished
from ethnic self-esteem, this distinction does not imply independence from an empirical
perspective (Verkuyten, 2001).

Indeed, a number of studies have reported positive

correlations between ethnic identity and self-esteem (Garcia-Reid, Peterson, Reid &
Peterson, 2013; Umaña-Taylor & Bamaca, 2004) as favourable group affiliations
translate to positive self-construct.
Research focused on indicators of psychological well-being among immigrant
populations in the last twenty years has articulated a relationship between ethnic identity
development and acculturation strategy (or type of cultural orientation). Despite some
mixed findings, the findings are generally supportive of the tenets of Berry’s (1980)
model of acculturation and Phinney’s (1990) model of ethnic identity development.
Examples of studies that lend such support include: Martinez and Dukes’ (1997) work
conducted with a population of American-born Asian, African-American, and Hispanic
adolescents found that individuals with an achieved ethnic identity had higher levels of
self-esteem than those who were still exploring or who had not yet examined their ethnic
identities; Similarly, Nesdale et al (1997) found that decreased identification with
Vietnamese culture was associated with increased levels of depression for foreign-born
Vietnamese college students in America.

Of the studies that did not support popular

models of ethnic identity development, differences were either encountered in
generational groupings of subjects studied (e.g. Verkuyten and Lay’s 1998 study reported
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different relationships between ethnic identity, self-esteem, life satisfaction and mood for
2nd generation migrants to the Netherlands), or not encountered according to the broad
categories of acculturation utilized (e.g. ‘integrated’ or ‘separated’) (Vollebergh and
Huiberts, 1997; Leiber et al, 2001). Congruently, single-item measures of ethnic identity
were most frequently used in these studies, making it possible that the complex construct
of ethnic identity was not sufficiently explored methodologically to demonstrate extant
relationships between ethnic identity and different facets of mental health, including that
of self-esteem. This thesis seeks to address that limitation by adopting a definition of
ethnic identity that is multi-faceted (i.e. is inclusive of ethnic pride, participation, values,
and language use), and that comprises a number of item-measures23.
In research conducted with adolescent populations, there is consensus that both
personal and ethnic identity development is a particularly salient task during that
developmental timeframe (Phinney & Ong, 2007).

Phinney’s model of ethnic identity

development (1989, 1990) is in turn based on Marcia’s (1993) model of identity
formation in adolescence. According to this model, identity formation is a staged-process
that involves transition between several phases, including:

the diffuse stage

(characterized by a lack of exploration of ethnic identity), or the foreclosed stage
(characterized by a commitment to an ascribed ethnic identity without further exploration
of that identity), through to the moratorium and achieved stage (characterized by intense
exploration of the meaning of their ethnic identitity/ies prior to committing to the same or
different identity/ies). Although studies suggest that Phinney’s model of ethnic identity
development is applicable to adolescent migrants (e.g. in America) (Phinney and Chavira,
1992, Ying and Lee, 1999), it is acknowledged that more longitudinal studies are needed
to determine if any cultural variations exist in this developmental progression.
The achievement of a stable identity is also linked with positive psychosocial
outcomes, of which self-esteem is one. Other indices of adjustment associated with selfesteem for adolescents include depression (Birkeland, Melkevik, Holsen & Wold, 2012;
Kuster, Orth & Meier, 2012), anti-social behaviour (Donnellan, Trzesniewski, Robins,
Moffitt & Caspi, 2005; Edward, Donnellan & Trzesniewski, 2011), and academic success
23

This is described in greater detail in Chapter 4.2.3 ‘Measures’ (p.104).
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(Marsh & Martin, 2011; Peixoto & Almeida, 2010). Research exploring different stages
of identity development in ethnic youth report that advanced identity resolution is linked
with skills for coping with discrimination that are, in turn, protective of self-esteem
(Umaña-Taylor et al., 2008).

In measurement terms, Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale

(Rosenberg, 1965) has been widely used to assess personal self-esteem in ethnic identity
and acculturation research (Gong, 2007; Umaña-Taylor et al., 2009).

The scoring

component for the Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale used in studies has varied from 4-point
to 7-point Likert scales, and higher scores indicate higher levels of self-esteem.
In line with findings from the literature, the model proposed in this thesis
articulates a relationship between self-esteem and ethnic identity – primarily that ethnic
identity is positively associated with self-esteem in adolescents (Phinney, 1992; Phinney
& Alipuria, 1990). Additionally, it has been found that adolescents’ initial levels of selfesteem are also related to higher levels of affirmation in relation to ethnic identity
(Umaña-Taylor et al., 2009). Accordingly, this thesis explores the relationship between
the latent constructs of ethnic identity and self-esteem (as independent variables), and
their influence on acculturative processes, in the prediction of marginalized behaviours.
In doing so, the proposed model adheres to the findings from earlier works that selfesteem and ethnic identity are independent, but related, constructs, and that they exert a
measurable effect on acculturation. Another research question integral to the model
proposed in this thesis relates to the differences in these constructs between first and
second-generation youth migrants. The next section describes significant findings in the
literature relevant to these domains.

2.3.2

Ethnic Identity and Generational Differences
The salience of ethnic identity for migrant populations as a component of

acculturation, and how it varies according to the degree of exposure, across time, to the
receiving culture is an issue that scholars have grappled with (Duncan, 2011; Maliepaard,
2010). Work surrounding the definition of ethnic identity as that part of the self-concept
deriving from membership of a heritage-cultural group, in a manner that has emotional
significance to the individual (Horenczyk & Nisan,1996) has also spurred an
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understanding of the challenges of cultural adaptation facing first-generation migrants. In
particular, these challenges consisted of managing the competing tensions of the
marginality of ethnic difference with the desire to formulate an adaptive cultural identity
that is integrated to that of the mainstream / host culture. This struggle to reconcile what
may occasionally be fairly diverse cultural frames of reference is recognised in research
into first-generation migrant populations (Econompoulos, 1999; Schwartz et al., 2007).
Berry’s analysis of the cultural adjustment strategies posited in his acculturation
model also extends this dialogue by proposing that youth with an ‘integration’ profile had
the best psychological and sociocultural adaptation outcomes (Berry et al., 2006 a). Even
in reaching these conclusions however, Berry et al. (2006a) concede that different ‘forms
of integration’ are conceptually possible, depending on the context within which the
acculturative process is taking place. That is, the socio-cultural demands on a migrant in
public areas of life (e.g. mainstream cultural institutions) may differ markedly from those
in more private areas (e.g. in family and ethno-cultural communities). An ability to ‘mix
and match’ these acculturative strategies using an integrative approach potentially
underpins functional related constructs, including confidence and pride in ethnic identity.
The subsequent naming of biculturalism as an adaptive mode of cultural
adjustment (Coatsworth et al., 2005) that may nonetheless expose individuals to pressures
to conform to both heritage and receiving cultures (Rudmin, 2003), has led to inquiries
concerning differences in the salience of cultural identity between first and subsequent
generations of migrants. In an example of such early work in the field, Phinney (1990)
indicated that ethnic identity salience is higher in first than second or third generation
migrant populations. She cites research that demonstrates ‘fairly consistent decline in
ethnic group identification in later generations descended from immigrants (Constantinou
& Harvey, 1985; Fathi, 1972), and that ‘ethnic identity was found to be weaker among
those who arrived at a younger age and had lived longer in the new country (Rogler et al,
1980).
Similarly, in exploring cultural adjustment among ‘children of immigrants’,
Rambaut (1994) observed that labels communicating a bicultural or hyphenated identity
(e.g. Vietnamese-American) were more often used in self-description by first generation
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migrants than their subsequent cohorts. Correspondingly, a significant relationship was
also found between generational status and ethnic identity among first-generation
Vietnamese youth migrants living in Vietnamese communities in the United States
(Bankston III, & Caldas, 1995). Later research also echo these surmises: Adherence to
receiving-culture values were found to increase with generational status and length of
time in that culture (Tsai, 2000).

Also, in a study exploring the developmental

progression in ethnic identity through the course of adolescence, Umaña-Taylor et al
(2009) considered the prospect that ethnic identity salience could vary based on nativity,
with individuals born outside the receiving country (i.e. first-generation migrants)
experiencing “greater acceleration in ethnic identity” (p.403) than those born in the
receiving country (i.e. second-generation migrants).
One significant correlate of ethnic identity development within a nativity
framework is the role of families in the cultivation of a stable knowledge-base about
heritage culture (e.g. through attendance at cultural events, memberships in community
organizations, teaching of heritage language/s etc) (Kibria, 2002; Lu, 2001). In so doing,
families play a central role in the dual processes of ethnic identity formation and
maintenance among migrant youth (Farver, Narang & Bhadha, 2002), thereby serving as
a “transmitter” of cultural identity (Schwartz et al., 2007).

From the perspective of the

migrant adolescent in receipt of this transmission of cultural values and identity, studies
indicated that these adolescents tended to report exploring their ethnicity, feeling good
about their ethnic background, and commitment to their ethnic identity (Umaña-Taylor,
& Bamaca, 2004).
These developmental components of ethnic identity (i.e. identity exploration,
commitment and achievement) are premised on Erickson’s (1968) and Phinney’s (1990)
work on identity progression through the lifespan.

Support for the argument that

community, familial and environmental contexts play a significant role in the cultural
adaption of youth migrants may also be found in studies conducted within a broadly
ecological framework.

These studies have researched developmental processes and

outcomes in a range of contexts including parenting practices (Santisteban, 2012),
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parental expectations (C. L. H. Costigan, J. M.; Su, T. F., 2010a), and familial ethnic
socialization systems (Umaña-Taylor, 2006).
An important corollary to the task faced by youth migrants of developing a
cultural identity that is suited to navigating the obligations – some of which may be
conflicting –of both the heritage and receiving cultures, is the issue of ethno-identity
cultural conflict (EIC) (Baumeister, 1985). Much of this has been manifest in the form of
parent-child conflict in areas ranging from family expectations (e.g. in education and
career) to dating and marriage (Ahn, 2008). Although there has been some debate in the
literature about the segregation of ‘values conflicts’ (i.e. normative value differences
between parents and children) from ‘acculturation conflicts’ (i.e. intergenerational
conflict related to the cultural adjustment process), there is consensus that both categories
of conflict are likely to be more pronounced in migrant families (Kwak, 2003; Phinney,
2006).
The latter is especially highlighted in research into the differential rate of
acculturation exhibited by parents and children (i.e. ‘acculturation-gap distress’), and its
association with negative outcomes including delinquency (Sluzki, 1979) and family
conflict (Szapocznik, 1993).

Integral to the acculturation-gap hypothesis is the

observation that (first-generation) migrant parents and their (second-generation) children
have essentially been socialized into different cultural environments, leading to different
value, cultural and identity orientations (C. L. D. Costigan, D., 2006b). As such, while
the main acculturation-gap proposed in Berry’s model focuses on situations when
children are more acculturated to the receiving (host) environment than their parents, a
key criticism of this reasoning is that other parent-child differentiations in cultural
adjustment exist that have not been as readily defined within its scope24 (Telzer, 2010).
Telzer (2010) argues cogently for an ‘expanded acculturation-gap distress model’ that
takes into account various domains of acculturation contexts (e.g. language, values,
behaviours) when charting its impact on family and youth maladjustment.

24

This was discussed in Chapter 2.2 of this thesis.
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The relevance and variability of context in the development of intergenerational
and family conflict is also emphasized in Stuart and Ward’s (2011) study which tested a
predictive model of ethno-cultural identity conflict (EIC) in a sample of first-generation
South Asian youth in New Zealand.

Findings from this study indicated that

intergenerational conflict numbered amongst the risk factors for EIC, while (converse)
protective factors included family cohesion, ethnic identity centrality (i.e. the significance
of ethnic identification to the individual’s global identity), and ethnic group belonging
(i.e. a sense of emotional location within the heritage cultural community) (Stuart, 2011).
The impact of differential intra-familial acculturation rates on family cohesion is
also being explored in research positing that exposure at a younger age to a different (i.e.
receiving) culture increases identification with that culture (Cheung, 2011). The study
proposed a ‘sensitive period’ of acculturation, which was operationalized as a change in
the rate of identification with the receiving culture per year (computed as a linear relation
between ‘age of immigration’ and ‘mainstream identification’)25. Curiously, although
this study makes an argument for a time-sensitive component to cultural change, it
utilizes a cross-sectional sampling methodology from a single-generational cohort which
makes the findings vulnerable to other confounds (e.g. pre-existing cohort differences
across a range of socio-demographic domains). Indeed the limitations of cross-sectional
designs in the analysis of the acculturative process is recognized by leading scholars in
the field (S. J. P. Schwartz, H.; Sullivan, S.; Prado, G.; Szapocznik, J. , 2006; Stuart,
2011), who have also highlighted the particular relevance of longitudinal designs in work
with adolescent cultural identity development in order to delineate the complex variables
affecting adjustment and identity.
The research question addressing the relationship between ethnic- and self- construal
(operationalized through the individual constructs of ‘ethnic identity’ and ‘self-esteem’)
and dislocation / marginalization from family and salient social structures is posed in this
thesis. In line with previous research findings that emphasize the generational impact

Although it is noted that the construct of a ‘time-sensitive period’ in the study of acculturation is
conceptually pertinent, its quantification has yet to be validated. Also, this thesis seeks to compare intergenerational differences rather than age-differentiated intra-generational differences. The latter may form
part of future research in the field.
25
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inherent in the progression of cultural identity and acculturation, a methodology utilizing
two generational cohorts are compared to discern differences in the ‘goodness-of-fit’ (i.e.
computed as strength and degree of association) of these variables between the
generational cohorts.

The next sections offer a discussion on the construct of

marginalization in the literature, how it is shaped in this thesis as well as its placement in
the proposed model.

2.4 The Concept of Cultural Marginalization
The construct of marginalization (also labelled ‘marginality’) has been regarded as
elusive by researchers (Pilar, 2004) as it has often been recast into different moulds,
depending on its use. Sociological literature traces the genesis of this construct back to
Park’s (1928) conceptualisation of the ‘marginal man’ - a somewhat poetic reference to
the identity conflict faced by new immigrants who were perceived to be trapped between
two worlds:
“A man living and sharing in the cultural life and traditions of two distinct peoples;
never quite willing to break, even if he were permitted to do so, with his past and his
traditions and not quite accepted in the new society in which he now sought to find a
place”.
(Park, 1950, pp. 375-376)
Interestingly, Park (1928) also intonated a progressive aspect to the cultural change
process by observing that the culturally marginal individual is capable of becoming “the
individual with the keener intelligence, the wider horizon, and the more detached and
rational viewpoint” (pp.376).

Early elements of Park’s (1928) thinking were then

elaborated by Stonequist (1937), for whom the negative effects of such experiences of
marginalization were more resonant.

In contrast to Park’s benign definition of

marginalization, Stonequist’s portrayal of the ‘marginal man’ emphasized the discord that
(in his view) underpinned the immigrant experience:
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“A man poised in psychological uncertainty between two or more social worlds;
reflecting in his soul the discords and harmonies, repulsions and attractions of these
worlds, and never quite fitting in with either culture by which he has been
influenced”.
(Stonequist, 1937, p. 8)
More recent studies have veered towards a more positive conceptualization of
cultural marginalization. This is evident in Milton Bennett’s (1993) articulation of a
developmental model of intercultural sensitivity which suggests a progression from
ethnocentric to ethnorelative stages of development. In application to migrants, the
ethnocentric stage is when the heritage culture is perceived to be a dominant and central
reality against which other cultures are charted negatively, and the ethnorelative stage is
when cultures are simply assigned a value of ‘difference’ rather than ‘good’ or ‘bad’.
The apex of Milton Bennett’s (1993) developmental spectrum is the point of constructive
marginality – presumed to be when Park’s (1950) notion of the marginal individual as
both vested participant and detached observer comes into form. This application was
further developed by Janet Bennett (1993) who added to the construct with ‘encapsulated
marginality’ – defined to mean the experience of protracted difficulty in resolving
conflicting cultural cues, and the consequent inability to achieve a unified (resolved)
identity. The experience of constructive marginality, which signifies ease of movement
between different cultural frames of reference and a secure identity (Bennett, 1993) is
contrasted against encapsulated marginality. This differentiation in positive and negative
response to cultural change echoes the difference in Park’s (1928) and Stonequist’s
(1937) initial trajectories in formulating a definition of marginalization.
While Bennett’s conceptualization of marginalization has focused on the
psychological postures that may be adopted by migrants towards acculturation, scholars
within sociological literature have also posited distinctions in the categories of
marginalization experienced based on group memberships and/or power hierarchies
present. In the main, three types of marginalization have been outlined (Billson, 2005):
Social role marginality makes reference to exclusion from a positive reference group due
to demographic (e.g. age) or situational (e.g. gender roles within occupations) constraints.
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Billson (2005) explains that the demarcation lies in the individual’s role, rather than their
location within the social structure, and as such, may be fluid (e.g. when individuals
move from one role to another). Cultural marginality, by comparison, is defined by
variables denoting cultural difference (e.g. race, ethnicity, religion etc). Elements of
inter-group comparison culminating in membership of either ‘in’ or ‘out’ groups
underscore experiences of acceptance or rejection.

Structural marginality frames

experiences of powerlessness and/or disenfranchisement within a broadly socioeconomic
perspective that also contextualizes situations of oppression and exploitation (e.g.
poverty, crime, ghettoization).

It has been suggested, for example, that refugees

constitute a more extreme form of politically-generated structural marginality
(Chakrabarti, 1990).
An arm of research that alludes to hybridized conceptualizations of marginalization
comprise studies into the phenomenon of ‘cultural homelessness’ (V. V. J. Navarete, S.
R., 2011; V. V. J. Navarete, S. R. , 1999). This construct was developed in an effort to
capture the sense of cultural ambiguity, emotional isolation, and cultural identity
confusion experienced by individuals who had been immersed into a culture other than
their heritage culture at a young age. These studies report associations of cultural
homelessness with negative esteem issues including chronic feelings of not belonging,
self-blame and shame. As well, the creation of cultural homelessness from tensions
within the family adjusting to a culturally different environment, and the challenge of
balancing conflicting cultural demands is also highlighted.

Disruptions to

communication styles and attachment processes have been mooted as potential outcomes
(V. V. J. Navarete, S. R., 2011).

In essence, the desire to find a ‘cultural home’ by

individuals experiencing cultural transition and displacement is strongly indicated in
these studies. Along similar lines, a study investigating the impact of perceived rejection
on cultural identification amongst immigrants found that it negatively predicted both
cultural identification (with the heritage culture) and acculturation orientation (to the
receiving culture).

More specifically, perceived rejection by the country of origin

negatively affected immigrants’ identification with their own cultural group, which in
turn mediated their acculturation orientation towards the receiving society. As well,
perceived rejection by the receiving culture directly predicted the endorsement of a
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‘marginalization’ strategy (in line with Berry’s conceptualization of marginalization as a
form of cultural anomie where a lack of identification with both heritage and receiving
cultures is signified) (Badea, 2011).
In totality, the evidence in the acculturation literature points towards disparate
views on the topic of marginalization. From the prism of Berry’s acculturation model, it
has been allocated the status of ‘double-negative multiculturalism’, conveying that the
individual adopting this adjustment strategy effectively loses two cultures (Triandis,
1997). As noted prior, studies into the measurement validity of Berry’s construct of
marginalization have criticized its definitional boundaries as being too rigid, so that the
formation of a null cultural identity (i.e. marginalization) remains ambiguously scoped
(del Pilar, 2004; Rudmin, 2003). The confounding of biculturalism with marginalization
when the former is measured unilinearly has also been posited (Nguyen, 2013). Despite
these contentions, there remains agreement in the research community that migrants
experience tensions in code-switching between heritage (old) and receiving (new)
cultures as part of the identity transition process. As this adaptation process is ongoing
rather than absolute, it would appear inevitable that the ‘fit’ between the two identity
spheres may not be congruous across all acculturation domains.
This thesis interprets this ‘mis-fit’ of salient heritage and receiving cultural identity
components (including values, belief structures, and manifest behaviours) as being
analogous to the experience of marginalization as it has been conceived in the
sociological and psychological literature. It adheres to the definition of marginalization
as being “a state or series of situations between social exclusion and social integration”
(Lovell, 2004, p. 1). However, it also adopts the perspective that marginalization is not a
generalized experience, but one that is located within domains that are prominent to the
population being studied.
In accordance with prior research findings pertaining to adolescent migrants, this
thesis highlights the significance of familial and structural marginalization as a predictive
outcome of the acculturation process. To this end, it has borrowed from findings into
intra-familial acculturation conflict and ethnic-identity conflict to inform the construct of
familial marginalization. Similarly, it has also utilized definitions of social, cultural, and
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structural marginality to shape the construct of structural marginalization. As such,
within the scope of this thesis, familial marginalization is used to denote a non-sharing of
heritage-cultural family values and/or the sense of non-belonging to the family.
The parameter of structural marginalization is conceived within this thesis to involve
displacement in relational dynamics with salient authority structures. The latter were
identified in focus-group interviews with a group of migrant youth (as part of this thesis’
methodology) to include teachers at school, and the police. The relevance of these
indicators of marginalization to migrant youth, and its association with delinquency and
generational differences in the literature is explored in the next section.

2.4.1 Marginalization, Delinquency and Generational Differences
The extent to which cultural patterns are decisive in shaping the development and
texture of anti-social and/or delinquent behaviours has been strenuously debated in the
criminological, social and psychological literature. Under the banner of comparative
criminology, associations between race, ethnicity and crime have been studied at both
macro (Karstedt, 2001) and micro (Kaufman, 2008) levels. Crime and social control as
social and cultural phenomena have bordered investigations into ethnic variations in
criminality. One broad theory rising out of this work has posited that the ‘strain’ exerted
by different social environments condition responses in the realm of criminal behaviours
that are directed at alleviating these tensions (R. Agnew, 1992). General strain theory
articulates areas of strain that include economic, family, education, criminal
victimisation, discrimination and community. The presiding view from this vantage
point is that strain-related crime is most likely to develop in circumstances where
inequality and discrimination, high-intensity events (e.g. excessive discipline or
victimization), low-social control (e.g. erratic parental supervision), or incentives to
participate in criminal activity (e.g. economic disadvantage) exist (R. Agnew, 2001).
In relation to adolescent development, studies adopting a life-course perspective of
delinquency posit that factors in the individual’s familial history and social environment
impact on their trajectory of delinquency, with delinquency beginning in early
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adolescence (11-14 years), peaking in middle adolescence (15-17 years), and dropping in
late adolescence / early adulthood (R. Agnew, 2003). A study that mounted hypotheses
about acculturation in migrant youth onto a pre-existing national school-based study of
American adolescents to obtain a longitudinal picture of delinquency progression in
adolescents between 1994 and 2002, found some support for the life-course perspective
for the Asian cohort: during early adolescence, first-generation Asian females had the
highest risk of delinquency (although in the Asian community, first-generation Asian
youth in general had the highest risk of delinquency); during late adolescence, thirdgeneration Asian youth had the highest delinquency risk (Powell, 2010). The former was
attributed to greater cultural dissonance and conflict in relation to gender roles, as well as
the possibility that greater numbers of the first-generation migrant sample were observed
to live in disadvantaged neighbourhoods due to the context of their migration (e.g. as
refugees) which in turn increased their exposure to negative peer groups.
It is noteworthy that both the family and broader social contexts are implicated in
theories of criminal development in studies of mainstream populations: Within the family
context, poor parenting practices (R. R. Agnew, C. J.; Thaxton, S., 2000), inconsistent
discipline (Pinderhughes, 2001), and weakened parent-child bonds (R. Agnew, 2003) are
seen to contribute to juvenile crime. In the broader social context, exposure to unfair
treatment, discrimination (including that experienced through chronic unemployment),
and weak social network structures are among factors that constitute indicators of social
disorganization that in turn predict criminal engagement (Kaufman, 2008).
Similarly, in considerations of delinquent behaviours in migrant youth populations,
studies have investigated the links between familial and social variables. The former
comprises issues impacting on relationships with the family, including ethnic identity and
acculturative dissonance (Farver, 2002; Lau, 2005; Le, 2008), parenting styles (Lim,
2009), familism and family orientation (Santisteban, Coatsworth, Briones, Kurtines &
Szapocznik, 2012).

Social and infrastructural tensions highlighted in associations with

adolescent delinquency include individualism/collectivism (Le & Stockdale, 2005), peer
influence (Strohmeier, Fandrem, Stefanek & Speil, 2012), and police-ethnic youth
relations (White, 2009). In close proximity with these issues, the impact of generational
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differences on adjustment and intra-familial conflict (Rosenthal, Ranieri & Klimidis,
1996; Stuart, Ward, Jose & Narayanan, 2010) has also been the subject of rigorous
empirical research. Generally, findings in these areas indicate that increased distance
from familial and/or social support structures increase the likelihood of delinquency in
adolescence. Accordingly, this thesis considers these factors through the lens of familial
and structural marginalization respectively.
This section outlines findings from studies that have investigated risk factors for
delinquency pertinent to the constructs of familial and structural marginalization in ethnic
youth populations. In doing so, it seeks to underscore the rationale for the shaping of
these constructs in the model proposed in this thesis.
Familial and Structural Marginalization, Delinquency and Generational Impact
Intergenerational family conflict due to differences in rates of acculturation
between parent and children as a predictor of youth maladjustment has been a topic
examined in a number of different acculturating migrant populations. Earlier studies
describe correlations between parent-youth acculturation discrepancies and consequent
intra-familial conflict, and its impact in a range of domains. These impacted domains
include gender satisfaction for first-generation Vietnamese adolescents in Australia
(Rosenthal et al., 1996), adolescent anxiety in second-generation Asian Indian
adolescents (Farver et al., 2002), and depression and self-esteem in Latino migrants in
America (Dennis, Basanez & Farahmand, 2010). More recent studies endorse the role of
intergenerational cultural dissonance in predicting problem behaviours (by increasing
parent-child conflict and weakening parent-child bonding) amongst migrant youth from a
range of cultures: Vietnamese and Cambodian youth migrants to the U.S. (Choi, He &
Harachi, 2008), Indian adolescents residing in the UK (Atzaba-Poria & Pike, 2007),
minority youth in North-eastern US (Ansary, Scorpio & Catanzariti, 2013), and ethnic
German adolescents from the former Soviet Union (Titzmann, Raabe & Silbereisen,
2008).

Although some studies have purportedly found no significant relationship

between youth maladjustment, externalized behavioural problems and acculturation
conflicts (in either parent or youth) (Lau et al., 2005; Moon, 2008; Pasch, Deardorff,
Tschann, Flores, Penilla & Pantoja, 2006), it has been observed that these inconsistencies
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may be related to a lack of equivalence in operational definitions of ethnic-identity
discrepancy and type of acculturation-gap in the field (Ansary et al., 2013).
Across studies that describe the presence of parent-child acculturative dissonance
as a factor affecting familial harmony and ethnic identity resolution, a number of
variables have been identified as contributing to the relationship between familial conflict
and adolescent delinquency.

Broadly, these include values / expectations conflicts

(Dennis et al., 2010), parenting style (Herz & Gullone, 1999; Lim, Yeh, Liang, Lau &
McCabe, 2009), family bonding (Choi, He & Harachi, 2008) and negative peer relations
(Strohmeier, Fandrem, Stefanek & Speil, 2012): Dennis and colleagues’ (2010)
investigation into perceived parent-adolescent intergenerational conflict found that the
values / expectations component of this dissonance was a significant predictor of
increased depression and lower self-esteem in Latino adolescents by contributing to
acculturative stress. These findings also echoed the conclusions reached by a crosscultural study that investigated the association between perceived parenting style and
youth self-esteem (Herz & Gullone, 1999). That study compared a group of Vietnamese
and Anglo-Australian adolescents, and found that adolescents in both cultural groups
whose parents were perceived to display an ‘affectionless-control’ parent bonding style
reported lower self-esteem than those whose parents were perceived to display more
optimal bonding approaches despite a-priori assumed differences in collectivist (heritageculture) and individualistic (host-culture) value systems. Parent-child bonding consequent
to conflict that has been externalized in various forms (e.g. disagreements, arguments,
fights) is seen to affect the texture of that relationship.
Particularly through adolescence, which is characterized by a quest for autonomy
and inter-dependence (McQueen, Getz & Bray, 2003), intra-familial conflict significantly
impacts the strength and style of parental attachment (Stuart & Ward, 2011). Along
similar lines, a study investigating the association between acculturation-gaps, parenting
style and parent-child conflict in a sample of Chinese-American families found that
intergenerational conflict and parenting style were associated with youth distress above
and beyond acculturation gaps leading the authors to suggest that interventions to
increase parental bonding would be valuable ‘regardless of acculturation gap status’ (Lim
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et al., 2009). When family cohesion is thus negatively affected, adolescents turn to their
peers for affliation (Le & Stockdale, 2008). Strohmeier and colleagues’ (2012) work
suggests that the goal to be accepted by their peers was a strong predictor of reactive
aggression in first-generation migrants to Austria. Accordingly, these elements of the
dynamics involved in intra-familial (parent-child), intergenerational conflict, and peer
influence are subsumed within the construct of familial marginalization within this thesis.
Items within this latent construct describe the break-down of cohesion within these
domains.
In populating the construct of structural marginalization, consideration was given to
the central role of education and the relationships formed in the educative process (most
notably with teachers) as agents of both social control and participation (Reid, 2009).
This relationship between healthy school engagement and positive acculturation
experiences is present in the literature on migrant adjustment: Stuart et al’s (2010) study
employing a grounded-theory approach that sourced information through interviews with
parents and adolescents from Asian, Middle-Eastern and African backgrounds about their
experiences of cultural adjustment in New Zealand, found that schooling was a salient
area of connection between parents and adolescents. Conversely, research also indicates
that a lack of school attachment is a risk factor for delinquency and violence in Asian
youth populations (Kim, Gonzales, Stroh & Wang 2000; Le & Stockdale, 2005).
Another salient variable in the realm of social / infrastructural support that has been
relevant to migrants from ‘visibly different’ backgrounds is that of relationships with the
police. This has been observed in research into criminality, anti-social behaviour and
belonging of ethnic youth in Australia (Collins & Reid, 2009). In their paper, Collins and
Reid (2009) comment on the effect of racialised discourses in relation to ethnic crime:
“This approach not only robs these youth of their Australian identity, it also shifts
the focus away from them being victims of crime to be consoled and reaffirmed to
that of perpetrators, to be feared, to be scorned and to be excluded”.
(Collins & Reid, 2009, p.380)
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Similarly, White (2009) articulates three models of policing that have been exercised in
relation to ethnic youth in Australia – two of which utilize coercive, inflexible, and
insensitive strategies underpinned largely by negative stereotypes of criminality in ethnic
populations. Related research found that ethnic youth were more likely than other
Australian youth (with the exception of Indigenous youth) to be stopped, questioned, and
subjected to mistreatment by police (Youth Justice Coalition, 1994), and that cultural
norms of respect, shame and authority are “routinely transgressed by police” in these
interactions (Maher, Dixon, Swift & Nguyen, 1997, p.3). This in turn may shape
impressions relating to transacting with police (e.g. seeking legitimate help), and/or
communicating with them from the migrant youth perspective.

Accordingly, items

within the latent construct of structural marginalization in this thesis describe the erosion
of trust by migrant youth in teachers and police.
Measures / Indicators of Delinquency
In relation to the operationalization of child and/or adolescent maladjustment when
researching the impact of cultural transition, studies in the field have used different tools
to assess components of dysfunctional behaviour in younger populations. Some studies
have used general behavioural assessment tools that comprise scaled ratings of specific
outcomes measures (e.g. depression, anxiety, social stress, interpersonal relations).
Examples of these include the Behavioural Assessment for Children – 2 nd Edition
(Ansary et al., 2013), Diagnostic Interview Schedule for children IV (parent and youth
versions) that focused on criteria symptom counts for conduct and oppositional defiance
disorder (Lau, McCabe, Yeh, Garland, Wood & Hough, 2005), and the Child Behaviour
Checklist (with scales for delinquent, aggressive, withdrawn, anxious/depressed
behaviour, and attention and social problems) (Atzaba-Poria & Pike, 2007).
Other studies have utilized scales focusing on specific aspects of the difficult
behaviours examined (e.g. overt and reactive aggression) (Strohmeier et al., 2012).
Where the focus has been on manifest delinquency rather than general indicators of
behavioural difficulties, studies have incorporated scales measuring the prevalence of a
range of delinquent activities. Examples of these include measures of peer delinquency
that asked respondents to estimate the number of friends who had engaged in delinquent
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activities (including damaging property, stealing, joyriding, hitting) in the last 6 months
(Le & Stockdale, 2008), with responses rated on a 5-point scale. Where self-reports of
participation in delinquent activities has been sought, studies have utilized scales
containing items that measure different (minor or serious) acts (Berry et al, 2006 a;
Titzmann et al., 2008). Response categories denoting the frequency of participation in
specific delinquent activities in the course of the preceding 12-month period provide the
indicator of delinquency in these measures.
As the focus in this thesis is on adolescent engagement in delinquent activities as a
plausible outcome of familial and/or structural marginalization, a scale similar to that
utilized by Berry et al. (2006a; 2006b) and Titzmann et al. (2008) is employed as a selfreport measure of delinquency. This measure is used across both generational cohorts, as
well as the cultural groups represented by the participants in this study.
In summary therefore, explication of the following issues guide the focus of this
thesis from the extant literature on migrant cultural adjustment and its investigated
associations with a range of social, psychological and behavioural outcomes:
·

The development of a measure of cultural adjustment and ethnic identity for
migrant youth from Asia that would be relevant to an Australian context.

·

The role of acculturation in the shaping of an isolated and confused (i.e.
marginalized) outlook in familial and structural spheres. The former involves
intra-familial conflict and distance, while the latter makes reference to
disconnection from salient authority figures (i.e. police and teachers).

·

The construction of a model of delinquency development in youth migrant
cohorts that considers the impact of ethnic identity, self-esteem, cultural
adjustment, and experiences of familial and structural marginalization.

·

The investigation of generational differences in the trajectory of marginalization
and delinquency development in this model.
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3.

Research Questions and Hypothesized Model
The primary aim of this chapter is to describe the research questions pertaining to

this study, and the rationale underpinning the hypothesized model tested. The analysis in
this study unfolds in a four-stage process: the first involves the construction of a number
of latent constructs that form the key manifest variables in the full hypothesized model.
The second stage involves the independent testing of the hypothesized relationships
between these latent constructs in a sample of first and second-generation youth migrants
from South East-Asia.

The third stage involves the testing of equivalence (and

moderation) in these constructs and their hypothesized ‘paths’ between the generations.
The fourth stage involves the testing of the model in relation to the prediction of selfreported delinquent behaviours in 1 st and 2 nd generation youth migrants. It is noted that
this study utilizes acculturative concepts proposed in Berry’s Model. As such, constructs
identified in the extant literature as being related to acculturation including self-esteem,
ethnic identity, and cultural integration and separation will be investigated. However, it
departs from Berry’s Model by proposing the construct of ‘marginalization’ as an
outcome in specific acculturation domains rather than an acculturative strategy. As well,
this chapter will present arguments for utilizing data that was collected more than 10
years ago in achievement of the goals of the thesis.
The research hypotheses (H) and questions (RQ) relevant to each stage of the
model construction and testing process are outlined below:

Stage 1:

Research Questions Pertaining to Scale Construction of Latent Constructs
(Congeneric Model)

In line with the debate surrounding the measurement issues involved in the
construction of culturally valid scales for constructs related to acculturation, one aim of
this study is to build scales to measure such constructs utilising a confirmatory latent
variable approach. By employing the statistical techniques of exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis, a key assumption made is that the observed variables are a
reflection of latent (underlying) phenomena. To this end, a research goal is to quantify
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how well each observed variables actually measure the latent construct. In this thesis, it
is intended that the method of construct development (involving both focus-group
interviews with youth migrants, and subsequent statistical testing) will contribute to a
scale that is both statistically and culturally valid.

The latter is underpinned by

considerations of cultural specificity (Leong & Brown, 1995) in relation to the interrelationship between variables examined and the target population (i.e. self-esteem, and
ethnic identity as it pertains to cultural adjustment, marginalization and delinquent
behaviour in Asian-Australian migrant youth). This method of scale construction will be
used in the development of measures for the following constructs (defined below):
Ethnic Identity: In defining this construct, the multifaceted complexity of its composition
is recognized (Stuart & Ward, 2011). As such, the definition utilized in this thesis
highlights a self-portrayal that encompasses a location of the cultural self. As with the
Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM: Phinney, 1992), this construct includes
several components of ethnic identity including ethnic behaviours, affirmation/belonging,
and ethnic identity achievement (e.g. ‘I feel proud being a member of my ethnic group’,
‘I participate in the cultural practices of my ethnic group, such as special food, music or
customs’).
Cultural Integration:

This construct highlights an interest both in maintaining the

heritage culture as well as in interactions with other groups from the receiving culture
(e.g. ‘I have many friends who are non-Asian Australian’, ‘I feel like I belong in
Australia and the Australian culture’). These qualities also define a bicultural identity,
and are identified as an ‘integration’ mode of adjustment in Berry’s (1994) bidimensional
model.
Cultural Separation: This construct highlights the retention of heritage cultural values
and behaviours whilst maintaining a separation from receiving culture values and
behaviours (e.g. ‘I am uncomfortable communicating with non-Asian Australians’, ‘I
spend most of my time with friends from my own ethnic group’). These qualities are
identified as a ‘separated’ mode of adjustment in Berry’s (1994) bidimensional model.
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Structural Marginalization:

This construct describes a distancing from two salient

institutions relevant to the population examined (i.e. school and the law/legal process
represented by the respective authority figures of teachers and police). It also highlights
the erosion of trust in these agents of change and participation from a migrant youth
perspective (e.g. ‘I feel that most of my teachers don’t like me and pick on me in class’,
‘The police in W.A. don’t understand people from different cultural backgrounds’).
Familial Marginalization: This construct highlights a distancing from the familial unit,
and underscores the significance of intra-familial conflict and acculturative dissonance
(‘e.g. ‘My parents have a different set of values from me’, ‘I can share my thoughts and
feelings with my family’ [reverse coded]).
Accordingly, in line with the broader goal of establishing construct validity for
these latent variables, it was hypothesized that:
H0:

The items will demonstrate convergent and divergent validity.
This hypothesis establishes that strong relationships between the item scores for

each of the constructs, and insignificant relationships in scores between the constructs,
are found.

Stage 2:

Hypothesized
Acculturation

Relationships between
26

Self-Esteem, Ethnic

Identity,

(Cultural Integration and Cultural Separation) and

Structural and Familial Marginalization (Measurement Model)
These hypotheses relate to the testing of the relationship between these constructs
as they are placed within the proposed model.
H1:

That global self-esteem and ethnic identity will together constitute a
measure of ‘ethnic self-esteem27 ’ (i.e. they will be related but separate

26

In the interests of brevity, the bidimensional operationalization of acculturation into the separate but
related constructs of ‘cultural integration’ and ‘ cultural separation’ will be referred to in this section as
‘acculturation’.
27
In the interests of brevity, the aspects of relatedness between the constructs of self-esteem and ethnic
identity will be referred to in this section as ‘ethnic-esteem’.
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constructs), and will be positively correlated for both generation 1 and
generation 2 samples.
This hypothesis examines the relationship debated in the literature concerning a
global measurement of esteem, and a specific construct of ethnic esteem. It makes the
intrinsic argument that a measure of ethnic identity is influenced by the measurement
items comprising both constructs. This is consistent with Ward and colleagues’ (2001)
researched observation that a relationship between the constructs exists when ethnicity is
perceived to be a salient feature of identity. As well, it is supportive of Phinney’s (1992)
finding that ethnic identity is positively associated with self-esteem in adolescents, which
in turn is underpinned by the developmental approach highlighting the centrality of
identity formation during adolescence.
H2:

That cultural integration and cultural separation will constitute separate
but related dimensions of cultural adaptation, and that they will be
negatively correlated with each other for both generation 1 and generation
2 samples.
This hypothesis augments research findings concerning the bidimensionality of

the acculturation construct as defined in Berry’s (1994) Model.

In combining two

dimensions of integration and separation, this hypothesis aims to achieve a sufficiently
elaborate and parsimonious representation of the acculturation construct.
Given the small amount of empirical evidence in the literature concerning cultural
adjustment as a mediating construct between ethnic-esteem and marginalization, a
research question (RQ) is proposed:
RQ1:

What is the relationship between ethnic-esteem, acculturation, and
marginalization in South-East Asian-Australian youth migrants?
The corresponding hypothesis is also outlined:

H3:

That acculturation mediates the relationship between ethnic-esteem and
marginalization (i.e. familial and structural).
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This hypothesis extends previous work on acculturation models by locating
marginalization as an outcome variable, rather than a strategy of acculturation as
originally conceived in Berry’s (1994) Model. This is also consistent with Schwartz &
Zamboanga’s (2008) findings that marginalization did not emerge as a cluster (through
latent class analysis) of acculturation strategies. As well, it tests the veracity of the
construct of marginalization as an outcome variable through the specification of two
salient spheres of impact: within the family (familial marginalization) and within relevant
social institutions (structural marginalization).

Stage 3:

Multigroup Model of Cultural Adjustment and Cultural Marginalization
(Structural Model)

These research questions and hypotheses relate to the testing of the consistency of
the item measures of the constructs, and the relationship between these constructs
between the generational cohorts as they are placed within the proposed model. Given
the conflicting amount of empirical evidence in the literature concerning specific
generational differences between the variables examined in specific migrant cohorts, a
research question (RQ) is proposed:
RQ2:

What generational differences (between generation 1 and 2 cohorts) will
be present in the full model specifying relationships between all latent
constructs (for both familial and marginalization outcomes)?
An important objective of this thesis is to examine how ethnic identity relates to

familial marginalization. Given that findings in the literature highlight the centrality of
ethnic identity to the fostering of positive intra-familial dynamics, a negative correlation
between ethnic identity and familial marginalization is hypothesized:
H4:

That ethnic identity will negatively predict familial marginalization, and
that this relationship is present for both generation 1 and generation 2
cohorts.
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The significance of differential item function in relation to latent constructs for
the structural model also guides a hypothesis:
H5:

That the measures for all latent constructs will remain consistent across
generational samples (i.e. no differential item function is present).
These hypotheses examine the impact of generational differences on the

prediction of familial and structural marginalization. To this end, it aims to contribute to
the literature on the development of biculturalism by identifying the salient constructs
and relational pathways of acculturation and marginalization for different generations.

Stage 4:

A Trajectory of Acculturation, Cultural Marginalization and Delinquency
/ Anti-Social Behaviour (Multiple Linear Regression Analysis)

This research question relates to the generational differences present in the
prediction of delinquency from the constructs of ethnic identity, self-esteem,
acculturation, and marginalization. As there is insufficient empirical evidence in the
literature for this population group to guide a hypothesis, a research question is
formulated:
RQ3:

What generational differences (between generation 1 and 2 cohorts) will
be present in the full model specifying relationships between all latent
constructs (for both familial and marginalization outcomes) in the
prediction of delinquency?
This hypothesis builds on previous findings in relation to delinquency

development in migrant populations by considering the central role played by ethnic
identity, self-esteem, acculturation, and marginalization (both familial and structural). In
so doing, it aims to extend previous research findings as well as to propose a model of
delinquency development that is relevant to youth migrants in an Australian context.
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3.1

Conceptual Model
The hypotheses and research questions inherent in this study (described in this

chapter) are contained within the conceptual model represented in figure 3.2a (familial
marginalization) and figure 3.2b (structural marginalization). Each model is pertinent to
both generation 1 and 2 cohorts.

Figure 3.2a: Conceptual Model for Familial Marginalization

Self-Esteem

Cultural Integration

Familial
Marginalization
Ethnic Identity

Delinquent
Behaviours

Cultural Separation

Figure 3.2b: Conceptual Model for Structural Marginalization

Self-Esteem

Cultural Integration
Structural
Marginalization

Ethnic Identity

Delinquent
Behaviours

Cultural Separation

The overall goal in this study is to identify how identity and esteem contribute to
the acculturative process that in turn shapes risks for delinquency development in migrant
youth from South-East Asian communities in Australia. Further, the study seeks to
investigate if this trajectory varies for generation 1 and 2 cohorts.
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3.2

Data Relevance
It is acknowledged that the data used in this study was collected more than 10 years

prior. However, the theoretical underpinnings of this study (e.g. Berry’s acculturation
theory and bidimensional model of acculturative strategies) continue to be advanced in
the current literature, and the relationships between the constructs also feature in recent
empirical studies (e.g. association between ethnic identity, acculturative dissonance and
family and/or school attachment).

Furthermore, it is observed that there remains

insufficient empirical evidence in the extant literature to fully explicate the interrelationships between the latent constructs described in this thesis for this sub-population
(i.e. South-Est Asian-Australian youth migrants). As such, the current study aims to
respond to the formulated research questions by using statistical techniques that were not
readily accessible at the time of data collation to provide a more culturally-specific
framework within which relevant constructs (i.e. pertaining to acculturation and
maladjustment) may be analyzed. To this end, the relevance of the original sampling to
the current purposes of this study is also considered.

Accordingly, the following

arguments in relation to demographic, social and conceptual currency are presented in
support of the data’s relevance to this study:
Demographic Currency
In demographic terms, the current ethnic population composition (in the same
geographical areas from which study participants were recruited) is equivalent (in that
there has not been a notable decrease in any cultural groups included in the study) to that
at the point of data collection. Indeed, current population statistics (described in Chapter
4) indicate an increase in the numbers of migrants from South-East Asia that are resident
in the principle geographical areas examined in the study. This net increase in migration
figures in the geographical areas selected for data collection in this study point to a
corresponding increase in first and second generation migrant youth. Demographic data
comparisons from as far back as 1988 indicate that the population growth in the main
cultural groups represented in this study (i.e. Chinese, Vietnamese, Indonesian / Malay,
Hindi / Tamil, and Filipino) across the nine local government areas (LGAs) from which
data for this research was collected, has been evident in all but two metropolitan areas
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(i.e. Wanneroo and Perth central) for two cultural groups (i.e. Chinese and Indonesians /
Malays) respectively28.

As net migration figures indicate increases in the number of

migrants from the cultural groups represented in this study to metropolitan W.A. within
the same timeframe, it is likely that the decreases in concentrations of specific migrant
groups in the two LGAs identified represent shifts in ethnic enclaves rather than an actual
fall in the population figures of the cultural groups examined.
That said, it is emphasized that the purpose of this study is not limited to a
descriptive analysis of specific issues within the population dynamic as it existed at the
point of data collection. Rather, this study aims to provide an overarching framework
from which the relationships between the constructs may be studied without sacrificing
the role of cultural specificity. Therefore, the potential for the subject matter at the heart
of this thesis to still be resonant within this sub-population despite the passage of time,
due in large part to the broader demographic pattern remaining intact, speaks directly to
the relevance and cultural validity of the data as it is used in this thesis. To this end, it
may be argued that the use of older data does not undermine existing differences, but
suggests that further exploration of the concepts espoused be undertaken.
Social Currency
In terms of research focus and salience, the issues examined within this study are
still current (sociologically) and therefore still have the potential to extend upon historical
and recent findings in the field of acculturation research. As has been identified in the
literature review, both social-psychological and developmental perspectives endorse the
view that a secure and ‘achieved’ sense of ethnic identity contributes positively to a
number of acculturation domains including global esteem, intra-familial cohesion, and
social participation for youth migrants. These domains are contained within the latent
constructs in this study as correlates of cultural adjustment and (conversely) indicators of
risk for the development of marginalization and delinquent behaviours.

28

This is inferred by census figures describing the ‘languages spoken at home’ for specific cultural groups
residing within the LGAs targeted in this study. Census figures are contained in Table 4.1.2a, in Chapter 4.
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Central to this trajectory is the issue of generational differences and whether the
relationships vary between the key latent constructs. This has been discussed in the
literature through the lens of the ‘immigrant paradox’, and explanations posited in
relation to the observation that migrants appear to demonstrate greater participation in
risky activities (e.g. drug and/or alcohol use) with increased mainstream cultural contact.
However, there is a lack of empirical research that attempts to offer a synthesized social
explanation of this trajectory of cultural adjustment, marginalization and delinquency as
it relates to first and second generations of South-East Asian-Australian youth migrants.
The model proposed in this thesis attempts to do so. As such, the data from which this
model is built stands alone for the purpose for which it is utilized.
It is conceivable that the broader social issues relevant to the development of
migrant youth delinquency (albeit a long-standing concern) are still as relevant to the
current population demographic as they were at the time of data collection. These issues
still reside within debates concerning adolescent identity development (including ethnic
identity), global esteem, negotiation of oft-conflicting acculturation demands (both social
and familial), and values dissonance. To the extent that macro- and micro- factors
governing migrant group organization have influenced change, it is arguable that the
findings from this study provide at least a past point of comparison from which future
studies may depart. In this respect, the data used would still retain its relevance. Finally,
in the likely event that subsequent generations of migrant cohorts are shaped by intracommunity network changes, this study can still function as a discursive framework
against which future studies with similar cultural groups may contemplate contextual
differences. In so doing, the data used demonstrates relevance in contributing to the
development of acculturation constructs with specific relevance to South-East Asian
youth migrants in Australia.
Conceptual Currency and Theory Advancement
In relation to research philosophy, it is hoped that this study may be construed, in
part, as a [re]analysis of data for the purpose of answering [the original] research question
with better statistical techniques (Glass, 1976). In effect, it strives to answer new (or still
current) questions with old data as a form of secondary analysis. In discussing the merits
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of this practice, Glass (1976) points to the importance of “finding the knowledge in the
information … the knowledge that lies untapped in completed research studies” (p.4).
The relevance of this perspective is also contained within an exploration of the role of old
data in the process of theoretical amplification, which is described as being produced by
“the discovery of a logical relation between a theory and old data” (Kukla, 1995, p. 208).
In this process, a theory (T) and an empirical finding (E) that are both historical may be
connected with an explanation inherent in the theory. It is postulated that the resulting
‘postdiction’ (of E from T) if judiciously applied may increase the probability of the
resulting theoretical hypothesis.
To this end, it is anticipated that the underpinning constructs in this thesis relating
to acculturation (originating from Berry’s theory and model of acculturation) are both
extended (through more sophisticated measurement techniques) and applied to a
trajectory of delinquency development in a migrant youth sub-population. As such, a
definition of biculturalism as an adjustment style that integrates both heritage and
receiving cultural streams is incorporated as a significant conjoined mediating construct
in the proposed model. This is in line with recent research suggestions relating to the
operationalization of cultural integration and separation as bidimensional constructs. The
inclusion of domain-specific marginalization (i.e. familial and structural) in this trajectory
also services current research findings that the context in which the migrant is embedded
also functions as a contributor of stress and dissonance to the cultural adjustment process,
potentially shaping an outcome of delinquency. Finally, the advancement of generational
differences as a factor influencing the inter-relationships of the latent variables in this
trajectory provides another facet of support for the original theory. In accordance with
Kukla’s (1995) posit, the role performed by the data in this thesis is subservient to the
‘postdiction’ of Berry’s theory of acculturation. That is, it supports the theory and its
constructs as well as outlines additional specifications (i.e. that of generational
differences between migrant youth cohorts) that need to be met. The meeting of these
criteria within the realm of statistical probability (e.g. through the establishment of
‘goodness of fit’ between the datasets) in turn contributes to the advancement of the
original theorem.
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4.

Methodology
The primary aim of this chapter is to describe the development of the

questionnaire, and the protocol that was used to collect the data for this study. This
chapter is divided into two main sections: The first section introduces the pilot phase of
the study, including the focus-group interviews, sampling design, and questionnaire
revision. The second section discusses data collection for the main observational study,
including demographics of subjects sourced for participation in the study, measures, and
reliability statistics for the scales used in the study.

4.1

The Pilot Study
The pilot study phase comprised 3 stages: focus group interviews, sampling

design, and questionnaire revision. The purpose of this phase of the study was to check,
clarify and define the final form, meaning, structure and order of the questionnaire, to
estimate the time taken for subjects to complete the questionnaire, and to conduct an
The data collection29 was conducted over a

initial assessment of construct validity.

three-month period in 2000, while the subsequent analysis took place over the following
six-month period. 30

The population sample in the pilot phase comprised student

participants from several metropolitan high schools in the local government areas
targeted. These stages are described below.

4.1.1

Focus-Group Interview
Since Merton and Kendall’s (1946) influential article on the focused interview set

the parameters for focus group development, recognition has grown about the utility of
the focus group interview particularly when the culture of particular groups is of interest,
as well as to explore the degree of consensus on a given topic (Morgan & Kreuger 1993).
Focus groups are used at the preliminary or exploratory stages of a study (Kreuger 1988),
to generate hypotheses (Powell & Single, 1996) and develop questions or concepts for
29
30

This included the focus-group interview and the pilot sampling and testing phase.
This included the questionnaire revision and descriptive statistical analysis.
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questionnaires and interview guides (Hoppe et al 1995; Lankshear 1993). Krueger (1994)
describes focus groups as “a carefully planned discussion designed to obtain perceptions
on a defined area of interest in a permissive, nonthreatening environment” (p. 6). In
relation to the aims of this study, one recognised strength of using the focus group
methodology with a sample of adolescent participants is Levine and Zimmerman’s (1996)
observation that the method acknowledges the participants as experts. The aim is
essentially to discover the unique view of the world that is vested in the population
sampled, in turn contributing to the face validity of the data used in the development of
conceptual models. In the research arena of culturally relevant instrument development
therefore, focus group methodology has been utilised to build instruments for use with
immigrant populations (e.g. an intergenerational conflict measurement tool for
multigenerational Chinese immigrant families) (Willgerodt, 2003).
As part of the initial instrument development process for the pilot phase of this
study, focus-group discussions were convened to ascertain the main latent constructs on
which to focus, and a respective list of possible indicators. The rationale for conducting
focus-group interviews was underpinned by the observation that most of the scales
operationalizing acculturative constructs for adolescents had been developed for research
with various cultural groups using American or British samples (Rissel, 1997). Of those
that had been used within Australian adolescent populations, none had canvassed issues
related to delinquency development and acculturation in South-East Asian-Australian
migrants. As such, the main purpose of the focus-group discussions was to ascertain the
dimensions of acculturation that were particularly salient to this target population.
In line with outcome variables that focused on social and cultural marginalization,
participants in the focus-group discussions were sourced from a sample of professionals
and individuals who had direct experience with the confluence of cultural identity and
marginalized behaviours. They included 6 juvenile justice officers 31 , 3 ethnic youth

31

These individuals volunteered their time for the interviews, and were employed at the time within the
Juvenile Justice Division (WA).
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workers32, and 5 young people of South-East Asian33 descent some of whom had had
contact with the juvenile justice system for minor misdemeanours. These groups were
interviewed separately to facilitate the identification of the salient messages conveyed by
each group. Group participants were informed that the aim of the focus group was to
explore or generate hypotheses in relation to the issues examined, and to develop
questions and/or concepts for questionnaires to be used in the next phase of the study.
Interviews were conducted in venues accessible to the particular focus group (e.g. group
discussion room at the Juvenile Justice Department, community facilities at the Chung
Wah Association). The duration of each group interview ranged from 1 hour to 1.5 hours,
and all interviews were conducted in English.
All interviews were conducted by the author, and consisted of open-ended
questions in relation to cultural adjustment and social/familial marginalization. Questions
were broadly scoped to focus on the issue of cultural adjustment in migrant youth
population, and its role (if any) in shaping anti-social and/or ‘delinquent’ behaviours
(involving contact with police or the juvenile justice system).

Respondents were

informed that participation was voluntary, that there were no inducements offered for
participation, and that all data would be anonymised. Due to participant concerns at the
time regarding the legal accessibility of interview data, the interviews were not taperecorded34. A generic protocol was maintained in relation to the questions asked, and
salient issues raised in discussion by each group were noted by the author. A
representative list of the questions delivered during the focus-group interviews is
provided in Table 4.1.1a. Feedback from the interviews was combined with existing
literature on cultural adjustment and marginalization to propose the latent constructs for
measurement in the draft questionnaire. A summary of the main feedback from the
participants in relation to the latent constructs is provided in Table 4.1.1b.

32

These individuals volunteered their time for the interviews, and were employed at the time with a number
of non-government organisations (e.g. North Perth Migrant Resource Centre, Balga Detached Youthwork
Project).
33
These individuals volunteered their time for the interviews, and were recruited from flyers distributed to
the Chung Wah Association (WA) and the North Perth Migrant Resource Centre.
34
As there was no recorded narrative of the interviews, responses were captured in note format, and were
taken by the thesis author in-situ (at the time of the interviews).

96

Table 4.1.1a:

Representative Questions from focus-group interviews – Broad
Question Categories

Broad Category

Questions

Settling-In
Experiences

(Generation 1 migrants):
What are some of the main reasons adolescent migrants move to reside in Australia?
What are some issues encountered by adolescent migrants when they begin living in Australia?
How do adolescent migrants respond to the experience of adapting to a different culture?
How do their responses / behaviours impact on the lives of those around them (e.g. family,
friends)?
What areas of their lives may be impacted by their behavioural responses to adapting to a
different cultural environment?
What are some factors that may impact on the adjustment process / progress of adolescent
migrants?
How do adolescent migrants describe their place in Australian society?
How do adolescent migrants perceive their future in Australia?

Cultural Identity
and Self-Esteem

(Generation 1 migrants):
How do adolescent migrants describe their cultural identity?
What aspects of the mainstream culture and/or their native / ethnic culture do adolescent
migrants identify with or feel pride in?
(Generation 2 migrants):
How do Australian-born adolescents with migrant parents describe their cultural identity?
What aspects of the mainstream culture and/or their native / ethnic culture do Australian-born
adolescents with migrant parents identify with or feel pride in?

Intra-Familial
Differences /
Relationships

(Generation 1 migrants):
What (if any) differences may be present in how adolescent migrants relate to Australian culture
compared to their parents?
What are some challenges relating to cultural adjustment that may be present in adolescent
migrants’ relationship with their families and/or parents?
(Generation 2 migrants):
What (if any) differences may be present in how Australian-born adolescents with migrant
parents may relate to Australian culture compared to their parents?
How may these differences be expressed (e.g. in behavioural terms)?

Strategies

(Generation 1 migrants):
What are some key features of how adolescent migrants choose to spend their leisure time (e.g.
including friendship groups, recreational activities)?
What are some strategies that adolescent migrants use to reduce the stressors associated with
adapting to a different culture?
(Generation 2 migrants):
What are some key features of how Australian-born adolescents with migrant parents choose to
spend their leisure time (e.g. including friendship groups, recreational activities)?
What are some strategies that Australian-born adolescents with migrant parents use to reduce the
stressors associated with negotiating the mainstream cultural differences?

Marginalization
and/or Delinquent
Behaviours

(Generation 1 migrants):
How may anti-social and/or delinquent behaviours be manifested by adolescent migrants?
What are some key factors influencing adolescent migrants’ participation in anti-social and/or
delinquent behaviours?
How do adolescent migrants perceive their relationship with the police and/or juvenile justice?
(Generation 2 migrants):
How may anti-social and/or delinquent behaviours be manifested by Australian-born adolescents
with migrant parents?
What are some key factors influencing Australian-born adolescents with migrant parents’
participation in anti-social and/or delinquent behaviours?
How do by Australian-born adolescents with migrant parents perceive their relationship with the
police and/or juvenile justice?
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Table 4.1.1b: Feedback from focus-group interviews – Exploration of Latent Constructs
Latent Construct

Participant Feedback
Juvenile Justice Officers
(N=6)

Ethnic Youth Workers (N=3)

SEA Youth (N=5)

Belonging / acceptance;
Interpersonal interactions;
Culture-conflict (including
perception of differences
between own and Australian
culture);
Optimism/pessimism in
relation to future in
Australia.
Tensions between family and
peers; Parent-child conflicts
over host cultural norms

Acculturation

Settling-in experiences

Personal impact of
acculturation (ambivalence /
alienation); Perceived
settlement success or difficulty.

Culture Contact

Contact with host culture
peers

Differences between 1st and 2 nd
generation migrants

Ethnic Identity

Cultural visibility

Ethnic pride; Cultural &
religious values; Self-esteem

Tradition

Marginalization

Drug use; Police; The law

Friends; Crime; Understanding
of and accessibility to youth
and/or other welfare services

Parental relationship
(communication; compliance
/ differences); Peer-ingroup
behaviour; self worth /
esteem

Delinquent
Behaviours

Legal offending history;
offences committed

Problem gambling behaviour &
frequency

Self-reported delinquency

4.1.2

Pilot Sampling Design and Subjects
The target population for this study comprised both first

35

and second-

36

generation youth migrants from South-East Asia. As this study also seeks to investigate
the incidence of self-reported antisocial and/or offending behaviours in these population
samples, the age range for study subjects was restricted to the 12 to 18 year age bracket in
line with research data on adolescent offending. This age range corresponded with that
of students at the junior and senior high school level, and study subjects were recruited
through a number of high schools across metropolitan Western Australia.

35

Defined as young people who were born in countries in South-East Asia and had come to live as minors
permanently in Australia.
36
Defined as young people who were born in and are currently resident in Australia, and whose parents
were born in countries in South-East Asia.
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The high schools approached in the study were targeted through a series of
ethnicity-related demographic data for statistical areas in Western Australia gathered by
the Office of Multicultural Interests (1998), with assistance from the Australian Bureau
of Statistics. Specifically, the category denoted ‘Language Spoken at Home’ according
to metropolitan local government areas (LGAs) was used to ascertain the likely ethnic
composition of schools in a number of metropolitan suburban areas. Table 4.1.2a denotes
the LGAs targeted and census information on the main languages spoken in the home
environment in those areas from 1988 and 2011 census data:
Table 4.1.2(a): Languages Spoken at Home by Targeted LGAs (1988 and 2011 Census Data)

LGA
Bayswater
Canning
Gosnells
Melville
Perth
Stirling
Swan
Victoria Park
Wanneroo

Chinese37
1988
2011
1347
2454
3676
9367
1796
5469
4793
5553
1669
1380
3472
5349
1161
1717
1075
1850
2335
1555

Vietnamese
1988
2011
1055
1945
223
455
183
392
44
169
68
102
2614
3669
747
2292
57
187
2574
4137

Indonesian/Malay
1988
2011
139
317
543
2287
526
1844
1385
1687
869
331
685
897
217
424
540
638
664
692

Hindi/Tamil
1988
2011
37
521
80
1360
46
1088
97
712
48
213
153
1116
52
421
23
392
76
428

Filipino/Tagalog
1988
2011
92
530
109
846
153
1067
112
339
69
122
359
1108
205
987
60
237
315
855

Census data indicates that the individual languages in the main language
categories nominated as ‘language spoken at home’ in the targeted LGAs have increased
in these LGAs between 1988 and 2011. However, this increase has matched the initial
linguistic composition of that area and supports the relevance of the sampling to the
current purposes of this study. It is also noted that the language groups Hindi/Tamil and
Filipino/Tagalog have shown the greatest increases across the targeted LGAs in this
timeframe.

A total of 38 first-generation and 8 second-generation subjects were recruited for
the pilot-testing phase of the study.

Subjects were recruited via community-based

contacts, and participation was voluntary. Of these, 20 were male and 18 were female in
37

Includes Mandarin and Chinese dialects (e.g. Cantonese, Hakka).
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the first-generation sample while the second-generation sample consisted of 4 males and
4 females. The mean age for first-generation subjects was 15.6 years, while that for
second-generation subjects was 14.75 years. Table 4.1.2b documents the basic
demographic details (i.e. gender, age, ethnicity, length of time in Australia, reasons for
migration to Australia, main language spoken in the home in Australia) relating to both
generational samples in the pilot phase of this study.
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Table 4.1.2b: Pilot Sample Generation 1 and 2 Demographic Data
% (no)
1 st
2nd
Generation
Generation
52.6 (20)
50 (4)
47.4 (18)
50 (4)
47.4
62.5

24
22
23

52.6

37.5

23

24.3

75.0

15

62.2

12.5

24

Malay

2.7

12.5

2

Indian

5.4

0

2

Kadazan

2.7

0

1

Indonesian

2.7

0

1

<5 yrs

18.4

-

7

5-10 yrs

34.2

-

13

>10 yrs

47.4

100

26

War
Business
Education
Family
Other
Vietnamese

5.7
23.7
54.3
14.3
14.3
23.7

42.9
0
42.9
14.3
14.3
62.5

5
9
22
6
6
14

Malay

5.3

0

2

Chinese
(Mandarin)

34.2

0

13

Chinese
(Dialect)

23.7

0

9

English

10.5

37.5

7

Indonesian

2.6

0

1

Demographics
Gender
Age

Ethnicity
(Subject)

Length of Time in Australia

Migration Reasons

Languages Spoken at Home

Male
Female
12-15
(junior high)
16-18
(senior high)
Vietnamese
Chinese
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No
Total

4.1.3

Pilot Questionnaire Measures
The survey instrument used for the pilot study consisted of a questionnaire

exploring six main latent constructs:

self-esteem, culture contact, ethnic identity,

acculturation, marginalisation and antisocial/offending behaviour. Each construct was
measured using a number of observed variables. In the case of self-esteem, culture
contact, ethnic identity, acculturation and marginalisation, a 5-point Likert scale was
used, ranging from ‘1’ [“strongly disagree”] to ‘5’ [“strongly agree”], with the mid-point
‘3’ denoted as “unsure”. Self-reported antisocial behaviour measured the frequency with
which subjects had engaged in behaviours either not described in current criminal codes
(e.g. negative behaviours at school) or for which the subject has not been identified by
the legal system. Subjects rated their anti-social behaviour on a 5-point frequency scale
anchored from ‘1’ [“never”] to ‘5’ [“very often”]. Table 4.1.3a documents the original
(existing) scale from which questions were taken or modified for each construct based on
information obtained from the focus group interviews.

These measures are also

described in detail in Section 4.2.3.

Table 4.1.3a:

Scale Construction and Origin of Items

Broad Category

Question Origin

Self-Esteem

The Rosenberg (1979) Self-Esteem Scale - Higher scores indicate higher levels of
self-esteem.

Acculturation

Rosenthal (1987) and Rosenthal et al. (1987) – Cultural contact with host and
heritage cultures.
Phinney’s Multigroup Measure of Ethnic Identity (MMEI) (1992) - Attitudinal
affirmation (sense of belonging to an ethnic group) and behavioural exploration
(activities associated with ethnic group membership).

Ethnic Identity

Rosenthal et al (1987, 1992) work on ethnic identity – Pride, satisfaction and
contentment with ethnic group membership, or denial of own ethnic / heritage culture.

Marginalization

Constructed by author – Questions derived from the focus group interviews that
focused on a perception of exclusion from family (with particular reference to the
parent-child relationship), school, and authority structures in the community.

Delinquent
Behaviours

Huizinga, Esbensen & Weiher, 1991 - Comprised items that measured the frequency
of engagement in a range of delinquent activities over a 12-month period. The
delinquent acts described ranged from minor (including the breaking of ‘rules’ that did
not constitute a legal breach of behaviour) to major legal misdemeanours.
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4.1.4

Pilot Questionnaire Revision

Reliability analysis was conducted on each of the scales measuring the latent
constructs. Results indicated that scale reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) ranged from 0.60
to 0.93.

These constructs were retained for use in the data collection for the

observational study. Table 4.1.4a documents the latent constructs explored, the number
of observed indicators within each construct, and the reliability estimates for the
measures utilized in the pilot testing sample.

Table 4.1.4a:
Latent Constructs

Self-Esteem
(Rosenberg, 1978)
Acculturation

Latent Constructs, Observed Indicators, and Reliability Estimates for
Pilot Survey Instrument
No. of
Items /
Observed
Indicators

Cronbach’s
Alpha

Cronbach’s
Alpha

G1*

G2*

10

0.68

0.60

Self-Worth; Self-Perception

G1: 20

0.70

0.65

Ethnic-Host Perception; Settlement
Satisfaction; Host-Community Participation;
Understanding of Host Country Infrastructure
/ Systems

G2: 18

Issues Explored

Ethnic Identity

10

0.65

0.60

Ethnic Pride; Cultural Continuity

Marginalization

43

0.69

0.71

Systemic Alienation; Family Alienation; Peer
Group Alienation; School Alienation;
Negative Values

Antisocial and Offending Behaviours
Delinquent Behaviours

32

0.93

0.82

Risk-Taking Behaviours; Theft / Burglary;
Motor Vehicle Offences; Drug Offences;
Assault; Vandalism; School-Related Offences;
Public Disorder

* G1: Generation 1; G2: Generation 2

The final self-administered questionnaire comprised 158 items (generation1) and
156 items (generation2) across five major latent constructs (self-esteem, ethnic identity,
acculturation, marginalization, and antisocial behaviour).

Relevant demographic

indicators were also retained from the pilot version (e.g. age; gender; ethnicity; length of
time in Australia; reasons for migrating to Australia; main language spoken in the home;
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socio-economic status), as were other socio-economic information including current
living arrangements, social activities / hobbies, nature of time spent with family, nature of
time spent with close friends, and religious background. Table 4.1.4b documents the
demographic indicators included in the final questionnaire.

Table 4.1.4b:

Demographic Indicators Included in Questionnaire

Quest. Topic
Age; Gender
Ethnicity
(Self, Parent)
Country of Birth
(Self, Parent)
Length of Time in Australia
(Self, Parent)
Migration Category
Main Language Spoken
Level of Fluency in
Languages Spoken
(Self, Parent)
Level of Fluency in
Languages Written
(Self, Parent)
History of Schooling
SES, Relative Deprivation
(Self, Parent)
Current Living
Arrangements
Religiosity
Hobbies / Social Activities

QuestionType38
OE
OE

Activities with Friends
Activities with Family

4.2

No. of Quest.
2
Self: 1
Parent: 1
Self: 1
Parent: 1
Self: 1
Parent: 1
1
1
Self: 3
Parent: 3

Type of Scale Used
-

FC

Self: 3
Parent: 3

5-pt. Likert

FC + OE
FC + OE

4
6

5-pt.Likert
4-pt. Likert

FC

3

FC + OE
FC + OE

2
5

FC + OE
OE

5
2

5-pt. Likert
Yes / No
Yes / No
5-pt.Likert
Yes / No
Yes / No
-

OE
OE
FC
OE
FC

5-pt. Likert
5-pt. Likert

The Main Study
Following the revision of the pilot questionnaire, an LGA-guided data-sampling

method was used to target respondent groups for the study.

Data-collection was

performed over a six-month time frame, and included subjects from first and secondgeneration SEA migrant youth categories.

38

Open-Ended (OE) / Forced-Choice (FC)
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4.2.1

Subjects
Students from high schools identified in the boundarized geographical areas were

recruited for participation in the study. A total of 226 generation 1, and 104 generation 2
subjects were recruited for the main study. Of these, 118 were male and 108 were female
in the generation 1 sample, while the generation 2 sample consisted of 49 males and 55
females.

Table 4.2.1a documents the basic demographic details (i.e. gender, age,

ethnicity, length of time in Australia, reasons for migration to Australia, main language
spoken in the home in Australia) relating to both generational samples in the main phase
of this study.

A total of 330 questionnaires across first and second-generation samples were
completed by student respondents. Of this, 226 generation 1, and 104 generation 2
participants submitted usable questionnaires.

4 questionnaires were incomplete and

therefore excluded from the study.

Table 4.2.1a:

Gender
Age

Ethnicity
(Subject)

Main Study Gen 1 and 2 Subjects Demographic Profile

% (number)
1st Generation
2nd
Generation
52.2 (118)
47.1 (49)
47.8 (108)
52.9 (55)
69.5 (157)
87.5 (91)

167
163
248

30.5 (69)

12.5 (13)

82

4 (9)

37.5 (39)

48

64.2 (145)

24 (25)

170

Malay

5.8 (13)

8.7 (9)

22

Indian

0.9 (2)

1 (1)

3

Indonesian

17.3 (39)

5.8 (6)

45

Filipino

4 (9)

5.8 (6)

15

Korean

0.4 (1)

1 (1)

2

Male
Female
12-15
(junior high)
16-18
(senior high)
Vietnamese
Chinese

105

Total

Length of Time in Australia

Migration Reasons

Main Language Spoken at
Home

4.2.2

Eurasian

0.4 (1)

4.8 (5)

6

Burmese

0.9 (2)

10.6 (11)

13

Thai

2.2 (5)

1 (1)

6

<5 yrs

64.2 (145)

-

145

5-10 yrs

19.9 (45)

-

45

>10 yrs

15.9 (36)

100 (104)

140

War
Business
Education
Family
Other
English

9.3 (21)
15 (34)
64.2 (145)
9.3 (21)
2.2 (5)
12.4 (28)

41.3 (43)
27.9 (29)
16.3 (17)
8.7 (9)
5.8 (6)
50 (52)

64
63
162
30
11
80

Ethnic Language

87.6 (198)

50 (52)

250

Procedure
Student participants from the high schools were recruited through special stream

teachers (e.g. English as a Second Language) and class teachers through information
sheets on the study given out during class time. Participation was entirely on a voluntary
basis. Approximately two weeks prior to scheduled data collection, parental consent
forms translated into six different languages 39 that were ascertained to be the main
language groups corresponding to the ethnicity of the student participants (i.e. Mandarin,
Indonesian, Malay, Vietnamese, Tagalog, Thai, Khmer) were distributed through class
teachers. These signed consent forms were returned at the point of data collection. Only
students whose parents had consented for them to participate in the study were given a
questionnaire to complete. Additionally, prior to filling out the questionnaire, students
were also asked to complete a separate consent form (in English) indicating their consent
to participate in the study.

39

Translations and back-translations were completed by native speakers of the target languages who were
sourced through community-based organisations.
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At least 1 school from each of the target LGAs participated in the study (Table
4.2.2a). Table 4.2.2b provides a list of participant schools in the geographical areas
targeted.

Questionnaires were group-administered during class time. Students who did

not agree to participate were given other work to complete by the teacher, or completed
other work they chose. All participants were informed that participation was voluntary,
and that responses were anonymous.
Table: 4.2.2a:

Participant Schools in Target LGAs

No. of Participant Schools

1 st Gen.

2nd Gen.

Total

Perth / South Perth

2

60

32

92

Stirling

1

5

4

9

Melville

2

12

0

12

Victoria Park

1

2

1

3

Wanneroo

1

3

2

5

Canning

1

107

0

107

Swan

1

32

45

77

Bayswater

1

5

13

18

Gosnells

1

2

9

11

Target LGA

Table: 4.2.2b:

Participant Schools and Generational Sampling
School

Gen 1 (N)

Gen 2 (N)

Total

51

31

80

Clarkson Senior High School

5

4

9

North Lake Senior Campus

3

0

3

Melville Senior High School

9

0

9

Hampton Senior High School

2

1

3

Perth Modern Senior High School

9

1

10

Hollywood Senior High School

107

Yule Brook College

3

2

5

Applecross Senior High School

107

0

107

Chisolm Catholic College

32

45

77

Lumen Christie College

5

13

18

Australian Islamic College

2

9

11

4.2.3

Measures
The measures used were either taken directly from existing scales, or modified

from existing scales for this study. Where modifications have been made, they have been
guided by information obtained from focus-group interviews in relation to aspects of the
construct that are more salient to participants’ cultural groups.
Self-Esteem
The Rosenberg (1979) self-esteem scale is acknowledged to be one of the first
instruments to measure self-esteem as both a separate and global construct. Since its
development, it has been widely used across a variety of settings as a reliable measure of
global self-esteem. Participants responded to 10 items using a 5-point Likert-type scale
that was anchored at 1 (‘strongly disagree’) and 5 (‘strongly agree’). Higher scores
indicate higher levels of self-esteem (“I feel that I have a number of good qualities”, “I
take a positive attitude toward myself”).
Ethnic Identity
This 10-item measure is derived directly from Rosenthal and colleagues’ (1987,
1992) work on ethnic identity. The original measure for ethnic identity in those studies
comprised a series of separate scales that assessed different aspects of ethnic identity,
including language use, religious beliefs, participation in ethnic organisations, ethnic
identification and ethnic pride. Due to the substantive difference in age-demographics of
subjects for this study – the majority of 1 st and 2 nd generation subjects were between 12108

15 years old, as compared to Rosenthal’s sample which consisted of subjects with a mean
age of 16 years – it was decided that a condensed ethnic identity scale employing the
major indicators would be more appropriate. To this end, the scale consisted of questions
that related to ethnic pride (“I feel proud being a member of my ethnic group” / “I feel
good about looking ethnically different” / “I feel ashamed to be Vietnamese, Thai etc”),
ethnic religious participation (“The religion of my ethnic group is very important to me” /
I find it difficult to practice the religion of my ethnic group in Australia”), ethnic values
(“I try to keep most of my ethnic values”), ethnic language use (“I feel ashamed speaking
in my native / ethnic language”), participation in ethnic practices and customs (“I
participate in the cultural practices of my ethnic group, such as special food, music or
customs”). Of these questions, 4 required reverse-scoring, and all were rated on a 5-point
Likert type scale anchored at 1 (‘strongly agree’) and 5 (‘strongly disagree’). Higher
scores indicate stronger identification with ethnic or heritage identity.

Acculturation
In accordance with research findings on the multidimensionality of the
acculturation construct, this scale comprised several key aspects of cultural adaptation. It
therefore included items that addressed different acculturative components including
contact with host and heritage cultures, acceptance and belonging (in relation to the host
culture), perception of cultural distance (from the host culture), and sense of optimism
and ‘hope’ for the future in relation to perception of voluntary or forced migration. These
related dimensions were harnessed largely from focus-group interviews conducted as part
of the questionnaire design process.

Questions in relation to cultural contact (with host and heritage cultures) were
derived from the work of Rosenthal (1987) and Rosenthal et al. (1987), and measures the
extent to which contact has been established and maintained with the host (mainstream)
culture. It deviates from her original measure by focusing on contact with mainstream
rather than ethnic identity indicators. To this end, it consists of statements which
ascertain the nature of cultural participation (“I join in during Australian cultural
festivities and occasions”), cross-cultural friendships (“I have many friends who are non109

Asian Australians / “I spend most of my time with friends from my own ethnic group”),
cross-cultural communication (“I am uncomfortable communicating with non-Asian
Australians”), and cultural understanding (“I know a lot about Australian society and
culture”). This measure contains 5 items, of which 2 require reverse scoring.
The remaining questions that focused on the other aspects of the acculturative
experience were structured during a series of discussions between the author and focusgroup participants. It is noted that the dimensions included in this measure were also
referenced against Phinney’s (1992) Multigroup Measure of Ethnic Identity (MMEI), as
it has often been used with ethnically diverse samples (Worrell et al., 2006).

In

particular, the two-factors identified by scholars in relation to the MEIM (i.e. attitudinal
affirmation and behavioural exploration) were also identified as salient dimensions in this
study’s focus-group phase of questionnaire construction.
All questions for this measure were rated on a 5-point Likert type scale anchored
at 1 (‘strongly agree’) and 5 (‘strongly disagree’). All initial questions in this construct
were retained following the pilot-testing exercise and reliability testing due to strong
reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s α).

It is noted that generation 1 participants

responded to two more questions on this measure than their generation 2 counterparts (‘I
feel like coming to live in Australia was not my personal choice’ and ‘I have settled well
into Australia’), as these questions were unique to the settlement experiences of firstgeneration migrants.
Marginalization
The items populating this construct focused on a perception of exclusion from
family (with particular reference to the parent-child relationship), school, and authority
structures in the community. In focus-group discussions concerning the associations
between cultural adaptation and delinquency development, feedback indicated that a
sense of dislocation in relationships with the police (e.g. mistrust, difficulties in
communications, perceived discrimination) was a salient factor in the experience of
South-East Asian-Australian migrant youth.

Consequently, item measures for this

construct comprised questions in the areas of intra-familial conflict (‘my parents do not
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give me enough freedom to do what I want’; ‘my parents have a different set of values
from me’), parental expectations (‘my parents expect me to be something I don’t want to
be’), school attachment and teacher-student relationship (‘I feel that most of my teachers
don’t like me and pick on me in class’), friendship and peer engagement (‘I find it
difficult to make friends in Australia because I do not look ‘Aussie’’), and relationship
with the police (‘the police in W.A. do not understand people from different cultural
backgrounds’).

All questions were rated on a 5-point Likert type scale anchored at 1 (‘strongly
agree’) and 5 (‘strongly disagree’). Higher scores indicate stronger sense of dislocation
or marginalization. All questions in this construct were retained following the pilottesting exercise and reliability testing due to acceptable reliability coefficients.

Delinquent Behaviour
This construct comprised items that measured the frequency of engagement in a
range of delinquent activities over a 12-month period. The delinquent acts described
ranged from minor (e.g. ‘stolen money of less than $10 in one go’) to major legal
misdemeanours (e.g. ‘taken part in a robbery using a weapon or physical force’). In the
same vein, the measure also included misbehaviours that constituted a breaking of ‘rules’
(e.g. ‘been sent out of the classroom or school – e.g. timeout, suspension, expulsion’).
Similar scales have been utilized in other research studies of adolescent behavioural
maladjustment and delinquency (Titzmann et al., 2008; Berry et al., 2006 a; Huizinga,
Esbensen & Weiher, 1991; Thornberry, Lizotte, Krohn, Farnworth & Jang, 1991).

Respondents were asked to indicate how often they had participated in these acts
over the preceding 12 month period. Response categories were anchored at 1 (‘never’), 2
(‘only once’), 3 (‘sometimes’), 4 (‘often’), and 5 (‘very often’). Higher scores indicate
greater frequency of participation in rule-breaking behaviour and/or delinquent acts.
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Reliability Analyses for Measures

Due to the significantly smaller respondent sample used in the pilot-testing phase,
reliability analyses were repeated for the main respondent sample. Findings indicate that
individual scale reliabilities fell within an acceptable range of 0.70 to 0.87 for both
generation 1 and 2 samples. Table 4.2.3a documents the reliability coefficient for each
scale obtained from both generation 1 and 2 samples:

Table 4.2.3a:
Construct

Scale Reliability Testing - Main Study Sample
No. of Items

Cronbach’s Alpha

Cronbach’s Alpha

(G1)

(G2)

Self-Esteem

10

0.83

0.81

Ethnic Identity

10

0.72

0.82

Acculturation

20(G1); 18(G2)

0.75

0.75

Marginalization

43

0.80

0.70

Delinquent Behaviour

32

0.80

0.72

4.3

Data Analysis
In relation to the demographic data obtained, this thesis presents both descriptive

data (i.e. frequency analysis) and correlational findings (i.e. chi-square statistic). As well,
reliability testing of measures utilized (i.e. Cronbach’s α statistic) has been conducted
using SPSS (version 19). Subsequent testing for the factorial validity of latent constructs,
structural model estimation, and factorial equivalence and multi-group invariance testing
have been analyzed using AMOS (version 19). Rasch analysis was used to convert the
delinquency scores to logit measures (using R).
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4.3.1 SEM and Model Fit Criteria
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)
Also known as ‘analysis of covariance structure’, SEM has been described as a
combination of factor analysis and multiple regression.

It is acknowledged in the

literature that SEM is a technique for testing and estimating causal relations using a
combination of statistical data and qualitative causal assumptions. These aspects of SEM
make it suited to theory testing and development, and underpin the rationale for its use in
this thesis.
The results section of this thesis that reports findings from confirmatory and
exploratory modeling is presented in two parts: the first part analyses the measurement
model (which relates observed variables to latent variables), and the second part analyses
the structural mode (which relates latent constructs to one another). The estimation used
is Maximum Likelihood (ML) Estimation, which is an iterative procedure used to
estimate the model parameters in such a way as to minimize the difference between the
sample variance/covariance matrix and the estimated population variance matrix. The
output generated from these calculations describes the ‘fit’ of a model with the data.
Assessment of fit is then conducted through a series of fit indices that report how well the
model fits the driving theory. An outline of the fit indices used in this thesis is provided
below.
Goodness-of-fit Indices
According to current research conventions, absolute fit indices are used to determine
how well an a-priori model fits the sample data (McDonald & Ho, 2002) and is a measure
of how well the model fits in comparison to no model at all (Jöreskog & Sorborn, 1993).
Absolute fit indices are therefore a significant indication of theory-data fit. Included in
this category are the Chi-Squared test, RMSEA, the RMR and the SRMR. Although the
GFI and AGFI are also included in this category, the current consensus is not to use these
measures as they are affected by sample size (Sharma, Mukherjee, Kumar & Dillon,
2005).
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Although there is some debate in the field regarding the ability of the Model Chisquare statistic to discriminate between good and poor model fit due to its sensitivity to
sample size, an acceptable alternative is the relative/normed chi-square (c2/df) 40
(Wheaton, Muthen, Alwin & Summers, 1977). Despite the lack of consensus in the field
in relation to an acceptable ratio for this statistic, recommendations are for a range
between 2 and 5 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Wheaton et al., 1977).
The root-mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) has been regarded as the
most informative fit indices in covariance structure modeling (Bryne, 2010). More recent
recommendations for RMSEA cut-off values in the range of 0.06 (Hu, 1999) to a
stringent upper limit of 0.07 (Steiger, 2007) are thought to indicate good fit. Generally
however, a RMSEA value of 0.08 to 0.10 is indicative of mediocre fit, and values above
0.1 are indicative of poor fit (MacCallum, Browne & Sugawara, 1996). Due to greater
sampling error for models with low degrees of freedom (df) and small sample sizes,
RMSEA values can become inflated and may be disregarded as an index of fit in that
instance (Kenny, Kaniskan & McCoach, 2013). The confidence interval 41 calculated
around the RMSEA is generally reported in conjunction with the RMSEA, and ranges
from below 0.05 (lower limit) to 0.08 (upper limit) (Hooper, Coughlan & Mullen, 2008).
It is noted that confidence intervals are affected by sample size and model complexity
(MacCallum et al., 1996), as complex models would require a correspondingly large
sample size to obtain a narrow confidence interval. The impact of low degrees of
freedom, sample size, and model complexity on RMSEA and confidence interval values
are particularly relevant to this thesis.
The root mean square residual (RMR) and the standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR) are the square root of the difference between the residuals of the sample
covariance matrix and the hypothesized covariance model (Hooper et al., 2008).

It is

argued that the SRMR is more meaningful to interpret as it is not calculated based upon
the scales of each indicator (as the RMR is) (Kline, 2005). SRMR values range from 0 to

40

This statistic appears in the AMOS output as CMIN/df , and is denoted in this thesis as such.
This statistic appears in the AMOS output as LO 90 and HI 90, and is denoted in this thesis by the
expression ‘90% CI’ with a low and high value respectively in parentheses.
41
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1, and values less than 0.05 are indicative of good-fit (Bryne, 2010) to an accepted
threshold of 0.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
Another category of fit indices are incremental fit indices that compare the chi-square
value to a baseline model, generating the null hypothesis that all variables are
uncorrelated (McDonald & Ho, 2002). Two such indexes conventionally reported in
SEM analyses are the CFI and the NFI. Values for both statistics range between 0 and 1,
with values closer to 1 indicating good fit. Currently, a CFI value greater than or equal to
0.95 is recognized as indicative of good fit (Bryne, 2010; Hu & Bentler, 1999).
Research suggests that the CFI is a popularly reported fit index as it is one least effected
by sample size (Fan, Thompson & Wang, 1999). Cut-off criteria for the NFI is currently
recommended to be greater than or equal to 0.95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). It is recognized
however that the NFI is sensitive to sample size and when used alone, may underestimate
fit for smaller samples (Bentler, 1990). Its use in conjunction with the CFI is therefore
recommended (Bryne, 2010; Kline, 2005).
This thesis adheres to the fit criteria outlined in the configural and measurement
model testing processes for latent constructs. The same criteria are also applied in the
full model estimation and testing for factorial equivalence and multi-group invariance.
Fit criteria for each of these stages, and for each latent construct analyzed, are reported in
separate tables in the respective sections.

4.3.2

Steps for Invariance Testing

Research in the SEM field articulates a series of steps for invariance testing that include
the following:
·

Whether the proposed model fits the empirical data from each group.

·

To move from single-group CFA to multiple-group CFA in order to validate the
proposed model across the two groups. Goodness-of-fit criteria met through
independent testing of the proposed model for each group would support
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configural invariance. The overall goodness-of-fit indices and tests of difference
in fit between adjacent models support measurement invariance.
·

Analysis of the structural invariance. This involves examining the goodness-of-fit
indices upon constraining the factor variance to be equal across all groups.

These steps for invariance testing was utilised in this study and the results from the
individual components of these analyses are described in Sections 5.3 to 5.6 that examine
the measurement models (for each latent construct) using both exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis, and configural model testing (for each latent construct)
comparing models from the two generational cohorts for invariance.

In testing for

factorial and multi-group invariance, aggregate scores were utilised in the initial
assessment in Section 5.7 to provide a full model estimation of all latent constructs and
dependent variables. Full-model estimation in Section 5.8 utilising individual item scores
was then performed to test for factorial equivalence and multi-group invariance (in
accordance with the steps for invariance testing outlined in the literature).
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5.

Results

5.1

Frequency Statistics and Tests of Independence (Chi-Square Analyses)
The primary aim of the first part of this chapter (i.e. chapter 5.1) is to present the

descriptive statistics for both generation 1 and 2 cohorts prior to model analysis. The
main statistical procedures used to analyse and interpret the findings from the
questionnaire responses are reported in detail, as are the findings from the main phase of
the study.

The chi-square statistic42 (X2) has been used to compare the frequency count

between two independent groups (i.e. categorical responses), and is reported for each set
of demographic variables compared.
5.1.1

Frequency Statistics for Respondent Migration Demographics
Frequency statistics for the demographic variables relating to respondents’

migration (i.e. ethnic group, length of time in Australia, reason for migration) for both
generation 1 and 2 cohorts are reported below in Table 5.1.1a.
Table 5.1.1a:

Gen 1 and 2 Respondent Migration Demographics Profile

% (number)
Gen 1
Ethnicity

TOTAL

Gen 2

Vietnamese

4 (9)

37.5 (39)

48

Chinese

64.2 (145)

24 (25)

170

Malay

5.8 (13)

8.7 (9)

22

Indian

0.9 (2)

1 (1)

3

Indonesian

17.3 (39)

5.8 (6)

45

Filipino

4 (9)

5.8 (6)

12

Korean

0.4 (1)

1 (1)

2

Eurasian

0.4 (1)

4.8 (5)

6

Burmese

0.9 (2)

10.6 (11)

13

Thai

2.2 (5)

1 (1)

2

42

It is noted that the z-test for two independent proportions is an alternative procedure for evaluating a 2x2
contingency table. However, the literature indicates that z-test for two independent proportions (based on a
normal distribution) yields a result equivalent to that obtained with the chi-square test for r x c tables (i.e.
the square of the z-value will equal the chi-square value) (Sheskin, 2011).
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Length of Time in Australia

Main Reason for Migration

<5 yrs

56.6 (128)

--

128

5-10 yrs

21.2 (48)

--

48

>10 yrs

22.1 (50)

100 (104)

154

War

9.3 (21)

41.3 (43)

64

Business

15 (24)

27.9 (29)

53

Education

64.2 (145)

16.3 (17)

162

Family Reunion

9.3 (21)

8.7 (9)

30

Other

2.2 (5)

5.8 (6)

11

Frequency analysis indicates that the majority of generation 1 and 2 respondents
were of Chinese and Vietnamese ethnicity, with smaller numbers from other South-East
Asian groupings. Frequency counts also indicate that a larger percentage of generation 2
migrants identified ‘war’ as the reason for their family’s migration to Australia, while a
larger percentage of generation 1 migrants stated that they had come to Australia to
further their education.

5.1.2 Frequency Statistics for Parental Migration Demographics
Frequency statistics for the demographic variables relating to respondents’
parental migration (i.e. ethnic group, length of time in Australia) for both generation 1
and 2 cohorts are reported below in Table 5.1.2a.
Table 5.1.2a:

Gen 1 and 2 Parental Migration Profile
% (number)
1st Generation
2nd Generation
Father
Mother
Father
Mother

Ethnicity
(Parent)

Total

4 (9)

5.3 (12)

39.4 (41)

37.5 (39)

101

Vietnamese
Chinese

65 (147)

64.6 (146)

21.2 (22)

26 (27)

342

Malay

5.8 (13)

5.8 (13)

4.8 (5)

9.7 (9)

40

Indian

0.9 (2)

0.9 (2)

1.9 (2)

--

6

Indonesian

15.9 (36)

15.9 (36)

4.8 (5)

6.7 (7)

84

Filipino

3.5(8)

4.4 (10)

4.8 (5)

6.7 (7)

30

Korean

0.4 (1)

0.4 (1)

1 (1)

1 (1)

4
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Length of Time in Australia

Eurasian

0.9(2)

--

10.6 (11)

1.9 (2)

15

Burmese

1.3 (3)

0.9 (2)

9.6 (10)

10.6 (11)

26

Thai

1.3 (3)

1.8 (4)

1 (1)

1 (1)

9

Deceased

0.9 (2)

--

1 (1)

--

3

<5 yrs

62.8 (142)

61.5(139)

2.9 (3)

1.9 (2)

286

5-10 yrs

18.1 (41)

19 (43)

1.9 (2)

2.9 (3)

89

>10 yrs

18.1 (41)

18.1 (41)

95.2 (99)

95.2 (99)

280

Missing data

0.9 (2)

1.5 (3)

--

--

5

It is noted that there was some missing data in both generational cohorts for a
number of parental migration demographics:

mother’s length of time in Australia

(generation 1). The data has been classified as MAR (missing at random), and has been
dealt with using listwise deletion when means analysis has been conducted.

Frequency

analysis indicate that most parents of both generation 1 and 2 respondents were of
Chinese and Vietnamese ethnicity, with smaller numbers from other South-East Asian
ethnic groupings (e.g. Indonesian, Burmese, Korean, Filipino, Indian). Congruent with
their generation distinction as migrants, the majority (>60%) of generation 1 youth
migrant parents had lived in Australia for less than 5 years; while the majority (>90%) of
generation 2 youth migrant parents had lived in Australia for more than 10 years.

5.1.3 Frequency Statistics for Respondent Linguistic / Educational Demographics
Frequency statistics for the demographic variables relating to respondents’
educational and linguistic background (i.e. languages spoken, school performance,
enjoyment of school) for both generation 1 and 2 cohorts are provided in Table 5.1.3a.
Table 5.1.3a:

Gen 1 and 2 Respondent Linguistic / Educational Profile43

Language Mostly Spoken At
Home

43

% (number)
Gen 1
Gen 2
87.6 (198)
50 (52)
Ethnic Language
English

12.4 (28)

50 (52)

* Denotes a significant difference (p<0.01, or p<0.05) between generation 1 and 2 cohorts.
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Language Spoken - 1st Language

Language Fluency – 1st Language

School Performance (self-rated)*

Enjoyment of School

68.1 (154)

31.7 (33)

Ethnic Language
English

31.4 (71)

65.4 (68)

Other European Language

0.4 (1)

2.9 (3)

Spoken Very Well to Well

83.6 (189)

92.3 (96)

Spoken Very Poorly to Just
Enough

16.4 (37)

7.7 (8)

Very Well to Well

75.7 (171)

92.3 (96)

Very Poorly to Just Enough

24.3 (55)

7.7 (8)

Very Positive to Positive

72.6 (164)

78.8 (82)

Very Negative to Negative

6.2 (14)

4.8 (5)

Neutral

21.2 (48)

16.3 (17)

Results indicate that in the area of language, a larger percentage of generation 1
youth migrants spoke an ethnic language 44 at home compared to generation 2 youth
migrants (chi-square comparison indicated a non-significant difference: X2(1)=0.34,
p=0.56), and a larger percentage of generation 1 youth migrants spoke an ethnic language
than generation 2 youth migrants (chi-square comparison indicated a non-significant
difference: X2(2)=2.6, p=0.27). In the area of education / schooling, a larger percentage
of generation 2 youth migrants rated their academic performance as ‘doing very well to
well’ compared to generation 1 youth migrants (chi-square comparison indicated a
significant difference: X2(1)=7.05, p<0.01); a majority of both generation 1 and 2 youth
migrants rated their enjoyment of school as being positive (chi-square comparison
indicated a non-significant difference: X2(4)=2.43, p=0.66).

5.1.4 Frequency Statistics for Parental Linguistic / Employment Demographics
Frequency statistics for the demographic variables relating to respondents’
parental educational and employment background (i.e. languages spoken, parental
occupation prior and post migration to Australia) for both generation 1 and 2 cohorts are
provided in Table 5.1.4a.
44

Including the following: Vietnamese, Chinese (Mandarin and dialect), Malay, Indonesian, Javanese,
Japanese, Filipino, Korean, Tamil, Burmese, Thai.
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Frequency analysis indicate that a larger proportion of parents of generation 1
youth migrants mainly spoke an ethnic language compared to parents of generation 2
youth migrants (chi-square comparison indicated a non-significant difference:
X2(6)=1.16, p=0.98); of the principle language spoken, parents of youth migrants from
both generational cohorts spoke it ‘well to very well’. In the area of employment, a
larger percentage of fathers of generation 1 youth migrants were employed pre-migration
to Australia (chi-square comparison indicated a non-significant difference: X2(1)=1.37,
p=0.24), and a larger percentage of fathers of generation 2 youth migrants were employed
post-migration to Australia (chi-square comparison indicated a non-significant difference:
X2(1)=0.2, p=0.66); the employment status of mothers pre-migration did not differ
markedly between generation 1 and 2 cohorts (chi-square comparison indicated a nonsignificant difference: X2(1)=0.51, p=0.48), and a larger percentage of mothers of
generation 2 youth migrants were employed post-migration (chi-square comparison
indicated a non-significant difference: X2(1)=0.1, p=0.75).
Table 5.1.4a:

Gen 1 and 2 Parental Linguistic / Employment Profile

% (number)
1st Generation
Father
st

Language Spoken– 1 Language

2nd Generation

Mother

Father

Mother

Ethnic Language

71.7 (162)

76.1 (172)

34.6 (36)

50 (52)

English

24.3 (55)

23 (52)

61.5 (64)

50 (52)

Other European
Language

0.4 (1)

0.4 (1)

--

--

None

3.5 (8)

0.4 (1)

0.4 (1)

--

Language Fluency – 1 Language
(Parent)

Spoken Very Well to
Well

88.5 (200)

86.3 (195)

92.3 (96)

86.5 (90)

Language Fluency– 1st Language
(Parent)

Spoken Very Poorly
to Just Enough

8 (18)

13.3 (30)

6.7 (7)

13.5 (14)

No fluency

3.5 (8)

0.4 (1)

1 (1)

--

Employed

92.9 (210)

55.3 (125)

64.4 (67)

47.1 (49)

Unemployed

7.1 (16)

44.7 (101)

35.6 (37)

52.9 (55)

Employed

62.8 (142)

37.2 (84)

87.5 (91)

67.3 (70)

Unemployed

37.2 (84)

62.8 (142)

12.5 (13)

32.7 (34)

(Parent)

st

Occupational Status (Prior
Migration to Australia)

Occupational Status (Post
Migration to Australia)
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5.1.5 Frequency Statistics for Respondent Lifestyle Demographics
Frequency statistics for the demographic variables relating to respondents’ lifestyle (i.e.
time spent per day on hobbies, membership of recreational clubs, time spent per day with
family) for both generation 1 and 2 cohorts are provided in Table 5.1.5a.
Table 5.1.5a:

Gen 1 and 2 Respondent Lifestyle Profile

Time Spent on Hobbies
(per day)

% (number)
Gen 1
Gen 2
43.8 (99)
36.5 (38)
Minimum (<3hrs)
Moderate (3-10hrs)

54.4 (123)

61.5 (64)

1.8 (4)

1.9 (2)

29.6 (67)

53.8 (56)

70.4 (159)

46.2 (48)

2.2 (5)

1 (1)

76.1 (172)

63.5 (66)

21.7 (49)

35.6 (37)

Large (>10hrs)
Membership of Recreational
Activities

Time Spent with Family
(per day)

Yes
No

Minimum (<3hrs)
Moderate (3-10hrs)

Large (>10hrs)

Frequency tabulations indicate that in the recreational arena, a larger percentage
of generation 2 youth migrants spent a moderate amount of time (between 3 to 10 hours
per day) on their hobbies (chi-square comparison indicated a non-significant difference:
X2(4)=2.87, p=0.58), and belonged to recreational (social/sporting/musical) groups than
generation 1 youth migrants (chi-square comparison indicated a non-significant
difference: X2(1)=0.48, p=0.49). Both generations 1 and 2 youth migrant cohorts spent a
moderate amount of time per day with their families, but a slightly larger percentage of
generation 2 youth migrants spent more than 10 hours per day with their families (chisquare comparison indicated a non-significant difference: X2(4)=0.34, p=0.98).
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5.1.6 Frequency Statistics for Respondent Friendship Demographics
Frequency statistics for the demographic variables relating to respondents’ peer
friendships (i.e. ethnic group that close friends are mostly from, time spent per day with
close friends) for both generation 1 and 2 cohorts are provided in Table 5.1.6a.
Table 5.1.6a:

Gen 1 and 2 Respondent Friendship-Group Profile

Ethnic Group-Belonging of
Most Close Friends

% (number)
Gen 1
Gen 2
81.9 (185)
56.7 (59)
Ethnic Group (SEA)
Australian

15.5 (35)

34.6 (36)

2.2 (5)

6.7 (7)

0.4 (1)

1.9 (2)

35 (79)

21.2 (22)

65 (147)

77.9 (81)

--

1 (1)

Other European
None
Time Spent with Close Friends
(per day)

Minimum (<3hrs)
Moderate (4-10hrs)

Large (>10hrs)

Frequency statistics indicate that although both generations 1 and 2 youth
migrants surveyed identified that their close friends mostly came from ethnic
backgrounds45, a larger percentage of generation 2 migrants listed their close friends as
being largely from an ‘Australian’ background (chi-square comparison indicated a nonsignificant difference: X2(6)=2.66, p=0.85). In relation to time spent with close friends
(per day), a larger percentage of generation 2 youth migrants identified spending between
4 to 10 hours per day with their close friends than their generation 1 counterparts (chisquare comparison indicated a non-significant difference: X2(2)=1.38, p=0.5).

45

Including the following: Vietnamese, Chinese, Malay, Indian, Thai, Filipino, Burmese, Indonesian,
Japanese and Korean.
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5.1.7 Frequency Statistics for Respondent Offending Behaviour Demographics
Frequency statistics for the variables relating to respondents’ offending behaviour
(i.e. types of offences ever committed46, and number of legal offences committed in the
preceding 12 months) for both generation 1 and 2 cohorts are provided in Table 5.1.7a.
Table 5.1.7a:

Gen 1 and 2 Respondent Offending Behaviour Profile47

Types of Offences Ever
Committed *

% (number)
Gen 1
Gen 2
8 (18)
7.7 (8)
Physical Offences
0.9 (2)

2.9 (3)

2.7 (6)

8.7 (9)

4.9 (11)

3.8 (4)

0.4 (1)

2.9 (3)

3.6 (8)

1.9 (2)

94.2 (213)

93.3(97)

5.3 (12)

4.8 (5)

0.4 (1)

1.9 (2)

Property Offences
Theft*
Social Order Offences*
Drug/Alcohol Offences
Driving Offences
Number of Legal Offences
Committed (Preceding 12
months – All Offence Types)

No offences

1-3 offences
>3 offences

Frequency statistics indicate that in the generation 1 cohort, the offence
committed by the most number of people in that group was ‘fighting’ (physical offence)
(chi-square comparison indicated a non-significant difference: X2(1)=0.03, p=0.85),
followed by ‘owning or using weapons – e.g. guns, knives’ (social order offence) (chisquare comparison indicated a significant difference: X2(2)=7.34, p=0.03).

By

comparison, in the generation 2 cohort, the offence committed by the most number of
people in that group was ‘shoplifting’ (theft) (chi-square comparison indicated a

46

Classified as follows: Physical offences (fighting); Property offences (damage; graffiti; arson); Theft
(robbery; extortion; breaking into a property to steal; selling or storing stolen articles; car theft;
shoplifting); Social Order offences (resisting police; owning or using weapons; gambling; trespassing;
vagrancy; prostitution; drunkenness); Drug /Alcohol offences (possession; dealing; growing drugs);
Driving offences (driving under the influence; dangerous driving; driving without a licence or with a
suspended licence).
47
Denotes a significant difference (p<0.01, or p<0.05) between generation 1 and 2 cohorts.
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significant difference: X2(2)=7.41, p=0.03), followed by ‘fighting’ (physical offence). In
relation to offending frequency (across all types of offences) in the preceding 12 months,
frequency data indicate that a larger percentage of generation 1 youth migrants had
committed 1 to 3 offences than generation 2 migrants in the preceding 12 months (chisquare comparison indicated a significant difference: X2(4)=51.92, p<0.01).

5.1.8 Frequency Statistics for Parental Offending Behaviour Demographics
Frequency statistics for the variables relating to respondents’ parental offending
behaviour (i.e. ever committed a legal offence in their native country, and ever committed
a legal offence in Australia) for both generation 1 and 2 cohorts are provided in Table
5.1.8a.
Table 5.1.8a:

Gen 1 and 2 Parental Offending Behaviour Profile

Ever Committed Legal Offence
in Native Country

% (number)
Gen 1
Gen 2
93.8 (212)
90.4 (94)
no
6.2 (14)

9.6 (10)

96.5 (218)

95.2 (99)

3.5 (8)

4.8 (5)

yes
Ever Committed Legal Offence
in Australia

no
yes

Frequency statistics indicates that while most parents of both generation1 and 2
youth migrant cohorts did not commit offences (both in their native countries and in
Australia), a larger percentage of parents of generation 1 youth migrants had committed
an offence in their native country (chi-square comparison indicated a non-significant
difference: X2(1)=1.59, p=0.21). Similarly, although frequency data indicate that a larger
percentage of parents of generation 1 youth migrants had committed a legal offence in
Australia, chi-square comparison indicated a non-significant difference: X2(1)=0.05,
p=0.82.
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5.2

Tests of Independence – Within Sample (Generation Group) Findings
This section documents the significant correlational statistics for demographic

variables of interest (expressed as a dependent variable) against other demographic
variables within each generation group. In the interests of topical clarity, the variables
have been grouped into the following categories for each of the generational cohorts:
migration profile (main reason for migration to Australia; length of time respondent has
lived in Australia [generation 1 cohort]; length of time both parents have lived in
Australia [generation 1 and 2 cohort]), parental employment status, linguistic profile
(language spoken at home; first language spoken by respondent), academic participation
(school enjoyment; school performance); social participation / friendship groups
(membership of recreational facilities; peer ethnicity; time spent with close friends), and
offending behaviour (parental offending; types of offences committed by respondents;
frequency of offending in preceding 12 months). Findings have thus been assembled into
tables that display correlation test results between dependent and independent
demographic variables for each generation sample. As data categories are conceptually
nominal, the chi-square statistic has been used to analyse this data in SPSS.

5.2.1 Migration Profile and Demographic Variables: Linguistic / Academic Profile,
Parental Employment Status, Social Participation (Generation 1 and 2)
This section provides separately analyzed correlational statistics for the variables
relating to respondents’ linguistic and academic profile, parental employment status,
social participation (as dependent variables) against respondents’ migration history for
generation 1 and 2 cohorts. Table 5.2.1a and Table 5.2.1b provide the correlations for
these variables for the generation 1 and 2 cohorts respectively.
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Table 5.2.1a: Chi-Square Analysis: Migration History and Demographic Variables48 (Gen1)
DEMOGRAPHIC
VARIABLES

MIGRATION
VARIABLES

Parental Employment
Status (Australia)
Father
Mother

Linguistic Profile
1st Lang
(Respond)

Academic Profile

Social Participation

Lang Spoken
at Home

School
Performance

School
Enjoyment

Membership
in
Recreational
Activities

Peer
Ethnicity

Time
Spent
with
Peers

Reason
for
Migration

Χ2(4)=21.31
p<0.01

Χ 2(4)=29.73
p<0.01

Χ2(8)=15.82
p=0.045

Χ2(4)=2.83
p=0.59

Χ2(4)=2.35
p=0.67

Χ2(8)=4.18
p=0.84

Χ2(4)=2.44
p=0.66

Χ 2(12)=37.07
p<0.01

Χ2(4)=5.12
p=0.28

Time Lived in
Australia
(Respondent)

Χ2(2)=31.46
p<0.01

Χ 2(2)=34.72
p<0.01

Χ2(4)=12.24
p=0.016

Χ 2(2)=40.51
p<0.01

Χ2(2)=15.36
p<0.01

Χ2(4)=3.34
p=0.5

Χ2(2)=2.65
p=0.27

Χ 2(6)=38.64
p<0.01

Χ2(2)=1.74
p=0.42

Time Lived in
Australia
(Father)

Χ2(2)=50.49
p<0.01

Χ 2(2)=42.66
p<0.01

Χ2(4)=8.88
p=0.64

Χ 2(2)=19.03
p<0.01

Χ2(2)=14.52
p<0.01

Χ2(4)=2.33
p=0.68

Χ2(2)=1.49
p=0.47

Χ 2(6)=26.08
p<0.01

Χ2(2)=7.25
p=0.03

Χ 2(2)=35.21
p<0.01

Χ2(4)=8.85
p=0.65

Χ 2(2)=24.44
p<0.01

Χ2(2)=14.61
p<0.01

Χ2(4)=3.31
p=0.51

Χ2(2)=5.26
p=0.07

Χ 2(6)=29.19
p<0.01

Χ2(2)=3.17
p=0.21

Time Lived in
Australia
(Mother)

Results from a migration history / demographic variables correlational matrix for
the generation 1 sample suggest that the main reason for migration is significantly
associated with the following demographic variables: parental employment status in
Australia – significantly more mothers [X2(4)=29.73, p<0.01] and fathers [X2(4)=21.31,
p<0.01] who were unemployed in Australia had migrated for reasons of ‘education’
compared to the other reasons for migration (i.e. escape war, work opportunities, family
reunion, other); linguistic variables – significantly more respondents who mainly speak
English had migrated for ‘family reunion’ than other migration categories [X2(8)=15.82,
p=0.045]; no significant relationship was found between reasons for migration and
language spoken at home; academic variables – no significant relationship was found
between reasons for migration and school performance; no significant relationship was
found between reasons for migration and school enjoyment; social participation - no
significant relationship was found between reasons for migration and membership in
recreational activities; significantly more youth migrants who migrated for reasons of
‘work opportunities’ and ‘family reunion’ had close friends who were ‘Australian’, in
comparison with youth migrants who migrated for reasons of ‘education’ and had close
friends who were from ethnic backgrounds [X2(12)=37.07, p<0.01];
48

no significant

All significant relationships (p<0.01; p<0.05) between variables are indicated in bold and shaded in the
respective tables.
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relationship was found between reasons for migration and time spent with close friends
per day.
Results for analyses of associations between respondent’s length of time in
Australia and other demographic variables yielded the following findings: employment
status in Australia – both father’s [X2(2)=31.46, p<0.01] and mother’s [X2(2)=34.72,
p<0.01] employment in Australia is associated with greater length of stay in Australia;
linguistic variables – significantly more respondents who spoke mainly English
[X2(4)=12.24, p=0.016], and who spoke English at home [X2(2)=40.51, p<0.01] had lived
in Australia for longer than 10 years;

academic variables – significantly more

respondents who assessed themselves as having done ‘well to very well’ at school had
lived in Australia for longer than 10 years [X2(2)=15.36, p<0.01];

no significant

relationship was found between respondent’s length of time in Australia and school
enjoyment; social participation - no significant relationship was found between
respondents’ length of time in Australia and membership in recreational activities;
significantly more respondents who had lived in Australia for longer than 10 years had
close friends who were from ‘Australian’ and ‘other European’ cultures [X2(6)=38.64,
p<0.01]; no significant relationship was found between respondents’ time in Australia
and time spent with close friends per day.
Results for analyses of associations between father’s length of time in Australia
and other demographic variables yielded the following significant findings: parental
employment status in Australia – significantly more respondents whose fathers
[X2(2)=50.49, p<0.01] and mothers [X2(2)=42.66, p<0.01] were unemployed had lived in
Australia for less than 5 years; linguistic variables – significantly more respondents’
whose fathers had lived in Australia for less than 5 years spoke an ethnic language at
home [X2(2)=19.03, p<0.01]; academic variables – significantly more respondents whose
fathers had lived in Australia for less than 5 years assessed themselves as having done
‘very poorly to just enough’ at school [X2(2)=14.52, p<0.01]; social participation –
significantly more respondents whose fathers had lived in Australia for less than 5 years
had close friends who were from ‘ethnic’ cultural backgrounds [X2(6)=26.08, p<0.01];
significantly more respondents whose fathers had lived in Australia for less than 5 years
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spent the least amount of time (less than 3 hours) with their close friends daily
[X2(2)=7.25, p=0.03].
Results for analyses of associations between mother’s length of time in Australia
and other demographic variables yielded the following significant findings: parental
employment status in Australia – significantly more respondents whose mothers
[X2(2)=35.21, p<0.01] were unemployed had lived in Australia for less than 5 years;
linguistic variables – significantly more respondents’ whose mothers had lived in
Australia for less than 5 years spoke an ethnic language at home [X2(2)=24.44, p<0.01];
academic variables – significantly more respondents whose mothers had lived in
Australia for less than 5 years assessed themselves as having done ‘very poorly to just
enough’ at school [X2(2)=14.61, p<0.01];

social participation – significantly more

respondents whose mothers had lived in Australia for more than 10 years had close
friends who were from ‘Australian’ and ‘other European’ cultural backgrounds
[X2(6)=29.19, p<0.01].
Table 5.2.1b: Chi-Square Analysis: Migration History and Demographic Variables
(Gen2)

DEMOGRAPHIC
VARIABLES

Parental Employment
Status (Australia)
Father
Mother

Linguistic Profile
1st Lang
(Respond)

MIGRATION
VARIABLES

Lang
Spoken at
Home

Academic Profile
School
Performance

School
Enjoyment

Social Participation
Membership
in
Recreational
Facilities

Peer
Ethnicity

Time
Spent
with
Peers

Reason
for
Migration

Χ2(4)=1.41
p=0.84

Χ2(4)=8.78
p=0.07

Χ2(8)=9.77
p=0.28

X 2(4)=18.59
p<0.01

Χ2(4)=1.1
p=0.89

Χ2(4)=3.08
p=0.93

Χ2(4)=2.19
p=0.7

Χ2(12)=36.
69
p<0.01

Χ2(8)=6.59
p=0.58

Time Lived in
Australia
(Father)
Time Lived in
Australia
(Mother)

Χ2(2)=0.19
p=0.91

Χ2(2)=4.21
p=0.12

Χ2(4)=2.15
p=0.71

Χ2(2)=2.42
p=0.3

Χ2(2)=2.99
p=0.22

Χ2(4)=1.28
p=0.87

Χ2(2)=0.54
p=0.76

Χ2(6)=5.12
p=0.53

Χ2(4)=0.86
p=0.93

Χ2(2)=1.93
p=0.38

Χ2(4)=4.49
p=0.34

Χ2(2)=2.42
p=0.3

Χ2(2)=5.34
p=0.07

Χ2(4)=2.51
p=0.64

Χ2(2)=2.14
p=0.9

Χ2(6)=7.27
p=0.3

Χ2(4)=1.49
p=0.83

Results for analyses of associations between respondents’ main reason for
migration in Australia and other demographic variables for the generation 2 cohort
yielded the following findings: employment status in Australia– there was no significant
relationship between main reason for migration and father’s or mother’s employment
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status in Australia; linguistic variables – there was no significant relationship between
migration reason and main language spoken by respondent; significantly more
respondents who migrated to Australia to ‘escape war’ compared with other reasons for
migration spoke an ethnic language in the home [X2(4)=18.59, p<0.01]; academic
variables – no significant relationship was found between reason for migration and school
performance and school enjoyment; social participation - no significant relationship was
found between respondents’ reason for migration to Australia and membership in
recreational activities; significantly more respondents who had migrated to Australia to
‘escape war’ had close friends who were from ‘ethnic’ cultural groups [X2(12)=36.69,
p<0.01];

no significant relationship was found between respondents’ reason for

migration to Australia and time spent with close friends per day.
Results for analyses of associations between father’s length of time in Australia
and other demographic variables for the generation 2 cohort yielded no significant
findings in relation to associations between respondents’ father’s length of time in
Australia and parental employment status in Australia, linguistic profile, academic
profile, and social participation. Results for analyses of associations between mother’s
length of time in Australia and other demographic variables for the generation 2 cohort
yielded no significant findings in relation to associations between respondents’ mother’s
length of time in Australia and parental employment status in Australia, linguistic profile,
academic profile, and social participation.

5.2.2 Migration Profile and Offending Behaviour: Frequency of Offending in
Preceding 12 months, Parental Offending (Generation 1 and 2)
This section provides measures of association (chi-square) for the variables
relating to respondents’ parental offending in native country and Australia, respondents’
offending behaviour in the preceding 12 months, and respondents’ offence types against
respondents’ migration history for generation 1 and 2 cohorts. In the category for offence
types, only offences that had a frequency count of 5 or greater for one or both generation
cohorts were utilized in this analysis, and included the following offences: physical,
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theft, social order, and driving. Table 5.2.2a and Table 5.2.2b provide the correlations
for these variables for the generation 1 and 2 cohorts respectively.
Table 5.2.2a:

Chi-Square Analysis: Migration History and Offending Variables49 (Gen1)
Parental Offending

OFFENDING

Respondent
Offending
Frequency in
Preceding 12
months

Theft

Social Order

Driving

X2(4)=2.93
p=0.57

X 2(12)=23.34
p=0.03

X2(12)=23.17
p=0.03

X2(8)=4.56
p=0.80

Χ2(4)=4.48
p=0.35

Χ2(2)=0.01
p=0.99

Χ2(6)=6.76
p=0.34

Χ2(6)=11.3
p=0.08

Χ2(4)=1.19
p=0.88

X 2(2)=6.67
p=0.04

Χ2(4)=0.65
p=0.96

Χ2(2)=1.53
p=0.47

Χ2(6)=6.02
p=0.42

Χ2(6)=10.07
p=0.12

Χ2(4)=1.24
p=0.87

Χ2(2)=1.79
p=0.41

Χ2(4)=2.21
p=0.7

Χ2(2)=2.71
p=0.26

Χ2(6)=5.76
p=0.45

Χ2(6)=8.99
p=0.17

Χ2(4)=1.18
p=0.88

Legal
Offence in
Native
Country

Legal
Offence in
Australia

Reason
for
Migration

Χ2(4)=1.55
p=0.82

Χ2(4)=7.77
p=0.1

Χ2(8)=4.79
p=0.78

Time Lived in
Australia
(Respondent)

Χ2(2)=3.12
p=0.21

Χ2(4)=1.48
p=0.48

Time Lived in
Australia
(Father)

X2(2)=5.79
p=0.05

Time Lived in
Australia
(Mother)

X2(2)=6.14
p=0.05

VARIABLES

MIGRATION
VARIABLES

Offence Types
Physical

Results for analyses of associations between respondents’ main reason for
migration in Australia and offending variables for the generation 1 cohort yielded the
following findings: parental offending – there was no significant relationship between
main reason for migration and parental offending in the native country, or in Australia;
respondent offending – there was no significant relationship between main reason for
migration and respondent offending frequency; offence types – there was a significant
relationship between respondents who had migrated to Australia for ‘family reunion’ and
‘other reasons’ and offences involving theft50 [X2(12)=23.34, p=0.03]; there was also a
significant relationship between respondents who had migrated to Australia for
‘education’ ‘ family reunion’ and ‘other reasons’ and social order offences

51

[X2(12)=23.17, p=0.03]; there were no significant relationships between reasons for
migration and physical and driving offences.

49

All significant relationships (p<0.01; p<0.05) between variables are indicated in bold.
Theft (robbery; extortion; breaking into a property to steal; selling or storing stolen articles; car theft;
shoplifting).
51
Social Order offences (resisting police; owning or using weapons; gambling; trespassing; vagrancy;
prostitution; drunkenness).
50
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Results for analyses of associations between respondent’s length of time in
Australia and offending variables yielded the following findings: parental offending –
there was no significant relationship between respondents’ length of time in Australia and
parental offending in the native country or in Australia; respondent offending – there was
no significant relationship between respondents’ length of time in Australia and
respondents’ offending frequency; offence types –there were no significant relationships
between respondents’ length of time in Australia and types of offences.
Results for analyses of associations between father’s length of time in Australia
and offending variables yielded the following significant findings: parental offending –
there was a significant relationship between father’s length of time in Australia and
parental offending, with fathers who had spent less than 5 years in Australia associated
with parental offending in their native countries [X2(2)=5.79, p=0.05], and fathers who
had spent more than 5 years in Australia associated with parental offending in Australia
[X2(2)=6.67, p=0.04]. There were no significant relationships between father’s length of
time in Australia and respondents’ frequency of offending and types of offences.
Results for analyses of associations between mother’s length of time in Australia
and offending variables yielded the following significant findings: parental offending –
there was a moderately significant relationship between mother’s length of time in
Australia and parental offending, with mothers who had spent less than 5 years in
Australia associated with parental offending in their native countries [X2(2)=6.14,
p=0.05], and no significant association between mothers’ length of time in Australia and
parental offending in Australia;

respondent offending – there was no significant

relationship between respondents’ length of time in Australia and respondents’ offending
frequency. There were no significant relationships between mother’s length of time in
Australia and respondents’ frequency of offending and types of offences.
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Table 5.2.2b: Chi-Square Analysis: Migration History and Offending Variables52 (Gen2)
Parental Offending
OFFENDING

Respondent
Offending

Offence Types

Frequency in
Preceding 12
months

Physical

Theft

Social Order

Driving

Legal
Offence in
Native
Country

Legal
Offence in
Australia

Reason
for
Migration

Χ2(4)=2.95
p=0.57

Χ2(4)=1.36
p=0.85

Χ2(8)=8.42
p=0.39

X2(4)=3.92
p=0.42

X2(8)=6.95
p=0.54

X2(4)=5.87
p=0.21

X2(4)=2.31
p=0.68

Time Lived in
Australia
(Father)

X2(2)=0.56
p=0.76

X2(2)=0.27
p=0.88

Χ2(4)=9.28
p=0.05

Χ2(2)=5.35
p=0.07

Χ2(4)=7.59
p=0.11

Χ2(2)=0.21
p=0.9

Χ2(2)=0.1
p=0.95

Time Lived in
Australia
(Mother)

X2(2)=0.56
p=0.76

Χ2(2)=0.27
p=0.88

Χ2(4)=0.56
p=0.23

Χ2(2)=2.99
p=0.22

Χ2(4)=4.53
p=0.34

Χ2(2)=0.21
p=0.9

Χ2(2)=0.1
p=0.95

VARIABLES

MIGRATION
VARIABLES

Results for analyses of associations between respondents’ main reason for
migration in Australia and offending variables for the generation 2 cohort yielded the
following findings: parental offending – there was no significant relationship between
main reason for migration and parental offending; respondent offending – there was no
significant relationship between main reason for migration and respondent offending
frequency; offence types – there were no significant relationships between reasons for
migration and offence types.
Results for analyses of associations between father’s length of time in Australia
and offending variables yielded the following findings: parental offending – there was no
significant relationship between father’s length of time in Australia and parental
offending; respondent offending – there was a significant relationship between father’s
length of time in Australia and respondents’ offending frequency [X2(4)=9.28, p=0.05],
with data indicating that respondents who had committed between 1 to 3 offences in the
preceding 12 months had fathers who lived in Australia for between 5 to 10 years;
offence types –there were no significant relationships between father’s length of time in
Australia and types of offences.
Results for analyses of associations between mother’s length of time in Australia
and offending variables yielded the following findings: parental offending – there was no
52

All significant relationships (p<0.01; p<0.05) between variables are indicated in bold.
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significant relationship between mother’s length of time in Australia and parental
offending; respondent offending – there was no significant relationship between mother’s
length of time in Australia and respondents’ offending frequency; offence types –there
were no significant relationships between mother’s length of time in Australia and types
of offences.

5.2.3 Demographic Variables and Offending Behaviour: Frequency of Offending
in Preceding 12 months, Parental Offending (Generation 1 and 2)
This section provides measures of association (chi-square) for offending variables
(i.e. respondents’ parental offending in native country and Australia, respondents’
offending behaviour in the preceding 12 months, and respondents’ offence types) against
respondents’ demographic variables (parental employment status, linguistic profile,
academic profile, and social participation) for generation 1 and 2 cohorts. Table 5.2.3a
and Table 5.2.3b provide the correlations for these variables for the generation 1 and 2
cohorts respectively.
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Table 5.2.3a

Chi-Square Analysis: Demographic and Offending Variables53 (Gen1)
Parental Offending

OFFENDING
VARIABLES

DEMOGRAPHIC

VARIABLES

Legal
Offence in
Native
Country

Parental Employment
Χ2(1)=0.01
Father

Legal
Offence in
Australia

Respondent
Offending

Offence Types

Frequency in
Preceding 12
months

Physical

Theft

Social Order

Driving

p=0.91

Χ2(1)=0.59
p=0.44

Χ2(2)=0.7
p=0.71

X2(1)=0.03
p=0.88

X2(3)=2.2
p=0.53

X2(3)=0.91
p=0.82

X2(2)=0.54
p=0.76

Χ2(1)=0.47
p=0.49

Χ2(1)=2.28
p=0.13

Χ2(2)=1.42
p=0.49

Χ2(2)=0.73
p=0.39

Χ2(3)=3.99
p=0.26

Χ2(3)=2.03
p=0.57

Χ2(2)=0.53
p=0.77

Linguistic Profile
X2(2)=0.78
1st Lang
p=0.68
(Respond)

X2(2)=1.35
p=0.51

Χ2(4)=1.11
p=0.89

Χ2(2)=3.18
p=0.2

Χ2(6)=3.16
p=0.79

Χ2(6)=3.31
p=0.77

Χ2(4)=1.35
p=0.85

X2(1)=2.11
p=0.15

Χ2(1)=1.73
p=0.28

Χ2(2)=1.95
p=0.38

Χ2(1)=2.76
p=0.1

Χ2(2)=0.52
p=0.77

Χ2(3)=1.63
p=0.65

Χ2(2)=1.17
p=0.56

Academic Profile
X2(1)=1.05
School
p=0.31
Performance

X2(1)=2.66
p=0.1

X2(2)=0.74
p=0.69

X2(1)=0.63
p=0.43

X2(2)=1.2
p=0.55

X2(3)=1.87
p=0.6

X2(2)=1.46
p=0.48

X2(2)=1.66
p=0.44

X2(4)=5.51
p=0.24

X2(2)=3.66
p=0.16

X2(4)=0.96
p=0.92

X2(6)=1.51
p=0.96

X2(4)=2.42
p=0.66

Mother

1st Lang
Spoken Home

X2(2)=1.72
School
p=0.42
Enjoyment
Social Participation
Membership in
Recreational
Facilities

X2(1)=0.01
p=0.93

X2(1)=0.25
p=0.62

X2(2)=0.5
p=0.78

X2(1)=0.13
p=0.72

X2(2)=1.8
p=0.4

X2(3)=2.71
p=0.44

X2(2)=1.77
p=0.41

Peer Ethnicity

X2(3)=3.31
p=0.35

X 2(3)=21.02
p<0.01

X2(6)=3.06
p=0.8

X2(3)=4.33
p=0.23

X2(6)=2.08
p=0.91

X2(9)=1.95
p=0.99

X2(6)=1.84
p=0.93

Time Spent
with Peers

X2(1)=0.004
p=0.95

X 2(1)=4.46
p=0.04

X2(2)=0.78
p=0.68

X2(1)=0.44
p=0.51

X2(2)=2.21
p=0.33

X2(2)=6.59
p=0.04

X2(2)=0.57
p=0.75

Results from a demographic / offending variable correlational matrix for the
generation 1 sample suggests that the following significant relationships are observed:
social participation – significantly more respondents whose parents had not committed an
offence in Australia had close friends from an ‘ethnic’ cultural background [X2(3)=21.02,
p<0.01]; significantly more respondents who spent a larger portion of their day (between
4 to 10 hours) with peers had parents who had committed an offence in Australia
[X2(1)=4.46, p=0.04]; significantly more respondents who spent a larger portion of their
day (between 4 to 10 hours) with peers committed social order offences54 [X2(2)=6.59,
p=0.04].

No significant relationships were observed between the following sets of

53

All significant relationships (p<0.01; p<0.05) between variables are indicated in bold.
Social Order offences (resisting police; owning or using weapons; gambling; trespassing; vagrancy;
prostitution; drunkenness).
54
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variables: parental employment and offending; respondents’ linguistic profile and
offending; academic profile and offending; membership in recreational facilities and
offending; peer ethnicity and parental offending in a native country, offending frequency,
and offence types; time spent with peers and parental offending in a native country,
offending frequency, and physical, theft, and driving offences.

Table 5.2.3b: Chi-Square Analysis: Demographic and Offending Variables55 (Gen2)
Parental Offending
OFFENDING
VARIABLES

DEMOGRAPHIC

VARIABLES

Legal
Offence in
Native
Country

Parental Employment
Χ2(1)=0.63
Father

Legal
Offence in
Australia

Respondent
Offending

Offence Types

Frequency in
Preceding 12
months

Physical

Theft

Social Order

Driving

p=0.8

Χ2(1)=0.75
p=0.39

Χ2(2)=0.54
p=0.76

X2(1)=0.00
p=1

X2(2)=0.53
p=0.77

X2(1)=0.59
p=0.44

X2(1)=0.29
p=0.59

Χ2(1)=5.37
p=0.02

Χ2(1)=0.39
p=0.54

Χ2(2)=6.19
p=0.05

Χ2(1)=0.09
p=0.76

Χ2(2)=2.27
p=0.32

Χ2(1)=0.11
p=0.74

Χ2(1)=0.99
p=0.32

X 2(2)=5.96
p=0.05

Χ2(4)=2.39
p=0.66

Χ2(2)=4.72
p=0.94

Χ 2(4)=11.44
p=0.02

Χ2(2)=8.53
p=0.01

Χ2(2)=4.39
p=0.11

X2(1)=0.00
p=1

Χ2(1)=0.21
p=0.65

Χ2(2)=3.81
p=0.15

Χ2(1)=0.54
p=0.46

Χ2(2)=1.1
p=0.58

Χ2(1)=0.00
p=1

Χ2(1)=2.04
p=0.15

Academic Profile
X2(1)=0.92
School
p=0.34
Performance

X2(1)=0.44
p=0.51

X2(2)=1.26
p=0.53

X2(1)=0.28
p=0.59

X2(2)=0.82
p=0.66

X2(1)=0.35
p=0.56

X2(1)=0.17
p=0.68

X2(2)=2.29
p=0.32

X2(4)=15.14
P<0.01

X2(2)=7.72
p=0.02

X2(4)=3.57
p=0.47

X2(2)=4.22
p=0.12

X2(2)=0.55
p=0.76

Mother

Linguistic Profile
X2(2)=2.0
1st Lang
p=0.37
(Respond)
1st Lang
Spoken Home

X2(2)=0.98
School
p=0.61
Enjoyment
Social Participation
Membership in
Recreational
Facilities

X2(1)=0.17
p=0.68

X2(1)=1.45
p=0.23

X2(2)=1.45
p=0.48

X2(1)=0.26
p=0.61

X2(2)=0.65
p=0.72

X2(1)=0.75
p=0.39

X2(1)=1.75
p=0.19

Peer Ethnicity

X2(3)=4.63
p=0.2

X2(3)=1.81
p=0.61

X2(6)=2.08
p=0.91

X2(3)=2.33
p=0.51

X2(6)=5.32
p=0.51

X2(3)=3.83
p=0.28

X2(3)=1.55
p=0.67

Time Spent
with Peers

X2(3)=2.42
p=0.3

X2(2)=1.15
p=0.56

X2(4)=8.89
p=0.06

X2(2)=4.36
p=0.11

X2(4)=3.95
p=0.41

X2(2)=7.24
p=0.03

X2(2)=1.03
p=0.6

Results from a demographic / offending variable correlational matrix for the
generation 2 sample suggests that the following significant relationships are observed:
parental employment – significantly more respondents who had committed between 1
and 3 offences had mothers who were unemployed in Australia [X2(2)=6.19, p=0.05];
55

All significant relationships (p<0.01; p<0.05) between variables are indicated in bold.
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linguistic profile – significantly more respondents whose main spoken language was
English had parents who had not committed an offence in Australia [X2(2)=5.96, p=0.05];
significantly more respondents whose main spoken language was English did not commit
offences involving theft 56 [X2(4)=11.44, p=0.02], or social order offences [X2(2)=8.53,
p=0.01]; academic profile – significantly more respondents who did not enjoy school
(‘really hate’ to ‘dislike’) had committed between 1 to 3 offences in the preceding 12
months [X2(4)=15.14, p<0.01]; significantly more respondents who did not enjoy school
(‘really hate’ to ‘dislike’) had committed physical offences57 [X2(2)=7.72, p=0.02]; social
participation – significantly more respondents who committed social order offences 58
spent less than 3 hours per day with their friends [X2(2)=7.24, p=0.03].
No significant relationships were observed between the following sets of
variables: father’s employment and offending; mother’s employment and parental
offending in Australia, and offence types; main language spoken at home and all
offending variables; school performance and all offending variables; school enjoyment
and parental offending, and offences involving theft, social order and driving;
membership in recreational facilities and all offending variables; peer ethnicity and all
offending variables; time spent with peer and parental offending, offending frequency,
and physical, theft and driving offences.

5.2.4 Summary of Frequency Statistics and Tests of Independence
The following frequency statistics are highlighted in relation to the demographic
profiles of the respondent population:
Reason for Migration
·

A majority of 1 st generation respondents identified their ethnicity as ‘Chinese’,
had lived in Australia for less than 5 years, and listed ‘education’ as their reason

56

Theft (robbery; extortion; breaking into a property to steal; selling or storing stolen articles; car theft;
shoplifting).
57
Physical offences (fighting).
58
Social Order offences (resisting police; owning or using weapons; gambling; trespassing; vagrancy;
prostitution; drunkenness).
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for migration. By comparison, a majority of 2 nd generation respondents were of
Vietnamese ethnicity, had lived in Australia for more than 10 years, and listed
‘war’ as their main reason for migration to Australia. Naturally, the parental
profiles were congruent with these demographics.
Language Fluency and Education
·

In relation to language fluency and education, a majority of 1 st generation
respondents spoke an ethnic language at home, rated their school performance
very highly, and were very positive about their enjoyment of school. The same
profile was observed for 2nd generation respondents in relation to school
performance and enjoyment. 2 nd generation respondents differed in language
spoken at home, with an almost equal percentage speaking an ethnic language and
English at home.

Parental Language Fluency
·

In relation to parental language fluency, a majority of 1 st generation respondents
indicated that both parents spoke mainly an ethnic language. This contrasted with
2nd generation respondents, who mostly indicated that their parents mainly spoke
English. The majority of 1 st generation respondents indicated that both parents
had been employed prior to migration (to Australia), and that most mothers were
unemployed post-migration. This profile differed slightly for most 2nd generation
respondents who reported that mainly fathers had been employed prior to
migration (with most mothers unemployed), but that both parents were employed
post-migration (including mothers).

No significant differences were noted

between the generational cohorts.
Recreation Time and Activities
·

In relation to recreation time and activities, a majority of 1 st and 2nd generation
respondents spent a moderate amount of time (3-10 hours) on recreational
activities daily.

However, more 2nd generation respondents participated in

membership of a recreational club than their 1 st generation counterparts. Both 1 st
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and 2nd generation respondents also spent a moderate amount of time (3-10 hours)
with their families daily. No significant differences were noted between the
generational cohorts.
Friendship Groups
·

In relation to friendship groups, a greater majority of 1 st generation respondents
identified their close friends as belonging to the same ethnic group as themselves
(i.e. South-East Asian) than 2nd generation respondents. Conversely, a larger
majority of 2nd generation respondents identified their close friends as being
‘Australian’ than their 1st generation counterparts.

Both generations of

respondents indicated that they spent a moderate amount of time (3-10 hours)
with their close friends daily.
Offending Behaviours
·

In relation to offending behaviours, a large majority of 1 st and 2nd generation
respondents indicated that they had not committed any legal offences in the
preceding 12 months.

Of those who had, chi-square analysis indicated a

significant difference in the number of offences committed, with more 1 st
generation respondents committing between 1 to 3 offences compared to 2nd
generation respondents who committed more than 3 offences.

Significant

differences in the type of offences committed were also reported. More 1 st
generation respondents had committed physical (‘fighting’) and social order
offences (‘owning or using weapons’), while more 2nd generation respondents had
committed offences involving theft.

The following findings from tests of association (chi-square) are highlighted in
relation to the demographic and offending variables of the respondent population:
·

For 1 st generation respondents, the following significant associations were
observed across migration and demographic variables: social participation –
significantly more respondents whose parents had not committed an offence in
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Australia had close friends from an ‘ethnic’ cultural background [X2(3)=21.02,
p<0.01]; significantly more respondents who spent a larger portion of their day
(between 4 to 10 hours) with peers had parents who had committed an offence in
Australia [X2(1)=4.46, p=0.04]; significantly more respondents who spent a
larger portion of their day (between 4 to 10 hours) with peers committed social
order offences59 [X2(2)=6.59, p=0.04].
·

For 2 nd generation respondents, the following significant associations were
observed across migration and demographic variables: parental employment –
significantly more respondents who had committed between 1 and 3 offences had
mothers who were unemployed in Australia [X2(2)=6.19, p=0.05]; linguistic
profile – significantly more respondents whose main spoken language was
English had parents who had not committed an offence in Australia [X2(2)=5.96,
p=0.05];

significantly more respondents whose main spoken language was

English did not commit offences involving theft60 [X2(4)=11.44, p=0.02], or social
order offences [X2(2)=8.53, p=0.01]; academic profile – significantly more
respondents who did not enjoy school (‘really hate’ to ‘dislike’) had committed
between 1 to 3 offences in the preceding 12 months [X2(4)=15.14, p<0.01];
significantly more respondents who did not enjoy school (‘really hate’ to
‘dislike’) had committed physical offences

61

[X2(2)=7.72, p=0.02]; social

participation – significantly more respondents who committed social order
offences62 spent less than 3 hours per day with their friends [X2(2)=7.24, p=0.03].
The following findings from tests of association (chi-square) are highlighted in
relation to the migration history and offending variables of the respondent population:
·

For 1 st generation respondents, the following significant associations were
observed across migration and offending variables: offence types, – there was a
significant relationship between respondents who had migrated to Australia for

59

Social Order offences (resisting police; owning or using weapons; gambling; trespassing; vagrancy;
prostitution; drunkenness).
60
Theft (robbery; extortion; breaking into a property to steal; selling or storing stolen articles; car theft;
shoplifting).
61
Physical offences (fighting).
62
Social Order offences (resisting police; owning or using weapons; gambling; trespassing; vagrancy;
prostitution; drunkenness).
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‘family reunion’ and ‘other reasons’ and offences involving theft63 [X2(12)=23.34,
p=0.03]; there was also a significant relationship between respondents who had
migrated to Australia for ‘education’ ‘ family reunion’ and ‘other reasons’ and
social order offences64 [X2(12)=23.17, p=0.03].
·

For 2 nd generation respondents, the following significant associations were
observed across migration and offending variables: respondent offending – there
was a significant relationship between father’s length of time in Australia and
respondents’ offending frequency [X2(4)=9.28, p=0.05], with data indicating that
respondents who had committed between 1 to 3 offences in the preceding 12
months had fathers who lived in Australia for between 5 to 10 years;

These differences are summarised in the following table:
Table 5.2.4a: Summary Table of Significant Generational Differences in Associations
between Demographic Variables, Migration History, and Offending
Variables.
Variables
Social
Participation

Parental
employment

Linguistic profile
(first language and

Generation 1
Generation 2
Demographic Variables x Offending
Significantly more respondents whose
parents had not committed an offence in
Australia also had close friends from an
‘ethnic’ cultural background
Significantly more respondents who
spent a larger portion of their day
(between 4 to 10 hours) with peers had
parents who had committed an offence in
Australia
Significantly more respondents who
spent a larger portion of their day
(between 4 to 10 hours) with peers
committed social order offences65
Significantly more respondents who had
committed between 1 and 3 offences had
mothers who were unemployed in
Australia
Significantly more respondents whose
main spoken language was English had

63

Theft (robbery; extortion; breaking into a property to steal; selling or storing stolen articles; car theft;
shoplifting).
64
Social Order offences (resisting police; owning or using weapons; gambling; trespassing; vagrancy;
prostitution; drunkenness).
65
Social Order offences (resisting police; owning or using weapons; gambling; trespassing; vagrancy;
prostitution; drunkenness).
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language spoken at
home),
School
performance

Social
participation

Offence types

Respondent
Offending
Frequency

5.3

parents who had not committed an
offence in Australia
Significantly more respondents who did
not enjoy school (‘really hate’ to
‘dislike’) had committed between 1 to 3
offences in the preceding 12 moths
Significantly more respondents who did
not enjoy school (‘really hate’ to
‘dislike’) had committed physical
offences.
Significantly more respondents who
committed social order offences 66 spent
less than 3 hours per day with their
friends.
Migration History x Offending
There was a significant relationship
between respondents who had migrated
to Australia for ‘family reunion’ and
‘other reasons’ and offences involving
theft67.
There was a significant relationship
between respondents who had migrated
to Australia for ‘education’ ‘ family
reunion’ and ‘other reasons’ and social
order offences68
Significantly more respondents who had
committed between 1 to 3 offences in the
preceding 12 months had fathers who
lived in Australia for between 5 to 10
years

Measurement Model of Latent Constructs Among Survey Items: Self-Esteem
This section presents the results from the exploratory (EFA) and confirmatory

factor analyses (CFA) performed on six latent constructs: Self-Esteem, Ethnic Identity,
Cultural Integration, Cultural Separation, Familial Marginalization, and Structural
Marginalization for both 1st and 2nd generation migrant youth samples.
Although the overarching goal of EFA is to establish underlying dimensions
between measured variables and latent constructs, it also serves to reduce the number of
66

Social Order offences (resisting police; owning or using weapons; gambling; trespassing; vagrancy;
prostitution; drunkenness).
67
Theft (robbery; extortion; breaking into a property to steal; selling or storing stolen articles; car theft;
shoplifting).
68
Social Order offences (resisting police; owning or using weapons; gambling; trespassing; vagrancy;
prostitution; drunkenness).
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variables and to provide evidence of construct validity of self-reporting scales (Thomson,
Williams et al (2010) notate that ‘EFA is heuristic [in that] it allows the

2004).

researcher to explore the main dimensions to generate a model … from a large set of
latent constructs represented by a set of items’ (p. 3). In comparison, CFA is a structural
equation modeling approach to test a proposed model, and therefore contains
expectations based on a priori theory regarding the number of factors and which factor
theories or models provide the best fit. Literature in the field attests to the need for
measurement invariance testing, as a robust procedure for investigating equivalence in
multi-group data (Milfont & Fisher, 2010), particularly in the arena of cross-cultural
research (van der Vijver & Leung, 2000). That is, in order to meaningfully compare a
latent construct across groups, each observed indicator must relate to the latent variable in
the same way across all groups. In particular, Van Prooijen’s and Van der Kloot’s (2001)
study into confirmatory analysis of exploratively obtained factor structures describe
possible

‘substantive’

(e.g.

cultural

differences

between

populations)

and

‘methodological’ explanations for discrepancies in results of CFA and EFA. They assert
that ‘the ultimate test’ (p.780) for such configural invariance (hence a CFA) should
necessarily involve the same samples.
In this study therefore, congeneric (1-factor) models were tested separately for
each construct, and configural and measurement equivalence across generations was
assessed.

Results for each of these calculations are described in Sections 5.3.1 to

Sections 5.6.6.
The section below presents results for the latent construct self-esteem.

5.3.1 Self-Esteem: Combined Data EFA
Exploratory factor analysis conducted on both generation 1 (G1) and 2 (G2) data
support the existence of 1 dominant latent factor present among the 10-items. Although 2
principal components (among the 10) for both generations had eigenvalues69 above 1, the

Λ (Gen1) = {4.097, 1.174, 0.82, 0.795, 0.674, 0.61, 0.587, 0.468, 0.449, 0.325}
Λ(Gen2) = {3.908, 1.546, 0.97, 0.775, 0.676, 0.66, 0.561, 0.385, 0.302, 0.216}
69
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scree plot for the combined data70 set for G1 and G2 clearly indicated an elbow at the
second component. As such, an initial 10-item scale was used in the construction of the
measurement model for both generations. The scree plot from the EFA for the combined
data set is provided in Figure 5.3.1a. The component matrices (EFA) for the combined
data set, and separate generation 1 and generation 2 data for the initial self-esteem scale
(comprising10 principal components) are provided in Table 5.3.1a.
Following this, the measurement model was tested using data from the generation
1 and 2 sample populations. To this end, a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
performed to assess the factor structure of the ‘self-esteem’ scale for each generation
separately. A comparison of individual item-regression weights for components were
made across the 2 generations, and items that loaded weakly onto the latent factor ‘selfesteem’ for both generations were deleted and the model re-run. The final measurement
model comprising 6 manifest items for the latent factor (self-esteem) for each generation
was then assessed against relevant fit indices to construct comparable measurement
models (with the same principal components) for both generation 1 and 2 data.
Figure 5.3.1a

70

EFA Scree Plot – Self-Esteem (Generation 1 and 2 Combined Data Set)

Λ (Combined G1 and G2) = {4.053, 1.275, 0.811, 0.752, 0.667, 0.648, 0.578, 0.465, 0.413, 0.339}
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Table 5.3.1a

Item Numbers
1
2
3R
4
5R
6
7
8
9
10 R

Component Matrix for EFA in Combined dataset, Generation 1 and
Generation 2 data71: Self-Esteem (10 item scale)
Combined Data
0.59
0.71
0.63
0.63
0.64
0.75
0.76
0.47
0.49
0.63

Component

Gen 1
0.63
0.72
0.61
0.63
0.64
0.74
0.73
0.52
0.49
0.63

Eigenvalues (l)
Total

1

4.05

1

4.10

1

3.91

% Cumulative
Variance
Convergence Measures: Combined Data
40.53
40.53
Convergence Measures: Gen 1 data
40.98
40.98
Convergence Measures: Gen 2 data
39.08
39.08

Gen 2
0.45
0.61
0.63
0.58
0.62
0.77
0.81
0.45
0.51
0.71

Cronbach’s α
(initial 10-item scale)

% Variance

0.82
0.83
0.81

A CFA of the remaining 6 manifest items of the construct for ‘self-esteem’ for
generation 1 data yielded a strong measure (with the same items) for both generation 1
and 2 data. This is described in the following section.

5.3.2 Self-Esteem: Generation 1 and Generation 2 CFA
A CFA of the 6 item-measure for generation 1 data resulted in very good model
fit, with c2(df=9)=12.66, p=0.179; CMIN/df=1.407; RMSEA=0.043 in [0.000,0.092]90%;
NFI=0.963; CFI=0.989; SRMR=0.031. A CFA of the 6 item-measure for generation 2
data resulted in good model fit, with c2(df = 9)=12.30, p=0.197; CMIN/df=1.367;
RMSEA=0.060 in [0.000, 0.134]90%; NFI=0.939; CFI=0.982; SRMR=0.048. The

71 R

Indicates a reverse coded item. EFA was conducted using principal components analysis; CFA was
conducted using maximum likelihood estimation.

145

standardized factor loadings for the CFA for the 6-item model are presented in Table
5.3.2a.
Table 5.3.2a: Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA): Self-Esteem in Generation 1 and 2
(6-item model)
Item Numbers
2
3R
5R
6
7
10R

Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA)
Gen 1
Gen 2
0.64
0.47
0.58
0.52
0.58
0.52
0.71
0.77
0.72
0.90
0.52
0.64

The internal reliability of the measure for this measure was good with Cronbach’s
α = 0.79 (generation 1) and α=0.79 (generation 2). The overall fit of the model supports
convergence validity as items predicted to be associated with this construct do load
together statistically. Fit indices for generation 1 and 2 data are provided in Table 5.3.2b.
Table 5.3.2b: Fit Indices:

Self-Esteem in Generation 1 and 2 (6-item model)

Fit Indices
c2
CMIN / df
p
SRMR
NFI
CFI
RMSEA
90% CI

Gen 1
12.660
1.407
0.179
0.0312
0.963
0.989
0.043
[0.000; 0.092]

Gen 2
12.304
1.367
0.197
0.0478
0.939
0.982
0.060
[0.000; 0.134]

The path diagram displaying CFA path regression values72 for generation 1 and 2 data is
provided in Figure 5.3.2a.

72

Path regression values are cited as follows: combined gen1 and gen2 value (gen1 value/ gen2 value).
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Figure 5.3.2a: Congeneric Model – Self-Esteem (Generation 1 and 2)

5.3.3 Self-Esteem: Configural Model Testing – Comparing Generation 1 and
Generation 2 Models for Invariance
In line with aims for invariance testing, parameters for both generation 1 and
generation 2 cohorts were estimated simultaneously, and for which all paths were
constrained equal. This fit then provided a baseline value (measurement model) against
which all subsequently specified invariance models were compared.

The specification

process consisted of freeing all parameters (configural model), and comparing the fit
statistics obtained to that of the measurement model. Using the (Δc2) test [where p<0.01]
and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI>0.01] as the criteria for noninvariance, the hypothesized multi-group models for self-esteem are examined for
goodness-of-fit across generation 1 and generation 2 migrant cohorts. It is noted that in
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the event of mixed results (e.g. where p>0.01 and ΔCFI<0.01, the statistical test is used
as the chief indicator (Bryne, 2010).
Results indicate that the fit statistics for the measurement model (model ‘a’) (with
all paths constrained equal) to be very good: c2(df = 23) = 39.047, p=0.020; CMIN/df =
1.698; RMSEA = 0.046 in [0.019, 0.070]90%; NFI=0.928; CFI= 0.969; SRMR = 0.0466.
When compared with fit indices for the configural model (model ‘b’), results indicated
that fit did not improve significantly (p>0.01) according to ∆c2 and ∆CFI criteria when
compared with model ‘a’: c2(df = 18)=24.987, p=0.125; CMIN/df=1.388; RMSEA=0.034
in [0.000, 0.064]90%; NFI=0.954; CFI=0.986; SRMR=0.0312. This indicates that the
measurement model is invariant between generations 1 and 2.

A summary of the

goodness-of-fit statistics for the configural model (model ‘a’) and the configural model
(models ‘b’) are presented in Table 5.3.3a. From this information, it is concluded that the
hypothesized multi-group measurement model for self-esteem is well fitting across
generation 1 and 2 migrants.
Table 5.3.3a: Summary Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Multigroup Invariance Testing:
Self-Esteem
Path Description
[Model]
A: Constrained path
coefficients
B: All paths Freely
estimated
(Configural Model)

Comparative
Model
MEASUREMEN
T MODEL (A)
A

c2

df

∆c2

∆df

39.047

23

-

-

Stat
Sig
-

24.987

18

14.6

5

p>0.01
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CFI

∆CFI

0.96
9
0.98
6

0.01
7

5.4

Measurement Model of Latent Constructs Among Survey Items: Ethnic
Identity
The section below presents exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses results

for the latent construct ethnic identity. It also reports findings from the model testing
component for configural invariance between the generational cohorts.

5.4.1 Ethnic Identity: Combined Data EFA
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) conducted on the combined generation 1 (G1)
and generation 2 (G2) dataset support the existence of 2 components present among the
10-items. Although 3 principal components (among the 10) for the combined dataset had
eigenvalues above 173, the scree plot for this combined dataset clearly indicated an elbow
at the second component. As such, an initial 10-item scale was used in the construction
of the measurement model for both generations.
The scree plot from the EFA for the combined data set is provided in Figure 5.4.1a.
The pattern matrix (EFA) and convergence measures for the combined data set for the
initial ethnic identity scale (comprising10 manifest items) is provided in Table 5.4.1a.

Figure 5.4.1a: EFA Scree Plot – Ethnic Identity (Generation 1 and 2 Combined Data Set)
73

Λ (Combined Data) = {3.238, 1.467, 1.041, 0.896, 0.801, 0.65, 0.584, 0.467, 0.455, 0.401}
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Table 5.4.1a: Pattern Matrix for EFA in Combined dataset,74: Ethnic Identity (10 item
scale)
Item Numbers
7
4
1
6
3
10
8R
5R
2R
9R

Component
Total
1
2

3.24
1.47

Component 1
0.81
0.76
0.7
0.68
0.54
0.5
-----

Component 2
------0.71
0.64
0.61
0.61

Eigenvalues (l)
% Variance
% Cumulative
Variance
32.38
32.38
14.67
47.05

Cronbach’s α

0.74
0.59

Results indicated that 6 items loaded strongly onto component 1 (1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10),
while 4 items loaded onto component 2 (2 R, 5 R, 8 R, 9 R). These also corresponded with
positively and negatively worded items respectively. The internal reliability of this
measure was moderate with Cronbach’s alpha of α = 0.74 (component 1) and α = 0.59
(component 2). The low reliability value for component 2 was considered in the decision
to disregard these items subsequently. This process of exploratory factor analysis was
then performed on generation 1 and generation 2 datasets separately. The results are
described below.

5.4.2 Ethnic Identity: Generation 1 and 2 EFA
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) conducted separately on both generation 1 (G1)
and generation 2 (G2) data likewise support the existence of 2 components present
among the 10-items. For both G1 and G2, the pattern matrix indicated that a majority of
the same items corresponded with components 1 and 2 (i.e. items 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10). There
74 R

Indicates a reverse coded item. EFA was conducted using principal components analysis; CFA was
conducted using maximum likelihood estimation.
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was 1 item (i.e. item 9 R) which loaded onto component 2 for G1 data, and cross-loaded
strongly on components 1 and 2 for G2 data. This item was therefore removed from the
scale. The pattern matrix and convergence data from the EFA for G1 and G2 data
(separately analyzed) are presented in Table 5.4.2a and 5.4.2b respectively.
Table5.4.2a: EFA – Ethnic Identity (Gen1)

Table 5.4.2b: EFA – Ethnic Identity (Gen2)

Pattern Matrix

Pattern Matrix

Component
1

Component
2

1

2

culid7

.767

culid7

.890

-

culid1

.757

culid4

.839

-

culid4

.714

culid6

.728

-

culid6

.634

culid3

.625

-

culid10

.485

culid1

.572

.395

culid3

.454

culid10

.555

-

culid8r

-

.696

culid5r

-

.590

culid2r

-

.583

culid9r

.453

.544

culid8r

.694

culid5r

.681

culid2r

.640

culid9r

.616

Extraction Method: Principal Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component

Analysis.

Analysis.

Component

Eigenvalues (l)
Total

1
2

2.98
1.54

1
2

3.84
1.43

Cronbach’s α
(for initial 10-item scale)

% Variance

% Cumulative
Variance
Convergence Measures: Gen 1 data
29.75
29.75
15.43
45.18
Convergence Measures: Gen 2 data
38.42
38.42
14.3
52.73

0.71

0.8

EFA results also indicated that although 3 principal components (among the 10)
for both generations had eigenvalues75 above 1, the scree plot for both sets of data clearly
75

Λ (Gen1) = {2.975, 1.543, 1.099, 0.956, 0.771, 0.69, 0.631, 0.483, 0.46, 0.392}
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indicated an elbow at the second component. As such, an initial 6-item scale (i.e. items
1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10) was used in the construction of the measurement model for both
generations. It was also ascertained that as items corresponding with component 2 were
negatively worded, it could cause linguistic difficulty among younger subjects for whom
English was not a first language. These items were therefore disregarded in the item
selection process for the CFA.

5.4.3 Ethnic Identity: Generation 1 and Generation 2 CFA
A CFA of the 6 item-measure for generation 1 (G1) data initially resulted in poor
model fit, with c2(df =9)=27.169, p=0.001; CMIN / df=3.019; RMSEA=0.095 in [0.055,
0.137]90%; NFI = 0.828; CFI=0.927; SRMR = 0.0514. Together with poor fit indices, the
chi-square / degrees of freedom ratio above 3 also violated Kline’s (2005)
recommendation. Regression weights indicated that item 3 loaded weakly onto this
factor (r=0.393). As such, the model was re-tested without item 3. The resulting CFA of
the 5 item measure for G1 indicated an improved moderate to good model fit:
c2(df=5)=7.121, p=0.212; CMIN/df=1.424; RMSEA=0.043 in [0.000, 0.109]90%; NFI =
0.967; CFI = 0.990; SRMR=.0.0279.
As with measurement model testing for generation 1 (G1) data, a model with 6
manifest variables was initially tested for factorial validity with generation 2 (G2) data.
This resulted in a model with poor fit, as indicated by the fit indices: c2(df = 9) =
278.316, p=0.000; CMIN/df = 3.436; RMSEA = 0.154 in [0.097, 0.215]90%; NFI = 0.856;
CFI = 0.89; SRMR = 0.0666. However, following the removal of item 3 from the item
pool, the re-tested model resulted in satisfying fit indices: c2(df= 5)=11.39, p=0.044;
CMIN/df=2.278; RMSEA=0.111

76

in [0.017, 0.198]90%; NFI=0.928; CFI=0.957;

Λ (Gen2) = {3.842, 1.431, 1.031, 0.937, 0.803, 0.546, 0.408, 0.376, 0.347, 0.28}
76

There is greater sampling error for small df and low N models, especially for the former. Thus, models
with small df and low N can have artificially large values of the RMSEA. For this reason, Kenny,
Kaniskan, and McCoach (2011) argue to not even compute the RMSEA for low df models. RMSEA is
reported here as it is conventionally associated with SEM in psychological research. It is also noted that
the SRMR value is also within the <0.05 threshold to indicate good model fit.
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SRMR=0.047. In line with Kenny, Kaniskan, and McCoach’s (2011) recommendation,
due to low df (5) and small sample size (less than optimal of 200 for SEM), RMSEA for
the G2 model will be disregarded. The standardized factor loadings for the CFA for the
5-item model are presented in Table 5.4.3a.
Table 5.4.3a: Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA): Ethnic Identity in Generation 1 and
2 (5-item model)
Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA)
Gen 1
Gen 2
0.64
0.54
0.69
0.73
0.50
0.71
0.72
0.82
0.40
0.49

Item Numbers
1
4
6
7
10

The internal reliability of this measure was moderate with Cronbach’s alpha of
α=0.71 (generation 1) and α=0.79 (generation 2).

Results of CFA supported the

measurement component of the proposed model, suggesting that items adequately
measured the underlying latent factor.

Fit indices for generation 1 and 2 data are

provided in Table 5.4.3b.
Table 5.4.3b:

Fit Indices:

Ethnic Identity in Generation 1 and 2 (5-item model)

Fit Indices
c2
CMIN / df
p
SRMR
NFI
CFI
RMSEA
90% CI

Gen 1
7.121
1.424
0.212
0.0279
0.967
0.990
0.043
[0.000; 0.109]

Gen 2

11.390
2.278
0.044
0.0470
0.928
0.957
0.111
[0.017; 0.198]

The path diagram displaying CFA path regression values77 for generation 1 and 2
data is provided in Figure 5.4.3a.

77

Path regression values are cited as follows: combined gen1 and gen2 value (gen1 value/ gen2 value).
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Figure 5.4.3a: Congeneric Model – Ethnic Identity (Generation 1 and 2)

5.4.4 Ethnic Identity: Configural Model Testing – Comparing Generation 1 and
Generation 2 Models for Invariance
In the invariance testing process, parameters for both generation 1 and generation
2 cohorts were estimated simultaneously. The baseline value (measurement model) fit
against which all subsequently specified invariance models was compared, comprised a
model where all parameters were constrained to be equal.

The specification process

consisted of freeing all parameters (configural model), and comparing the fit statistics
obtained to that of the measurement model. The criteria for invariance used included the
(Δc2) test [where p<0.01] and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI <0.01]78.

78

It is noted that in the event of mixed results (e.g. where p>0.01 and ΔCFI<0.01, the statistical test is used
as the chief indicator.
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Results indicate that the fit statistics for the measurement model (model ‘a’) (with
all paths constrained equal) to be very good: c2(df =14)=23.113, p=0.058; CMIN/df =
1.651; RMSEA = 0.045 in [0.000, 0.076]90%; NFI=0.938; CFI= 0.974; SRMR = 0.0350.
When compared with fit indices for the configural model (model ‘b’), results indicated
that fit did not improve significantly (p>0.01) according to ∆c2 and ∆CFI criteria when
compared with model ‘a’: c2(df=10)=18.540, p=0.047; CMIN/df = 1.854; RMSEA =
0.051 in [0.006, 0.087]90%; NFI=0.951; CFI= 0.976; SRMR = 0.0279. This indicates that
the measurement model is invariant between generations 1 and 2. A summary of the
goodness-of-fit statistics for the configural model (model ‘a’) and the configural model
(models ‘b’) are presented in Table 5.4.4a.

Table 5.4.4a:

Path
Description
[Model]
A:Constrained
path
coefficients
B: All paths
Freely
estimated
(Configural
Model)

Summary Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Multigroup Invariance Testing: Ethnic
Identity
Comparative
Model

c2

df

∆c2

∆df

Statistical
Significance

CFI

∆CFI

MEASUREMENT
MODEL (A)

23.113

14

-

-

-

0.974

-

A

18.540

10

4.573

4

p>0.01

0.976

0.002

From this information, it is concluded that the hypothesized multi-group measurement
model for ethnic identity is well fitting across generation 1 and 2 migrants.
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5.5

Measurement Model of
Acculturation

Latent

Constructs

Among

Survey

Items:

The section below presents exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses results
for the latent construct acculturation. It also reports findings from the model testing
component for configural invariance between the generational cohorts.

5.5.1 Acculturation: Combined Data EFA
Originally conceived as a scale comprising 20 items for generation 1 and 18 items
for generation 2, 2 items (i.e. 3 and 20) were deleted from the item pool (for generation 1)
to enable parallel analysis of both data sets. Exploratory factor analysis conducted on the
remaining 18 items for generation 1 (G1) and generation 2 (G2) combined data support
the existence of 2 components present among the 18-items79, and the scree plot indicating
an elbow at the second component.
The scree plot from the EFA for the combined data set is provided in Figure 5.5.1a.
The pattern matrix (EFA) and convergence measures for the combined data set for the
initial acculturation scale (comprising18 manifest items) is provided in Table 5.5.1a.
Figure 5.5.1a: EFA Scree Plot – Acculturation (Generation 1 and 2 Combined Data Set)

Λ (Combined Data) = {5.637, 1.430, 1.167, 1.091, 0.933, 0.907, 0.852, 0.731, 0.698, 0.64, 0.635, 0.587,
0.512, 0.494, 0.483, 0.451, 0.394, 0.358}
79
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Table 5.5.1a: Component Matrix for EFA in Combined dataset80: Acculturation (18 item scale81)
Item Numbers
4
2
18
6
11
7
1
12
14
3R
15
10
16
9
13
17
8R
5R

Component
Total
1
2

5.64
1.43

Component 1
0.73
0.73
0.68
0.67
0.65
0.64
0.64
0.55
0.55
0.46
-0.55
-0.53
-0.52
-0.51
-0.49
----

Component 2
--------0.39
-0.32
0.47
0.43
--0.64
-0.39
-0.30

Eigenvalues (l)
% Variance
% Cumulative
Variance
31.32
31.32
7.95
39.26

Cronbach’s α

0.31
--

Results indicated that 11 items loaded onto component 1 (1, 2, 3 R, 4, 6, 7, 9, 13,
11, 12, 18), 3 items loaded onto component 2 (17, 5R, 8R), and 4 items cross-loaded onto
2 components (10, 14, 15, 16). The number of cross-loadings and low Cronbach’s alpha
suggested the presence of more than one latent variable (negatively correlated) within this
initial scale.

Due to the low item loadings and cross-loadings for component 2,

Cronbach’s α statistic was not computed. The probability of more than one latent
construct present is examined in separate exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses
performed on generation 1 and 2 samples, within the framework of a-priori hypothesis in
relation to the concept of acculturation. The results are described in the next section.

80 R

Indicates a reverse coded item. EFA was conducted using principal components analysis; CFA was
conducted using maximum likelihood estimation.
81
Item numbers used correspond with those in the questionnaire for the generation 2 sample. In the
combined data pool, the same items in the generation 1 sample were simply re-labelled to correspond with
those for the generation 2 sample.
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5.5.2 Acculturation: Generation 1 and Generation 2 EFA
Exploratory factor analysis conducted on the remaining 18 items for generation
1 82 (G1) and generation 2 83 (G2) data support the existence of 3 components present
among the 18-items, and the scree plots for both generational cohorts indicated that
items 4-18 form the scree and 3 components within the sharp ascent were initially
retained. The pattern matrix indicated that a majority of the same items corresponded
with components 1, 2, and 3 across generation 1 and 2. Items which loaded onto
component 1 were: 1, 2, 3R, 4, 6, 7, 11, 12, 14, 18; Items which loaded onto component 2
were: 5, 9, 10, 15, 16; Items which loaded onto component 3 were: 8, 13, 17. 1 item
(i.e. item 11) cross-loaded on components 1 and 2 for G1 data. This item was therefore
removed from the scale. The scree plots from the EFA for the separately analyzed G1
and G2 data sets is provided in Figure 5.5.2a and Figure 5.5.2b respectively. The pattern
and convergence matrix from the EFA for G1 and G2 data are presented in Table 5.5.2a,
5.5.2b and 5.5.2c.
Figure 5.5.2a:

EFA Scree Plot – Acculturation (Generation 1)

Λ (Gen1) = {5.344, 1.517, 1.265, 1.109, 0.941, 0.934, 0.829, 0.759, 0.742, 0.685, 0.65, 0.575, 0.553, 0.5,
0.471, 0.395, 0.374, 0.357}
83
Λ (Gen2) = {5.036, 1.811, 1.605, 1.172, 1.123, 1.044, 0.996, 0.760, 0.694, 0.668, 0.579, 0.524, 0.505,
0.408, 0.292, 0.29, 0.266, 0.226}
82
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Figure 5.5.2b: EFA Scree Plot – Acculturation (Generation 2)

Table 5.5.2a: EFA – Acculturation G1

Table 5.5.2b: EFA – Acculturation G2

Pattern Matrix

Pattern Matrix

Component
1

2

Component
3

1

accult1

.693

accult1

accult2

.565

accult2

accult3 R

.576

accult4

.597

accult5

R

accult3

accult6

.497

accult7

.725

accult5

.737
R

accult8

.380

-.607

.682

accult7
-.488

.513
.670

R

accult6

accult8 R

.567
R

-.378

accult9

.353

accult9

.486

accult10

.636

accult10

.628

-.323

accult11

.518

accult12

.396

accult11

.539

accult12

-.470.

accult13
accult14

.505

accult13

.600

accult15

accult14
.696

.795

accult15

-.652

.601

accult16

-.580

accult17

.706

accult17

-.301

accult18

.636

.693
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.675

-.365

accult16

accult18

3

.536

accult4
.632

2

.714

Table5.5.2c:

Component Matrix for EFA Generation 1 and Generation 2 data84: Cultural
Integration (18- item scale)
Component

Eigenvalues (l)
% Variance
% Cumulative
Variance
Convergence Measures: Gen 1 data
5.34
29.69
29.69
1.52
8.43
38.12
1.27
7.03
45.15
Convergence Measures: Gen 2 data
5.04
27.98
27.98
1.81
10.06
38.04
1.61
8.92
46.96
Total

1
2
3
1
2
3

From this initial 3 component model and within the framework of a-priori
theoretical constructs defining acculturation, it was observed that component 1 items
corresponded with the construct ‘positive cultural experiences’; component 2 items
corresponded with the construct ‘negative cultural experiences’; and component 3 items
corresponded with the construct ‘cultural separation’. In line with Berry’s acculturation
theory which distinguishes essentially between cultural adjustment strategies that involve
‘integration 85 ’ and ‘separation 86 ’, items in component 1 were described as the latent
variable ‘cultural integration’ (9 observed indicators); while items in component 2 and 3
were described as the latent variable ‘cultural separation’ (8 observed indicators). The
latent constructs ‘cultural integration’ (items 1, 2, 3R, 4, 6, 7, 12, 14, 18) and ‘cultural
separation’ (items 5, 8, 9, 10, 13, 15, 16, 17) were analyzed separately for both generation
1 and 2 data using confirmatory factor analysis. As item 11 was the only item that crossloaded on components 1 and 2 (G1 data), it was removed from the scale. CFA results are
described in the next section.

84 R

Indicates a reverse coded item. EFA was conducted using principal components analysis; CFA was
conducted using maximum likelihood estimation.
85
When there is an interest both in maintaining one’s original culture and in daily interactions.
86
When value is placed on holding onto one’s original culture whilst avoiding interaction with other
cultures.
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5.5.3 Cultural Integration: Generation 1 and Generation 2 EFA
In the parallel confirmatory factor analysis of ‘cultural integration’, the 9 itemmeasure (item numbers: 1, 2, 3R, 4, 6, 7, 12, 14, 18) for generation 2 (G2) data initially
resulted in poor model fit: c2(df =27)=81.37, p=0.000; CMIN/df=3.014; RMSEA=0.14 in
[0.106,0.175]90%; NFI=0.7; CFI= 0.769; SRMR=0.092.

Modification indices (error

correlations) from the parallel testing process across both generation cohorts indicated
that items 3 R, 14, 7 and 12 had high cross-loadings and the model was re-tested without
them. The resulting CFA of the 5 item measure (item numbers 1, 2, 4, 6, 18) indicated
strong model fit: c2(df =5)=1.544, p=0.908; CMIN/df=0.309; RMSEA=0.000 in [0.000,
0.055]90%; NFI=0.987; CFI=1.000; SRMR=0.022. A CFA of the corresponding 5-item
measure for generation 1 resulted in moderate to good model fit:

c2(df=5)=6.243,

p=0.283; CMIN/df=1.249; RMSEA=0.033 in [0.000, 0.103]90%; NFI= 0.975; CFI=0.995;
SRMR=0.0266. No error correlations were flagged for the 5-item model for both G1 and
G2 data.

The standardized factor loadings for the CFA for the 5-item model are

presented in Table 5.5.3a.
Table 5.5.3a:

Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA): Cultural Integration in Generation 1 and 2
(5-item model)

Item Numbers
1
2
4
6
18

Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA)
Gen 1
Gen 2
0.62
0.36
0.69
0.84
0.67
0.76
0.59
0.45
0.57
0.60

The internal reliability of the measure for this measure was moderate with
Cronbach’s alpha of α=0.76 (generation 1) and α=0.72 (generation 2). The overall fit of
the model supports convergence validity as items predicted to be associated with this
construct do load together statistically. Fit indices for generation 1 and 2 data are
provided in Table 5.5.3b.
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Table 5.5.3b:

Fit Indices: Cultural Integration in Generation 1 and 2 (5-item model)
Fit Indices
c2
CMIN / df
p
SRMR
NFI
CFI
RMSEA
90% CI

Gen 1
1.544
0.309
0.908
0.022
0.987
1.000
0.000
[0.000; 0.055]

Gen 2
6.243
1.249
0.283
0.0266
0.975
0.995
0.033
[0.000; 0.103]

The path diagram displaying CFA path regression values87 for generation 1 and 2
data is provided in Figure 5.5.3a.
Figure 5.3.3a: Congeneric Model – Cultural Integration (Generation 1 and 2)

87

Path regression values are cited as follows: combined gen1 and gen2 value (gen1 value/ gen2 value).
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5.5.4 Cultural Separation: Generation 1 and Generation 2 EFA
In the parallel confirmatory factor analysis of ‘cultural separation’, a CFA of the
original 8-item measure (item numbers: 5R, 8R, 9, 10, 13, 15, 16, 17) for generation 2
resulted in poor model fit: c2(df =20)=42.51, p=0.002; CMIN / df=2.125; RMSEA=0.105
in

[0.060,0.148]90%; NFI=0.640; CFI=0.75; SRMR=0.0834. A comparison of

modification indices (error correlations) from the parallel testing process across both
generation cohorts indicated that that the following items loaded poorly onto the
construct for both generation 1 and generation 2 data in the separate analysis: ‘Sometimes
I do things (eg. dress, talk, eat) in an ethnically traditional way and sometimes in a
mainstream 'Australian' way.’; ‘I think that there are similarities between the Australian
and Asian cultures.’; ‘I think there are big differences between Australian values and
traditions, and those of my ethnic culture.’ These items were removed from the construct
for both generational samples. A final model comprising 5 manifest items was tested for
both generation 1 and generation 2 data. A CFA of the 5-item measure for generation 1
data resulted in good model fit: c2(df=5)=11.726, p=0.039; CMIN/df=2.345;
RMSEA=0.077 in [0.016, 0.136]90%; NFI=0.928; CFI=0.956; SRMR=.0.0441. A CFA of
the 5-item measure for generation 2 resulted in good model fit: c2(df=5)=7.059, p=0.216;
CMIN/df =1.412; RMSEA=0.063 in [0.000, 0.161]90%; NFI=0.895; CFI=0.964;
SRMR=0.0495. No error correlations were flagged for the 5-item model for both G1 and
G2 data.

The standardized factor loadings for the CFA for the 5-item model are

presented in Table 5.5.4a.
Table 5.5.4a: Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA): Cultural Separation in Generation 1 and 2 (5
item model)
Item Numbers
9
10
13
15
16

Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA)
Gen 1
Gen 2
0.48
0.41
0.72
0.70
0.36
0.36
0.58
0.62
0.57
0.50
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The internal reliability of the measure for this measure was moderate with Cronbach’s
alpha of α=0.66 (generation 1) and α=0.64 (generation 2). The overall fit of the model
supports convergence validity as items predicted to be associated with this construct do
load together statistically. Fit indices for generation 1 and 2 data are provided in Table
5.5.4b.
Table 5.5.4b:

Fit Indices: Cultural Separation in Generation 1 and 2 (5-item model)
Fit Indices
c2
CMIN / df
p
SRMR
NFI
CFI
RMSEA
90% CI

Gen 1
11.726
2.345
0.039
0.0441
0.928
0.956
0.077
[0.016; 0.136]

Gen 2
7.059
1.412
0.216
0.0495
0.895
0.964
0.063
[0.000; 0.161]

The path diagram displaying CFA path regression values88 for generation 1 and 2 data is
provided in Figure 5.5.4a.
Figure 5.5.4a: Congeneric Model Model – Cultural Separation (Generation 1 and 2)

88

Path regression values are cited as follows: combined gen1 and gen2 value (gen1 value/ gen2 value).
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5.5.5 Cultural Integration: Configural Model Testing – Comparing Generation 1
and Generation 2 Models for Invariance
In the invariance testing process, parameters for both generation 1 and generation
2 cohorts were estimated simultaneously. The baseline value (measurement model) fit
against which all subsequently specified invariance models was compared, comprised a
model where all parameters were constrained to be equal.

The specification process

consisted of freeing all parameters (configural model), and comparing the fit statistics
obtained to that of the measurement model. The criteria for invariance used included the
(Δc2) test [where p<0.01] and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI <0.01]89.
Results indicate that the fit statistics for the measurement model (model ‘a’) (with
all paths constrained equal) to be very good: c2(df = 14) = 24.212, p=0.043; CMIN/df =
1.729; RMSEA = 0.047 in [0.008, 0.078]90%; CFI= 0.971; NFI=0.935; SRMR = 0.0424.
However, when compared with fit indices for the configural model (model ‘b’), results
indicated that the fit did improve significantly (p<0.01) according to ∆c2 criteria when
compared with model ‘a’: c2(df = 10) = 7.783, p=0.650; CMIN/df =0.778; RMSEA =
0.000 in [0.000, 0.049]90%; CFI= 1.000; NFI=0.979; SRMR = 0.0266. This indicates that
the measurement model is non-invariant between generations 1 and 2. Consequently,
factor loadings for each observed indicator were sequentially tested individually within
this sub-scale for invariance. Invariant factor loadings were then held constrained during
tests of the remaining items.

A summary of the goodness-of-fit statistics for the

configural model (model ‘a’) and the configural models (models ‘b’ to ‘g’) are presented
in Table 5.5.5a.

From this information, it is concluded that item number 1 which conveys that the
respondent’s parents have settled well into life in Australia90, is operating differently in
its measurement of cultural integration for generation 1 and generation 2 migrants. Item
regression weights in the measurement model indicated that this item loaded significantly

89

It is noted that in the event of mixed results (e.g. where p>0.01 and ΔCFI<0.01, the statistical test is used
as the chief indicator.
90
This item reads as follows in the questionnaire: ‘My parents have settled well into Australia’.
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more weakly onto its latent construct for generation 2 (0.356) than for generation 1
(0.615). The most likely interpretation for this difference is that parental adjustment is
less salient a factor in cultural adjustment for generation 2 migrants than for generation 1
migrants. The contribution of this item difference to the non-invariance of this construct
between generation 1 and 2 samples is noted, and the factor loadings for this item will be
freely estimated in the final structural model analysis.
Table 5.5.5a: Summary Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Multigroup Invariance Testing: Cultural
Integration

Path
Comparative
Description
Model
[Model]
A:Constrained MEASUREMENT
path
MODEL (A)
coefficients
B: All paths
A
Freely
estimated
(Configural
Model)
C: Factor
A
loadings for
item 1 freely
estimated
D: Factor
A
loadings for
item 2 freely
estimated
E: Factor
A
loadings for
item 4 freely
estimated
F: Factor
A
loadings for
item 6 freely
estimated
G: Factor
A
loadings for
item 18 freely
estimated

c2

df

∆c2

∆df

Statistical
Significance

CFI

∆CFI

24.212

14

-

-

-

0.971

-

7.783

10

16.429

4

p<0.01

1.000

0.029

13.763

13

10.449

1

p<0.01

0.998

0.027

17.481

13

6.731

1

NS

0.987

0.016

23.852

13

0.36

1

NS

0.969

0.002

21.324

13

2.888

1

NS

0.976

0.005

23.616

13

0.596

1

NS

0.970

0.001
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5.5.6 Cultural Separation: Configural Model Testing – Comparing Generation 1
and Generation 2 Models for Invariance
In the invariance testing process, parameters for both generation 1 and generation
2 cohorts were estimated simultaneously for the latent construct ‘cultural separation’.
The same criteria of invariance 91 utilized for configural testing of the other latent
constructs, was used for this process.
Results indicate that the fit statistics for the measurement model (model ‘a’) (with
all paths constrained equal) to be very good: c2(df = 14) = 19.442, p=0.149; CMIN/df =
1.389; RMSEA = 0.034 in [0.000, 0.068]90%; CFI= 0.974; NFI=0.916; SRMR = 0.0456.
When compared with fit indices for the configural model (model ‘b’), results indicated
that fit did not improve significantly (p>0.01) according to ∆c2 and ∆CFI criteria when
compared with model ‘a’: c2(df = 10) = 18.791, p=0.043; CMIN/df = 1.879; RMSEA =
0.052 in [0.009, 0.087]90%; CFI= 0.958; NFI=0.918; SRMR = 0.0441. This indicates that
the measurement model is invariant between generations 1 and 2. A summary of the
goodness-of-fit statistics for the measurement model (model ‘a’) and the configural
model (models ‘b’) are presented in Table 5.5.6a. From this information, it is concluded
that the hypothesized multi-group measurement model for cultural separation is well
fitting across generation 1 and 2 migrants.

Table 5.5.6a:

Summary Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Multigroup Invariance Testing: Cultural
Separation

Path
Comparative
Description
Model
[Model]
A:Constrained MEASUREMENT
path
MODEL (A)
coefficients
B: All paths
A
Freely
estimated
(Configural
Model)

91

c2

df

∆c2

∆df

Statistical
Significance

CFI

∆CFI

23.113

14

-

-

-

0.974

-

18.791

10

4.322

4

P>0.01

0.958

0.016

The (Δc2) test [where p<0.01] and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI <0.01].
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5.6

Measurement Model of
Marginalization

Latent

Constructs

Among

Survey

Items:

The section below presents exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses results
for the latent construct acculturation. It also reports findings from the model testing
component for configural invariance between the generational cohorts.

5.6.1 Marginalization: Combined Data EFA
This construct was conceptualized

as comprising two parts: familial

marginalization 92 and structural marginalization 93 .

Originally conceived as a scale

comprising 43 items for generation 1 and 2 cohorts, the scree plot from exploratory factor
analysis conducted on these items for the combined dataset indicated that items 5-43
form the scree. It is noted that the scree plot also indicates that factors 3 and 4 have
similar eigenevalues (2.175; 2.105), but account for a small difference (0.16%) in
variance. As such, it was ascertained that 3 components were present among the 43items94, and were initially retained. The scree plot from the EFA for the combined data
set is provided in Figure 5.6.1a. The pattern matrix (EFA) and convergence measures for
the combined data set for the initial marginalization scale (comprising 43 manifest items)
is provided in Table 5.6.1a.
Figure 5.6.1a: EFA Scree Plot – Marginalization (Generation 1 and 2 Combined Data Set)

92

Defined as being values that reflect a distancing from the familial unit.
Defined as being values that reflect a distancing from the main institutions relevant to the population
examined – in this case, the institutions of school and the law/legal process.
94
Λ (Combined Data) = {6.158, 2.632, 2.175, 2.105, 1.690, 1.532, 1.487, 1.323, 1.257, 1.241, 1.173,
1.110, 1.065, 0.998, 0.988, 0.96, 0.878, 0.869, 0.849, 0.818, 0.783, 0.745, 0.71, 0.693, 0.668, 0.629, 0.607,
0.582, 0.548, 0.535, 0.522, 0.507, 0.496, 0.463, 0.442, 0.413, 0.403, 0.38, 0.36, 0.35, 0.327, 0.295, 0.236}
93
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Table 5.6.1a: Pattern Matrix for EFA in Combined dataset,95: Marginalization (43 item scale)
Item Numbers
1R
2R
3
4
5
6R
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18R
19R
20
21
22R
23R
24R
25
26
27R
28R
29
30R
31R
32R
33R
34
35R
36
37
38
39
40R
41R
42
43R

Component 1
---0.230
0.589
-0.313
0.488
0.535
0.411
0.402
0.623
-0.449
0.414
0.470
---0.630
0.180
0.380
-0.336
-0.343
0.366
-------0.364
--0.552
0.427
0.410
-----

Component
Total
1
2
3

6.16
2.63
1.69

Component 2
0.302
0.326
0.487
0.230
-0.359
---0.329
--0.230
-0.302
--0.457
----0.340
0.347
0.469
-----0.604
----0.678
0.441
--0.336
--0.458
-0.391

Component 3
------------0.280
----0.460
--------0.401
0.381
-0.307
-0.473
0.579
0.350
-----0.334
0.638
-0.372
0.352

Eigenvalues (l)

Cronbach’s α
(initial 43-item scale)

% Variance
% Cumulative Variance
Convergence Measures: Combined Data
14.32
14.32
6.12
20.44
3.93
34.33

0.79

95 R

Indicates a reverse coded item. EFA was conducted using principal components analysis; CFA was
conducted using maximum likelihood estimation.
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5.6.2 Marginalization: Generation 1 and Generation 2 EFA
Exploratory factor analysis conducted on the 43 items for generation 196 (G1) and
generation 297 (G2) data support the existence of 3 components present among the 43items, and the scree plots for both generational cohorts indicated that items 7-43 form the
scree. As such, 3 components within the sharp ascent were initially retained. The scree
plots from the EFA for the separately analyzed G1 and G2 data sets is provided in Figure
5.6.2a and Figure 5.6.2b respectively.
From the pattern matrix, the items that corresponded with the same components
across the generation cohorts were extracted.

A-priori hypotheses concerning the

definition of the construct were also applied to this analysis. In line with the arguments
comprising the aims of this thesis regarding experiences and domains of acculturative
dissonance, ‘marginalization’ was conceptualized as comprising two parts: familial
marginalization98 and structural marginalization99. Pattern matrix results indicated that
items in component 1 corresponded with the construct ‘structural marginalization’, while
items in components 2 corresponded with the construct ‘familial marginalization’. Items
in component 3 appeared to correspond with values that contribute to either familial or
structural marginalization (e.g. ‘failing in my work or studies does not bring shame to my
family’, ‘it is alright to break the law if you don’t get caught’). Due to the element of cocontribution to the broader constructs of familial and structural marginalization, it was
observed that several items in this component have cross-loaded onto the other
components. Accordingly, items corresponding with this last component have been
disregarded and removed from the two scales.

From

this

initial analysis, 9-items

measuring

the construct

‘familial

marginalization’ and 8 items measuring the construct ‘structural marginalization’ were
Λ (Gen1) = {6.132, 2.564, 2.374, 2.127, 1.853, 1.647, 1.441, 1.337, 1.298, 1.261, 1.192, 1.167, 1.145,
1.09, 1.013, 0.981, 0.905, 0.864, 0.828, 0.768, 0.751, 0.734, 0.718, 0.68, 0.649, 0.615, 0.579, 0.548, 0.536,
0.515, 0.496, 0.475, 0.442, 0.43, 0.423, 0.398, 0.364, 0.336, 0.296, 0.284, 0.268, 0.264, 0.21}
97
Λ (Gen2) = {6.851, 3.592, 2.403, 2.255, 1.955, 1.830, 1.743, 1.537, 1.495, 1.348, 1.27, 1.227, 1.161,
1.057, 0.967, 0.939, 0.887, 0.792, 0.776, 0.739, 0.684, 0.675, 0.592, 0.554, 0.552, 0.525, 0.505, 0.467,
0.411, 0.392, 0.366, 0.353, 0.297, 0.275, 0.268, 0.221, 0.198, 0.176, 0.164, 0.152, 0.137, 0.12, 0.095}
98
Defined as being values that reflect a distancing from the familial unit.
99
Defined as being values that reflect a distancing from the main institutions relevant to the population
examined – in this case, the institutions of school and the law/legal process.
96

170

analyzed separately for both generation 1 and 2 data using confirmatory factor analysis.
CFA results are described in the next section.
Figure 5.6.2a:

EFA Scree Plot – Marginalization (Generation 1)

Figure 5.6.2(b) EFA Scree Plot – Marginalization (Generation 2)

The pattern and convergence matrix from the EFA for G1 and G2 data (for 2
components) are presented in Table 5.6.2a, 5.6.2b and 5.6.2c.
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Table 5.6.2a: EFA – Marginalization G1

Table 5.6.2b: EFA – Marginalization G2

Pattern Matrix

Pattern Matrix
Component
1

sbcid1r
sbcid2r
sbcid3
sbcid4
sbcid5
sbcid6r
sbcid7
sbcid8
sbcid9
sbcid10
sbcid11
sbcid12
sbcid13
sbcid14
sbcid15
sbcid16
sbcid17
sbcid18r
sbcid19r
sbcid20
sbcid21
sbcid22r
sbcid23r
sbcid24r
sbcid25
sbcid26
sbcid27r
sbcid28r
sbcid29
sbcid30r
sbcid31r
sbcid32r
sbcid33r
sbcid34
sbcid35r
sbcid36
sbcid37
sbcid38
sbcid39
sbcid40r
sbcid41r
sbcid42
sbcid43r

Component

2

1

-.330
.493

sbcid1r
sbcid2r
sbcid3
sbcid4
sbcid5
sbcid6r
sbcid7
sbcid8
sbcid9
sbcid10
sbcid11
sbcid12
sbcid13
sbcid14
sbcid15
sbcid16
sbcid17
sbcid18r
sbcid19r
sbcid20
sbcid21
sbcid22r
sbcid23r
sbcid24r
sbcid25
sbcid26
sbcid27r
sbcid28r
sbcid29
sbcid30r
sbcid31r
sbcid32r
sbcid33r
sbcid34
sbcid35r
sbcid36
sbcid37
sbcid38
sbcid39
sbcid40r
sbcid41r
sbcid42
sbcid43r

.552
.359
.536
.346
.447
.435

.361

.451
.426
.567
.303
.417
.442

.588

.690
.410
-.612
.381

.378
-.340

.496
.521

.420
.438
-.306
.420
.368
.404
.389

.320
.441

.538
.302
.465
.498
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2
.301
.487
.438
.510
.721

.526
.496
.424
.649

.305

.396
.518
.411
.630
-.730
.302
.313

-.377
.428

.354
.413
.458

.555
-.408

.708

.422
.813
.624
.561
.508
.311
.392

Table 5.6.2c: Component Matrix EFA Generation 1 and Generation 2 data100: Marginalization (2
factor solution)
Component

1
2
1
2

Eigenvalues (l)
Total
% Variance
% Cumulative Variance
Convergence Measures: Gen 1 data
6.13
14.26
14.26
2.56
5.96
20.23
Convergence Measures: Gen 2 data
6.85
15.93
15.93
3.59
8.35
24.28

5.6.3 Familial Marginalization: Generation 1 and Generation 2 CFA
A CFA of the 9-item measure for familial marginalization resulted in poor model
fit for both generational cohorts. Results suggested that the following 3 items loaded
poorly onto the construct in the parallel analysis of the two data sets: ‘Doing bad things
with my friends is a way of fighting back at my parents’; ‘I should not do anything
different from what my family and society expect me to’; ‘My parents expect me to be
something I don’t want to be’; and ‘My parents do not give me enough freedom to do
what I want’. These items were eliminated from the scale. A final model comprising 5
items was tested for both generation 1 and generation 2.
A CFA of the 5-item measure for generation 1 resulted in good model fit:
c2(df=5)=8.381, p=0.136; CMIN/df =1.676; RMSEA=0.055 in [0.000, 0.117]90%;
NFI=0.936; CFI=0.972; SRMR=0.0395. A CFA of the 5-item measure for generation 2
also resulted in good model fit:

c2(df=5)=11.806, p=0.038; CMIN/df =2.361;

RMSEA 101 =0.115 in [0.026, 0.201]90%; NFI=0.902; CFI=0.938; SRMR=0.0521. The
standardized factor loadings for the CFA for the 5-item model are presented in Table
5.6.3a.

100 R

Indicates a reverse coded item. EFA was conducted using principal components analysis; CFA was
conducted using maximum likelihood estimation.
101
Using Kenny, Kaniskan and McCoach’s (2011) argument of greater sampling error for small df and low
n models resulting in artificially large values for RMSEA, the RMSEA value for this model will be
interpreted within this framework.
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Table 5.6.3(a) Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA): Familial Marginalization in Generation 1
and 2 (5-item model)
Item Numbers
3
24R
30R
35R
36

Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA)
Gen 1
Gen 2
0.31
0.49
0.42
0.54
0.76
0.78
0.59
0.72
0.42
0.54

The internal reliability of the measure for this measure was moderate with
Cronbach’s alpha of α=0.62 (generation 1) and α=0.75 (generation 2). The overall fit of
the model supports convergence validity as items predicted to be associated with this
construct do load together statistically. Fit indices for generation 1 and 2 data are
provided in Table 5.6.3b.

Table 5.6.3b:

Fit Indices: Familial Marginalization in Generation 1 and 2 (5-item model)
Fit Indices
c2
CMIN / df
p
SRMR
NFI
CFI
RMSEA
90% CI

Gen 1
8.381
1.676
0.136
0.0395
0.936
0.972
0.055
[0.000; 0.117]

Gen 2
11.806
2.361
0.038
0.0521
0.902
0.938
0.115
[0.026; 0.201]

The path diagram displaying CFA path regression values102 for generation 1 and 2 data is
provided in Figure 5.6.3a.

102

Path regression values are cited as follows: combined gen1 and gen2 value (gen1 value/ gen2 value).
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Figure 5.6.3a: Congeneric Model – Familial Marginalization (Generation 1 and 2)

5.6.4 Structural Marginalization: Generation 1 and Generation 2 CFA
A CFA of the 8-item measure for structural marginalization resulted in poor
model fit for both G1 and G2 data. Results suggested that the following 3 items loaded
poorly onto the construct in the parallel analysis of the two data sets: ‘Information on the
law in W.A. is easy to get’; ‘The laws in W.A. are confusing to me’; and ‘It is not easy
for young people from ethnic backgrounds to get help from government organizations in
W.A.’. These items were eliminated from the scale. A final model comprising 5 items
was tested for both generation 1 and generation 2.
A CFA of the 5-item measure for generation 1 resulted in good model fit: c2(df
=5)=6.794, p=0.236; CMIN/df =1.359; RMSEA=0.04 in [0.000, 0.107]90%; NFI=0.961;
CFI=0.989; SRMR=0.0361. A CFA of the 5-item measure for generation 2 resulted in
good model fit: c2(df =5)=7.288, p=0.2; CMIN/df=1.458; RMSEA=0.067 in [0.000,
0.163]90%; NFI=0.924; CFI=0.973; SRMR=0.0425. No error correlations were flagged
for either model. The standardized factor loadings for the CFA for the 5-item model are
presented in Table 5.6.4a.

175

Table 5.6.4a:

Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA): Structural Marginalization in Generation 1
and 2 (5-item model)

Item Numbers
2R
5
16
23R
41R

Standardized Factor Loadings (CFA)
Gen 1
Gen 2
0.67
0.62
0.39
0.70
0.52
0.46
0.76
0.60
0.41
0.64

The internal reliability of the measure for this measure was moderate with
Cronbach’s alpha of α=0.68 (generation 1) and α=0.72 (generation 2). The overall fit of
the model supports convergence validity as items predicted to be associated with this
construct do load together statistically. Fit indices for generation 1 and 2 data are
provided in Table 5.6.4b.
Table 5.6.4b: Fit Indices: Structural Marginalization in Generation 1 and 2 (5-item
model)
Fit Indices
c2
CMIN / df
p
SRMR
NFI
CFI
RMSEA
90% CI

Gen 1
6.794
1.359
0.236
0.0361
0.961
0.989
0.040
[0.000; 0.107]

Gen 2
7.288
1.458
0.200
0.0425
0.924
0.973
0.067
[0.000; 0.163]

The path diagram displaying CFA path regression values103 for generation 1 and 2
data is provided in Figure 5.6.4a.

103

Path regression values are cited as follows: combined gen1 and gen2 value (gen1 value/ gen2 value).
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Figure 5.6.4a: Congeneric Model – Structural Marginalization (Generation 1 and 2)

5.6.5 Familial Marginalization: Configural Model Testing
Generation 1 and Generation 2 Models for Invariance

–

Comparing

In the invariance testing process, parameters for both generation 1 and generation
2

cohorts

were

estimated

simultaneously for the

latent construct

‘familial

marginalization’. The same criteria of invariance104 utilized for configural testing of the
other latent constructs, was also used for this process.
Results indicate that the fit statistics for the measurement model (model ‘a’) (with all
paths constrained equal) to be very good: c2(df=14)=21.795, p=0.083; CMIN/df = 1.557;
RMSEA = 0.041 in [0.000, 0.073]90%; CFI= 0.966; NFI=0.913; SRMR = 0.0404. When
compared with fit indices for the configural model (model ‘b’), results indicated that fit
did not improve significantly (p>0.01) according to ∆c2 and ∆CFI criteria when compared
with model ‘a’: c2(df=10)=20.215, p=0.027; CMIN/df = 2.021; RMSEA = 0.056 in
[0.018, 0.091]90% ; CFI= 0.956; NFI=0.920; SRMR = 0.0395. This indicates that the
measurement model is invariant between generations 1 and 2.
104

A summary of the

The (Δc2) test [where p<0.01] and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI <0.01]. It is noted
that in the event of mixed results (e.g. where p>0.01 and ΔCFI<0.01, the statistical test is used as the chief
indicator.
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goodness-of-fit statistics for the configural measurement model (model ‘a’) and the
configural model (models ‘b’) are presented in Table 5.6.5(a).
From this information, it is concluded that the hypothesized multi-group
measurement model for familial marginalization is well fitting across generation 1 and 2
migrants.
Table 5.6.5a: Summary Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Multigroup Invariance Testing:
Familial Marginalization
Path
Comparative
Description
Model
[Model]
A:Constrained MEASUREMENT
path
MODEL (A)
coefficients
B: All paths
A
Freely
estimated
(Configural
Model)

c2

df

∆c2

∆df

Statistical
Significance

CFI

∆CFI

21.795

14

-

-

-

0.966

-

20.215

10

1.58

4

P>0.01

0.956

0.010

5.6.6 Structural Marginalization: Configural Model Testing – Comparing
Generation 1 and Generation 2 Models for Invariance
As with invariance testing for other latent constructs, parameters for both
generation 1 and generation 2 cohorts were estimated simultaneously for the latent
construct ‘structural marginalization’. The same criteria of invariance 105 utilized for
configural testing of the other latent constructs, was also used for this process.
Results indicate that the fit statistics for the measurement model (model ‘a’) (with
all paths constrained equal) to be good: c2(df = 14) = 30.633, p=0.06; CMIN/df = 2.188;
RMSEA = 0.06 in [0.031, 0.089]90%; CFI= 0.934; NFI=0.887; SRMR = 0.0453.
105

The (Δc2) test [where p<0.01] and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI <0.01]. It is noted
that in the event of mixed results (e.g. where p>0.01 and ΔCFI<0.01, the statistical test is used as the chief
indicator.
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However, when compared with fit indices for the configural model (model ‘b’), results
indicated that the fit did improve significantly (p<0.01) according to ∆c2 criteria when
compared with model ‘a’: c2(df = 10) = 14.097, p=0.169; CMIN/df =1.410; RMSEA =
0.035 in [0.000, 0.074]90%; CFI= 0.984; NFI=0.948; SRMR = 0.0361. This indicates that
the measurement model is non-invariant between generations 1 and 2. Consequently,
factor loadings for each observed indicator were sequentially tested individually within
this sub-scale for invariance. Invariant factor loadings were then held constrained during
tests of the remaining items.

A summary of the goodness-of-fit statistics for the

measurement model (model ‘a’) and the configural models (models ‘b’ to ‘g’) are
presented in Table 5.6.6a.

From this information, it is concluded that item number 5 which conveys that the
respondent feels disliked and picked on by his/her teachers106, is operating differently in
its measurement of cultural integration for generation 1 and generation 2 migrants. Item
regression weights in the measurement model indicated that this item loaded significantly
more strongly onto its latent construct for generation 2 (0.70) than for generation 1
(0.39). One possible interpretation for this difference is that there may be different
expectations governing the teacher/student relationship for the generational samples. The
contribution of this item difference to the non-invariance of this construct between
generation 1 and 2 samples is noted, and the factor loadings for this item will be freely
estimated in the final structural model analysis.

106

This item reads as follows in the questionnaire: ‘I feel that most of my teachers don’t like me and pick
on me in class’.
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Table 5.6.6a: Summary Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Multigroup Invariance Testing:
Structural Marginalization
Path
Comparative
Description
Model
[Model]
A:Constrained MEASUREMENT
path
MODEL (A)
coefficients
B: All paths
A
Freely
estimated
(Configural
Model)
C: Factor
A
loadings for
item 2R freely
estimated
D: Factor
A
loadings for
item 5 freely
estimated
E: Factor
A
loadings for
item 16 freely
estimated
F: Factor
A
loadings for
item 23R
freely
estimated
G: Factor
A
loadings for
item 41R
freely
estimated

c2

df

∆c2

∆df

Statistical
Significance

CFI

∆CFI

30.633

14

-

-

-

0.934

-

14.097

10

16.536

4

p<0.01

0.984

0.05

29.208

13

1.425

1

NS

0.936

0.002

20.228

13

10.405

1

P<0.01

0.971

0.037

30.332

13

0.301

1

NS

0.931

0.002

27.447

13

3.186

1

NS

0.943

0.009

28.313

13

2.32

1

NS

0.939

0.005
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5.7

Testing for Factorial Equivalence and Multi-group Invariance – Aggregate
Scores
The proposed model was initially assessed using the aggregate scores of the items

comprising the principal constructs for each of the latent factors examined. In the
estimation of baseline models, data for generation 1 and generation 2 were analyzed
separately for each of the dependent variables (i.e. familial and structural
marginalization). Results from these analyses indicate possible parameter regression
weight differences between the two generations for specified paths, as well as highlighted
additional (direct) paths.

Using the re-specified models thus obtained, testing for

configural invariance was then conducted by estimating parameters for both generation 1
and generation 2 data in the structural model simultaneously. This configural testing was
conducted separately for the two dependent variables. In each case, fit indices for each
structural model (with all paths constrained equal) were compared across the two
generations. Findings from the initial estimation of the baseline models were then used to
determine which parameters to unconstrain in subsequent models. Results from this
sequence of nested models tested were compared to determine the most parsimonious
structural model for both generations in relation to each of the dependent variables. In all
cases, the criteria for evidence of invariance used is the c2 difference (Δc2) test [where
p<0.01] and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI <0.01] (Byrne, 2010).
Finally, the full structural model for both dependent variables is estimated. This section
presents findings from the baseline estimation (for each dependent variable separately
analyzed), configural testing (for each dependent variable separately analyzed), and full
structural model estimation (for both dependent variables simultaneously analyzed).

The proposed full mediation model was estimated using structural equation
modelling (SEM), which incorporates both measurement and structural (i.e. hypothesistesting) components (Kline, 2005). The analysis was again conducted using AMOS
(version 19). Figure 5.7a illustrates the conceptual structural aggregate score model that
was estimated.
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Figure 5.7a:

Conceptual Model for Full Model Estimation (Familial & Structural
Marginalization

Self-Esteem

Ethnic Identity

Cultural Integration

Familial
Marginalization

Cultural Separation

Structural
Marginalization

5.7.1 Baseline Model Estimation –Generation 1 and Generation 2 Models for
Dependent Variable Familial Marginalization (Aggregate Scores)
An aggregate score for each measure was utilized in this analysis. This model
therefore contained aggregate scores for the following measures: Ethnic Identity (EI),
Self Esteem (SF), Cultural Integration (CI), Cultural Separation (CS), and Familial
Marginalization (FM).
Results indicated that model fit indices were initially poor for generation 1:
c2(df=2) = 27.795, p=0.000; CMIN/df = 13.897; RMSEA = 0.239 in [0.165, 0.322]90%;
CFI= 0.857; SRMR = 0.0880. Model fit indices for generation 2 were also initially poor:
c2(df=2) = 16.102, p=0.000; CMIN/df = 8.051; RMSEA = 0.262 in [0.153, 0.387]90%;
CFI= 0.867; SRMR = 0.1002. For both G1 and G2 cohorts, a direct path from Ethnic
Identity (EI) to Familial Marginalization (FM) was indicated. When this path was added
for both groups, model fit indices were improved: G1107: c2(df = 1) = 7.399, p=0.07;
CMIN/df = 7.399; RMSEA = 0.169 in [0.072, 0.291]90% ; CFI= 0.965; NFI= 0.961;
SRMR = 0.0380. G2: c2(df = 1) = 0.821, p=0.365; CMIN/df = 0.821; RMSEA = 0.000

107

It is noted that the relative chi-square, RMSEA and p-value for G1 did not meet the threshold for good
model fit despite the other fit indices meeting model fit criteria. The model will be estimated in the
configural testing process to ascertain goodness-of-fit.
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in [0.000, 0.251]90%; CFI= 1.000; NFI = 0.993; SRMR = 0.0182. Fit indices for G1 and
G2 baseline models are provided in Table 5.7.1a.

Table 5.7.1a:

Fit Indices: Baseline Model – Familial Marginalization (Generation 1 and 2 –
Aggregate Scores)

Fit Indices
c2
CMIN / df
p
SRMR
NFI
CFI
RMSEA
90% CI

Generation 1
7.399
7.399
0.007
0.0380
0.961
0.965
0.169
[0.072;0.291]

Generation 2
0.821
0.821
0.365
0.0182
0.993
1.000
0.000
[0.000;0.251]

It is noted that differences in regression weights for paths from the mediating
variables Cultural Identity (CI) and Cultural Separation (CS) to the outcome variable
Familial Marginalization (FM) do not differ markedly between generation 1 and 2
cohorts.

As such, all of these paths will be examined for configural invariance in the

multi-group testing.
The path diagram displaying path regression values 108 for generation 1 and 2 data
(dependent variable familial marginalization) is provided in Figure 5.7.1a.

108

Path regression values are cited as follows: gen1 and gen2 value (gen1 value/ gen2 value).
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Figure 5.7.1a: Baseline Model – Familial Marginalization (Generation 1 and 2 – Aggregate
Scores)

5.7.2 Baseline Model Estimation –Generation 1 and Generation 2 Models for
Dependent Variable Structural Marginalization (Aggregate Scores)
An aggregate score for each measure was utilized in this analysis. This model
therefore contained aggregate scores for the following measures: Ethnic Identity (EI),
Self Esteem (SF), Cultural Integration (CI), Cultural Separation (CS), and Structural
Marginalization (SM).
Results indicated that model fit indices were good for generation 1: c2(df = 2) =
2.214, p=0.331; CMIN/df = 1.107; RMSEA = 0.022 in [0.000, 0.136]90%; CFI= 0.999;
NFI=0.989; SRMR = 0.0231. Model fit indices for generation 2 were also good: c2(df =
2) = 6.536, p=0.038; CMIN/df = 3.268; RMSEA = 0.148 in [0.030, 0.282]90%; CFI=
0.965; NFI=0.953; SRMR = 0.0536. No significant modification indices were flagged
for either model. Fit indices for G1 and G2 baseline models are provided in Table 5.7.2a.
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Table 5.7.2a:

Fit Indices: Baseline Model – Structural Marginalization (Generation 1 and 2 –
Aggregate Scores)

Fit Indices
c2
CMIN / df
p
SRMR
NFI
CFI
RMSEA
90% CI

Generation 1
2.214
1.107
0.331
0.0231
0.989
0.999
0.022
[0.000;0.136]

Generation 2
6.536
3.268
0.038
0.0536
0.953
0.965
0.148
[0.03;0.282]

It is noted that differences in regression weights for paths from Ethnic Identity
(EI) to Cultural Integration (CI), and Cultural Separation (CS) to Structural
Marginalization (SM) between generation 1 (G1) and 2 (G2) cohorts are larger than for
other paths (EI to CI=0.33; CS to SM=0.17).

These paths will be examined for

configural invariance in the multi-group testing. The path diagram displaying path
regression values

109

for generation 1 and 2 data (dependent variable structural

marginalization) is provided in Figure 5.7.2a.

109

Path regression values are cited as follows: gen1 and gen2 value (gen1 value/ gen2 value).
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Figure 5.7.2a: Baseline Model – Structural Marginalization (Generation 1 and 2 – Aggregate
Scores)

5.7.3

Configural Model Testing – Comparing Generation 1 and Generation 2
Models for Dependent Variable Familial Marginalization (Aggregate Scores)
As with full baseline model estimation, aggregate scores for all measures were

utilized in this analysis.

This model therefore contained aggregate scores for the

following measures: Ethnic Identity (EI), Self Esteem (SF), Cultural Integration (CI),
Cultural Separation (CS), and Familial Marginalization (SM). In the invariance testing
process, parameters for both generation 1 and generation 2 cohorts were estimated
simultaneously for the full model with dependent variable ‘familial marginalization’.
The same criteria of invariance110 utilized for configural testing of other latent constructs,
was used for this process.

110

The (Δc2) test [where p<0.01] and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI <0.01].
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Results indicated that the fit statistics for the configural model (model ‘a’) (with
all

paths

constrained

equal)

to

be

moderate:

c2(df=11)=21.642,

p=0.027;

CMIN/df=1.967; RMSEA=0.054 in [0.018, 0.0.88]90%; CFI=0.963; NFI=0.930;
SRMR=0.0542.

In line with findings from configural model testing for structural

marginalization (see 5.7.2), the path from Ethnic Identity (EI) to Cultural Integration (CI)
only was freely estimated (model ‘b’). As with findings for structural marginalization,
results indicated significantly improved fit (p<0.01) when compared with model ‘a’ fit
indices: c2(df=10)=12.371, p=0.261; CMIN/df=1.237; RMSEA=0.027 in [0.000,
0.069]90%; CFI=0.992; NFI=0.960; SRMR=0.0371. This points to non-invariance in this
parameter (EI to CI) between generation 1 and generation 2 cohorts. In line with findings
from baseline model estimation, all paths from mediating variables to outcome variables
were then freely estimated simultaneously, while other parameter constraints were
maintained (model ‘c’). Results indicated that fit did not improve (p>0.01) according to
∆c2 and ∆CFI criteria when compared with model b: c (df=7)=10.013, p=0.188;
2

CMIN/df=1.430; RMSEA=0.036

in

[0.000, 0.082]90%; CFI=0.990; NFI=0.967;

SRMR=0.0389. This points to invariance in these parameters (CI to CS; CI to FM; CS to
FM) between generation 1 and generation 2 cohorts. A summary of the goodness-of-fit
statistics for the baseline model (model ‘a’) (all paths constrained equal) and the
configural models (models ‘b’ and ‘c’) are presented in Table 5.7.3a.

Table 5.7.3a:

Summary Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Multi-group Invariance Testing: Familial
Marginalization (Aggregate Scores)

Path
Description
A:Constrained
path
coefficients
B: Path EI_CI
only freely
estimated
C: Path EI_CI
freely
estimated;
AND all paths
to outcome
variables:
CI_CS; CI_FM;
CS_FM

Comparative
Model
-

c

df

∆c

∆df

21.642

11

-

A

12.371

10

B

10.013

7

2

2

CFI

∆CFI

-

Statistical
Significance
-

0.963

-

9.271

1

p<0.01

0.992

0.029

2.358

3

NS

0.990

-0.002
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5.7.4 Configural Model Testing – Comparing Generation 1 and Generation 2
Models for Dependent Variable Structural Marginalization (Aggregate
Scores)
As with full baseline model estimation, aggregate scores for all measures were
utilized in this analysis.

This model therefore contained aggregate scores for the

following measures: Ethnic Identity (EI), Self Esteem (SF), Cultural Integration (CI),
Cultural Separation (CS), and Structural Marginalization (SM). In the invariance testing
process, parameters for both generation 1 and generation 2 cohorts were estimated
simultaneously for the full model with dependent variable ‘structural marginalization’.
The same criteria of invariance111 utilized for configural testing of other latent constructs,
was used for this process.
Results indicated that the fit statistics for the configural model (model ‘a’) (with
all

paths

constrained

equal)

to

be

moderate:

c2(df=12)=25.121,

p=0.014;

CMIN/df=2.093; RMSEA=0.058 in [0.025, 0.0.90]90%; CFI=0.959; NFI=0.927;
SRMR=0.0594.

In line with findings from baseline model estimation, the path from

Ethnic Identity (EI) to Cultural Integration (CI) was freely estimated (model ‘b’). Results
indicated significantly improved fit (p<0.01) when compared with model ‘a’ fit indices:
c2(df =11)=15.849, p=0.147; CMIN/df=1.441; RMSEA=0.037 in [0.000, 0.074]90%;
CFI=0.985; NFI=0.954; SRMR=0.0318. This points to non-invariance in this parameter
(EI to CI) between generation 1 and generation 2 cohorts. Also in line with findings from
baseline model estimation, the path from Cultural Separation (CS) to Structural
Marginalization (SM) was also freely estimated, while other parameter constraints were
maintained (model ‘c’). Results indicated significantly improved fit (p<0.01) when
compared with model ‘b’ fit indices: c2(df =10)=10.535, p=0.395; CMIN/df=1.053;
RMSEA=0.013 in [0.000, 0.062]90%; CFI=0.998; NFI=0.969; SRMR=0.0318.

This

points to non-invariance in this parameter (CS to SM) between generation 1 and
generation 2 cohorts. Model c is the most parsimonious model. A summary of the
goodness-of-fit statistics for the configural model (model ‘a’) (all paths constrained

111

The (Δc2) test [where p<0.01] and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI <0.01].
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equal) and the subsequent specified models (models ‘b’ and ‘c’) are presented in Table
5.7.4a.
Table 5.7.4a: Summary Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Multigroup Invariance Testing:
Structural Marginalization (Aggregate Scores)

Path
Description
[Model]
A:Constrained
path
coefficients
B: Freely
estimated
path EI_CI
C: Freely
estimated
path EI_CI and
CS_SM
C: Freely
estimated
path EI_CI and
CS_SM

5.7.5

Comparative
Model

c2

df

∆c2

∆df

Statistical
Significance

CFI

∆CFI

-

25.121

12

-

-

-

0.959

-

A

15.849

11

9.272

1

P<0.01

0.985

0.026

B

10.535

10

5.314

1

P<0.01

0.998

0.013

A

10.535

10

14.586

2

p<0.001

0.998

0.039

Full Structural Model Estimation – Generation 1 and Generation 2 Models
for Dependent Variables Familial Marginalization and Structural
Marginalization (Aggregate Scores)
As with configural model testing, aggregate scores for all measures were utilized

in this analysis. However, the full structural model also comprised inclusion of both
dependent variables (familial and structural marginalization).

This model therefore contained aggregate scores for the following measures:
Ethnic Identity (EI), Self Esteem (SF), Cultural Integration (CI), Cultural Separation
(CS), Structural Marginalization (SM) and Familial Marginalization (FM).

The full

structural model incorporates the results (i.e. additional paths and paths set to ‘0’) from
the configural model testing (for separately analyzed dependent variables). As such, it
includes the following:

a direct path from Ethnic Identity (EI) to Familial
189

Marginalization (FM) (EI to FM), freely estimated paths from Ethnic Identity (EI) to
Cultural Integration (CI) (EI to CI) and Cultural Separation (CS) to Structural
Marginalization (SM) (CS to SM), and the path from Cultural Separation (CS) to Familial
Marginalization (FM) set to 0 (CS to FM=0).

This full model was analyzed for

configural fit, comparing data equivalence across both generational cohorts. Fit indices
obtained from this full structural model analysis (using aggregate scores) are provided in
Table 5.7.5a.
Table 5.7.5a:

Fit Indices: Full Structural Model – Familial and Structural Marginalization
(Generation 1 and 2 – Aggregate Scores)
Fit Indices
c2
CMIN / df
p
SRMR
NFI
CFI
RMSEA
90% CI

Generation 1and 2 (Simultaneously Analyzed)
18.208
1.071
0.376
0.0341
0.957
0.997
0.015
[0.000;0.053]

Results indicated that the fit statistics for the full model (EI to CI freely estimated;
CS to SM freely estimated; CS to FM=0; all other paths constrained equal) to be good:
c2(df = 17) = 18.208, p=0.376; CMIN/df = 1.071; RMSEA = 0.015 in [0.000, 0.053]90%;
CFI= 0.997; NFI=0.957; SRMR = 0.0341.
The path diagram displaying path regression values112 for generation 1 and 2 data
for the full structural model is provided in Figure 5.7.5a.

112

Path regression values are cited as follows: gen1 and gen2 value (gen1 value/ gen2 value).
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Figure 5.7.5a: Structural Model – Familial and Structural Marginalization (Generation 1 and 2 –
Aggregate Scores)

5.8 Full Model Estimation and Testing for Factorial Equivalence and Multi-group
Invariance – Individual Item Scores
The full structural model was assessed using the individual item scores of the
items comprising the principal constructs for each of the latent factors. As with the
estimation of baseline models from aggregate scores of latent constructs, the full
structural models using data for generation 1 and generation 2 cohorts were estimated
separately for each of the dependent variables (i.e. structural and familial
marginalization). Configural testing of the full structural model was then conducted
separately for the two dependent variables to determine invariance across the two
generations. The same criteria of invariance113 utilized for configural testing of the other
latent constructs, was used for this process. The results of these analyses are provided in

113

The (Δc2) test [where p<0.01] and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI <0.01].
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this section. Models were estimated using structural equation modelling (SEM) through
AMOS.

5.8.1 Baseline Model Estimation – Generation 1 and Generation 2 Models for
Dependent Variable Familial Marginalization (Individual Item Scores)
A parallel analysis from the full model testing for the dependent variable familial
marginalization initially indicated poor model fit for generation 2 data: c2(df = 290) =
414.304, p=0.000; CMIN/df = 1.429; RMSEA = 0.065 in [0.05, 0.078]90%; NFI = 0.634;
CFI = 0.846; SRMR = 0.1004.

Modification indices suggested that 2 variables (items:

self-esteem3R 114 , and cultural separation13 115 ) displayed strong cross-loadings, and
loaded more weakly116 onto their latent constructs, relative to other items on the same
scale. Following the removal of these 2 items, model testing revealed good model fit:
c2(df = 243) = 287.701, p=0.026; CMIN/df = 1.184; RMSEA = 0.042 in [0.016, 0.06]90%;
NFI = 0.7; CFI = 0.935; SRMR = 0.0839.

In keeping with the process of parallel analysis of data for both generational
cohorts, this model structure was replicated for generation 1 data (i.e. the same items
were deleted from the final model for the generation 1 cohort). Results for generation 1
model estimation (following the correlation of 2 sets of error variances), also indicated
acceptable model fit: c2(df = 239) = 344.489, p=0.000; CMIN/df = 1.441; RMSEA =
0.044 in [0.033, 0.054]90%; NFI = 0.773; CFI = 0.915; SRMR = 0.0666. The error
variances between the following items were correlated to be estimated in the generation 1
sample: ‘I feel that I have a number of good qualities’ and ‘I feel proud being a member
of my ethnic group’ [e1 and e6]; ‘I participate in cultural practice of my ethnic group,
such as special food, music or customs’ and ‘I feel like I belong in Australia and the
Australian culture’ [e10 and e15]. It is therefore noted that the unique variances of these
indicators overlap for generation 1 youth migrants, which in turn contributes to an
unanalyzed association.

No error variances were correlated for estimation in the

This item reads as follows in the questionnaire: ‘All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure’.
This item reads as follows in the questionnaire: ‘I spend most of my time with friends from my own
ethnic group’.
116
With regression values of 0.546 and 0.438 respectively.
114
115
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generation 2 sample. Standardized regression weights for the items comprising the latent
constructs are provided in Table 5.8.1a.
Table 5.8.1a:

Standardized Regression Weights (Latent Constructs): Structural Model: Familial
Marginalization (Generation 1 and 2 – Individual Item Scores)

Item

Self Esteem

2
5R
6
7
10 R

G1
0.63
0.54
0.72
0.77
0.49

G2
0.47
0.53
0.76
0.92
0.61

Item

1
4
6
7
10

Ethnic
Identity
G1
G2
0.64
0.57
0.68
0.71
0.52
0.74
0.70
0.79
0.42
0.50

Item

1
2
4
6
18

Cultural
Integration
G1
G2
0.58
0.38
0.68
0.82
0.72
0.76
0.58
0.47
0.51
0.61

Item

9
10
15
16

Cultural
Separation
G1
G2
0.51
0.46
0.67
0.69
0.62
0.62
0.55
0.46

Item

3
24 R
R
30
35 R
36

Familial
Marginalization
G1
G2
0.31
0.48
0.48
0.54
0.74
0.79
0.59
0.70
0.42
0.56

It is noted that all individual item loadings comprising all latent constructs for
generation 1 and 2 data were significant (p<0.05). Fit indices are provided in Table
5.8.1b.
Table 5.8.1b:

Fit Indices: Structural Model: Familial Marginalization (Generation 1 and 2
Individual Item Scores)

Fit Indices
c2
CMIN / df
p
SRMR
NFI
CFI
RMSEA
90% CI

G1
344.489
1.441
0.000
0.0666
0.773
0.915
0.044
[0.033;0.054]

G2
287.701
1.184
0.026
0.0839
0.70
0.935
0.042
[0.016;0.060]

The path diagram (with standardized regression weights for the structural paths)
for familial marginalization (generation 1 and 2 data) is provided in Figure 5.8.1a117. It is
noted that this approach of testing for multi-group invariance is recommended and
utilized in a study described in Bryne (2010).

117

Path regression values are cited as follows: gen1 and gen2 value (gen1 value/ gen2 value).
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Figure 5.8.1a:

118

Structural Model – Familial Marginalization118 (Generation 1 and Generation 2– Individual Item Scores)

Significant structural paths (p<0.05) are denoted with a *
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5.8.2

Baseline Model Estimation – Generation 1 and Generation 2 Models for
Dependent Variable Structural Marginalization (Individual Item Scores)
In keeping with the process of parallel analysis of data for both generational

cohorts, the model structure comprising the independent and mediating variables was
replicated (i.e. the same items were deleted from the final model for the generation 1
cohort) in the full model estimation for the dependent variable ‘structural
marginalization’ for both generational cohorts.
Results from the structural model testing in generation 1 for structural
marginalization indicated good model fit: c2(df = 241) = 361.2, p=0.000; CMIN/df =
1.429; RMSEA = 0.047 in [0.037, 0.057]90%; NFI = 0.772; CFI = 0.908; SRMR = 0.0684.
For generation 1 data, 2 sets of error variances were correlated to be estimated. Results
in generation 2 for structural marginalization also indicated good model fit: c2(df = 222)
= 279.851, p=0.005; CMIN/df = 1.261; RMSEA = 0.05 in [0.029, 0.068]90% ; NFI =
0.701; CFI = 0.915; SRMR = 0.0812.

Unanalyzed associations (correlated error

variances) were observed between the following variables for the generation 1 cohort: ‘I
feel that I have a number of good qualities’ and ‘I feel proud being a member of my
ethnic group’ [e1 and e6]; ‘I participate in cultural practice of my ethnic group, such as
special food, music or customs’ and ‘I feel like I belong in Australia and the Australian
culture’ [e10 and e15]. 1 error variance was correlated for estimation in the generation 2
cohort: ‘My parents have settled well into Australia’ and ‘I feel proud being a member of
my ethnic group’ [e11 and e6]. Standardized regression weights for the latent constructs
are provided in Table 5.8.2a.
Table 5.8.2a:

Standardized Regression Weights (Latent Constructs): Structural Model:
Structural Marginalization (Generation 1 and 2 – Individual Item Scores)

Item

Self Esteem

2
5R
6
7
R
10

G1
0.63
0.54
0.72
0.77
0.49

G2
0.47
0.53
0.76
0.92
0.62

Item

1
4
6
7
10

Ethnic
Identity
G1
G2
0.65
0.52
0.69
0.72
0.51
0.72
0.71
0.83
0.42
0.49

Item

1
2
4
6
18
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Cultural
Integration
G1
G2
0.58
0.32
0.67
0.83
0.73
0.76
0.58
0.46
0.54
0.61

Item

9
10
15
16

Cultural
Separation
G1
G2
0.49
0.39
0.68
0.68
0.61
0.59
0.53
0.47

Item

2R
5
16
23 R
R
41

Structural
Marginalization
G1
G2
0.64
0.57
0.40
0.75
0.51
0.46
0.75
0.50
0.44
0.64

It is noted that all individual item loadings comprising all latent constructs for generation
1 and 2 data were significant (p<0.05). Fit indices are provided in Table 5.6.2b.

Table 5.8.2b: Fit Indices: Structural Model: Structural Marginalization (Generation 1
and 2 – Individual Item Scores)
Fit Indices
c2
CMIN / df
p
SRMR
NFI
CFI
RMSEA
90% CI

G1
361.200
1.499
0.000
0.0684
0.772
0.908
0.047
[0.037;0.057]

G2
279.851
1.261
0.005
0.0812
0.701
0.915
0.050
[0.029;0.068]

The path diagram (with standardized regression weights for the structural paths)
for structural marginalization (generation 1 and 2 data) is provided in Figure 5.8.2a119.

119

Path regression values are cited as follows: gen1 and gen2 value (gen1 value/ gen2 value).
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Figure 5.8.2a: Structural Model – Structural Marginalization120 (Generation 1 and Generation 2 – Individual Item Scores)

120

Significant structural paths (p<0.05) are denoted with a *

197

5.8.3

Configural Model Testing – Comparing Generation 1 and Generation 2 Models
for Dependent Variable Familial Marginalization (Individual Item Scores)

Individual item scores for each measure were utilized in this analysis. This model
therefore contained individual item scores for the following measures: Ethnic Identity (EI),
Self Esteem (SF), Cultural Integration (CI), Cultural Separation (CS), and Familial
Marginalization (FM).

As noted in results for configural testing of individual latent

constructs (refer Section 5.5.5), cultural integration item 1 was operating differently in its
measurement of cultural integration for generation 1 and generation 2 migrants. It was
therefore freely estimated for both generation cohorts. Additionally, error correlations (e1
and e6; e10 and e15) were freely estimated for generation 1 (set to 0 for generation 2) as part
of the measurement component in this full structural analysis.
Results indicate that the fit indices for the baseline model (model ‘a’ – all paths
constrained to be equal) to be acceptable: c2(df = 514) = 710.791, p=0.000; CMIN/df =
1.383; RMSEA = 0.034 in [0.028, 0.04]90% ; CFI= 0.898; NFI=0.713; SRMR = 0.0736.

In

relation to the measurement component of the model, fit indices improved significantly121
when the baseline model was compared with the configural model (‘Ei’ - when item 1 of the
latent construct ‘cultural integration’ was freely estimated for both generation 1 and 2 data).
Results also indicated that the following error variances were operating differently across
generation 1 and 2 data: (e1, e6), (e10, e15). Accordingly, the model incorporating all these
measurement specifications (model ‘K’) was the most parsimonious. Fit indices indicated
improved model fit for this model: c2(df = 511) = 675.774, p=0.000; CMIN/df = 1.322;
RMSEA = 0.031 in [0.025, 0.038]90%; CFI= 0.914; NFI=0.727; SRMR = 0.0715. From this
information, it is concluded that the hypothesized re-specified multi-group structural model
for familial marginalization is well-fitting across generation 1 and 2 migrants. A summary of
the goodness-of-fit statistics for the structural model (model ‘A’) and the configural models
(model ‘B’ to‘S’) is presented in Table 5.8.3a.

121

The (Δc2) test [where p<0.01] and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI <0.01]. It is noted that in
the event of mixed results (e.g. where p>0.01 and ΔCFI<0.01, the statistical test is used as the chief indicator.
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Table 5.8.3a:

Summary Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Multigroup Invariance Testing: Familial Marginalization
Comparative
Model

c2

df

∆c2

∆df

Statistical
Significance

CFI

∆CFI

A: Constrained path coefficients

FULL MODEL (A)

710.791

514

-

-

-

0.898

-

B: All paths freely estimated 122
(CONFIGURAL MODEL)

A

645.622

483

65.169

31

p<0.01

0.918

0.008

C: Factor loadings for only SF freely estimated
D: Factor loadings for only EI freely estimated
E: Factor loadings for only CI freely estimated
Ei: Factor loading for only item 1 CI freely estimated
Eii: Factor loading for only item 2 CI freely estimated
Eiii: Factor loading for only item 4 CI freely estimated
Eiv: Factor loading for only item 6 CI freely estimated
Ev: Factor loading for only item 18 CI freely estimated
F: Factor loadings for only CS freely estimated
G: Factor loadings for only FM freely estimated
H: Covariance only freely estimated
I: Error variance (e1, e6) freely estimated for G1 (set to 0 for
G2)123
J: Error variance (e10, e15) only freely estimated for G1 (set to 0
for G2)53
K: Factor loading for only item 1 CI freely estimated; Error
variance (e1,e6) (e10,e15) freely estimated for G1 (set to 0 for G2)

A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

MEASUREMENT COMPONENTS
701.587
508
706.613
510
692.775
510
702.121
513
707.062
513
709.486
513
707.392
513
710.112
513
709.094
511
710.546
510
710.760
513
691.751
513

9.204
4.178
18.016
8.67
3.729
1.305
3.399
0.679
1.697
0.245
0.031
19.04

6
4
4
1
1
1
1
1
3
4
1
1

NS
NS
p<0.01
p<0.01
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
p<0.01

0.900
0.898
0.905
0.902
0.899
0.898
0.899
0.898
0.897
0.896
0.897
0.907

0.002
-0.007
0.004
0.001
-0.001
-0.001
0.002
0.001
0.009

A

703.644

513

7.147

1

p<0.01

0.901

0.003

A

675.774

511

35.017

3

p<0.01

0.914

0.016
(p<0.01)

L: Only all structural paths freely estimated
M: Only structural path SF_CI freely estimated
N: Only structural path SF_CS freely estimated
O: Only structural path EI_CI freely estimated
P: Only structural path EI_CS freely estimated
Q: Only structural path CI_CS freely estimated
R: Only structural path CI_FM freely estimated
S: Only structural path CS_FM freely estimated

A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS
699.171
506
705.231
513
710.365
513
705.659
513
710.722
513
709.291
513
710.786
513
710.736
513

11.62
5.56
0.425
5.132
0.069
1.5
0.005
0.055

8
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS

0.900
0.900
0.898
0.900
0.897
0.898
0.897
0.897

0.002
0.002
-0.002
0.001
-0.001
0.001

Path Description [Model]

122
123

Including covariances and error covariances.
As per individual latent construct model estimation.
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5.8.4 Configural Model Testing – Comparing Generation 1 and Generation 2 Models
for Dependent Variable Structural Marginalization (Individual Item Scores)
Individual item scores for each measure were utilized in this analysis. This model
therefore contained individual item scores for the following measures: Ethnic Identity (EI),
Self Esteem (SF), Cultural Integration (CI), Cultural Separation (CS), and Structural
Marginalization (SM).

As noted in results for configural testing of individual latent

constructs (refer Section 5.5.5), cultural integration item 1, and structural marginalization
item 5 was freely estimated for both generation cohorts. Additionally, error correlations (e1
and e6; e10 and e15) were freely estimated for generation 1 (set to 0 for generation 2); error
correlation e11 and e6 was freely estimated for generation 2 (set to 0 for generation 1) as part
of the measurement component in this full structural analysis.
Results indicate that the fit statistics for the structural model (model ‘a’ – all paths
constrained to be equal) to be marginal: c2(df = 515) = 785.820, p<0.001; CMIN/df = 1.526;
RMSEA = 0.04 in [0.034, 0.046]90% ; CFI= 0.867; NFI=0.696; SRMR = 0.0753. In relation
to the measurement component of the model, fit indices improved significantly124 when the
baseline model was compared with the configural models - when item 1 of the latent
construct ‘cultural integration’ (model ‘Ei’), and when item 5 of the latent construct
‘structural marginalization’ (model ‘Gii’) was freely estimated for both generation 1 and 2
data.

Results also indicated that the following error variances were operating differently

across generation 1 and 2 data: (e1, e6), (e10, e15), (e6, e11). Accordingly, the model
incorporating all these measurement specifications (model ‘T’) was the most parsimonious.
Fit indices indicated improved model fit: c2(df = 509) = 723.472, p=0.000; CMIN/df = 1.421;
RMSEA = 0.036 in [0.03, 0.042]90% ; CFI= 0.894; NFI=0.72; SRMR = 0.0711. From this
information, it is concluded that the hypothesized re-specified multi-group structural model
for familial marginalization is well-fitting across generation 1 and 2 migrants. A summary of
the goodness-of-fit statistics for the structural model (model ‘A’) and the configural models
(model ‘B’ to‘T’) is presented in Table 5.8.4a.

Configural testing of structural paths indicated non-invariance in the path between EI
(ethnic identity) and CI (cultural integration), and indicates that a generational difference
exists in the relationship between these variables.
124

The (Δc2) test [where p<0.01] and a difference in CFI values (ΔCFI) [where ΔCFI <0.01]. It is noted that in
the event of mixed results (e.g. where p>0.01 and ΔCFI<0.01, the statistical test is used as the chief indicator.
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Table 5.8.4a:

Summary Goodness-of-Fit Statistics for Multigroup Invariance Testing: Structural Marginalization
Path Description [Model]

A: Constrained path coefficients
B: All paths freely estimated
(CONFIGURAL MODEL)

125

C: Factor loadings for only SF freely estimated
D: Factor loadings for only EI freely estimated
E: Factor loadings for only CI freely estimated
Ei: Factor loading for only item 1 CI freely estimated
Eii: Factor loading for only item 2 CI freely estimated
Eiii: Factor loading for only item 4 CI freely estimated
Eiv: Factor loading for only item 6 CI freely estimated
Ev: Factor loading for only item 18 CI freely estimated
F: Factor loadings for only CS freely estimated
G: Factor loadings for only SM freely estimated
Gi: Factor loadings for only item 2r SM freely estimated
Gii: Factor loadings for only item 5 SM freely estimated
Giii: Factor loadings for only item 16SM freely estimated
Giv: Factor loadings for only item 23r SM freely estimated
r
Gv: Factor loadings for only item 41 SM freely estimated
H: Covariance only freely estimated
I: Error variance (e1, e6) freely estimated for G1 (set to 0
126
for G2)
J: Error variance (e6, e11) only freely estimated for G2
57
(set to 0 for G1)
K: Error variance (e10, e15) only freely estimated for G1
(set to 0 for G2)57
125
126

Comparative
Model

c2

df

∆c2

∆df

Statistical
Significance

CFI

∆CFI

FULL MODEL (A)

785.820

515

-

-

-

0.867

-

A

671.569

482

114.251

33

p<0.01

0.907

0.04

MEASUREMENT COMPONENTS
776.596
511
9.224
781.008
511
4.812
767.797
511
18.023
776.438
514
9.382
782.653
514
3.167
784.405
514
1.415
783.078
514
2.742
785.228
514
0.592
784.470
512
1.35
768.086
511
17.734
785.276
514
0.544
774.732
514
11.088
785.804
514
0.016
783.489
514
2.331
783.565
514
2.255
785.767
514
0.953
767.930
514
17.89

4
4
4
1
1
1
1
1
3
4
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

NS
NS
p<0.01
p<0.01
NS
NS
NS
NS
NS
p<0.01
NS
p<0.01
NS
NS
NS
NS
p<0.01

0.869
0.867
0.874
0.871
0.868
0.867
0.867
0.866
0.866
0.873
0.866
0.872
0.866
0.867
0.867
0.866
0.875

0.002
-0.007
0.004
0.001
--0.001
0.001
0.006
0.001
0.005
0.001
--0.001
0.008

A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
A

778.798

514

7.022

1

p<0.01

0.870

0.003

A

779.520

514

6.3

1

p<0.01

0.869

0.002

Including covariances and error covariances.
As per individual latent construct model estimation.
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L: Only all structural paths freely estimated
M: Only structural path SF_CI freely estimated
N: Only structural path SF_CS freely estimated
O: Only structural path EI_CI freely estimated
P: Only structural path EI_CS freely estimated
Q: Only structural path CI_CS freely estimated
R: Only structural path CI_SM freely estimated
S: Only structural path CS_SM freely estimated
T: Factor loading for item 1 CI freely estimated; Factor
loadings for item 5 SM freely estimated; Error variance
(e1,e6) (e10,e15) freely estimated for G1 (set to 0 for
G2), (e10, e15), freely estimated for G1 (set to 0 for G2);
structural path EI_CI freely estimated

STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS
A
762.467
508
23.353
A
781.077
514
4.743
A
784.876
514
0.944
A
779.487
514
6.333
A
785.811
514
0.009
A
783.691
514
2.129
A
785.065
514
0.755
A
781.536
514
4.484
MEASUREMENT AND STRUCTURAL COMPONENTS
A
723.472
509
62.348
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7
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

p<0.01
NS
NS
p<0.01
NS
NS
NS
NS

0.875
0.868
0.867
0.869
0.866
0.867
0.866
0.868

0.008
0.001
-0.002
0.001
-0.001
0.001

6

NS

0.894

0.027

5.9

Rasch Analysis and Multiple Linear Regression Analysis – Delinquent Behaviour
Statistical research posits that Item Response Theory (IRT) concerns models where
the responses to questionnaire items are assumed to depend on non-measurable respondent
characteristics (latent traits), and on item characteristics. Hardouin (2007) explains that ‘The
link between the responses to the items (generally binary or polytomous ordinal variables)
and the latent trait is non-linear, and the logistic function is often used as this link function’
(pg 22). Accordingly, IRT models consider a unidimensional latent trait – responses to items
are influenced by a unidimensional variable characterizing the individuals. The Rasch Model
is an IRT model that generates a linearised value (parameter) which locates individual
respondents on the unidimensional continuum. This parameter can then be utilized more
readily in regression analyses than the total raw score to avoid floor and ceiling effects.
In this study, a 2-parameter IRT estimate of self-reported antisocial behaviour127 was
generated from a series of 32 items measuring the frequency of engagement with a range of
antisocial activities (e.g. disrupting the class at school; fighting/hitting; shoplifting/theft;
truancy; drug/alcohol abuse; damaging public property; driving offences). It is noted that
some of these activities are stipulated as illegal (e.g. driving without a licence) and others are
‘rule-breaking’ behaviours (e.g. truancy). This individual score was then utilized as the
dependent variable in the multiple regression analysis that incorporates all the latent
constructs (independent and mediating variables) in the structural model analyzed.

The rationale for use of the 2 parameter IRT model relates to its historical function of
analysing dichotomous responses that have a single latent trait (An & Yung, 2014). In this
study, the IRT estimate for self-reported delinquent behaviour (dependent variable) was
generated from polytomous outcomes (where each response has a different score value)
(Nering & Nemo, 2010). Aggregate scores (distinguished by generation 1 and 2 groups) for
the latent constructs in the full structural model were utilized as independent variables, and a
regression analysis to determine collective effects was conducted on this data. In taking this
approach, this study acknowledges research findings that outline significant similarities
between SEM and IRT-based approaches to CCFA (Takane & De Leeuw, 1987).

127

The questions focused on the frequency of engagement with these activities in the 12 months preceding data
collection.
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Results from this linear regression analysis conducted separately for generation 1 and
2 cohorts, are described in the following section.

5.9.1 Self-Reported Delinquent Behaviour – Generation 1 Multiple Regression
Analysis
This model utilized aggregate scores for the following latent constructs as
independent variables: Ethnic Identity (EI), Self Esteem (SF), Cultural Integration (CI),
Cultural Separation (CS), Familial Marginalization (FM) and Structural Marginalization
(SM). The IRT estimate for self-reported delinquent behaviour was utilized as the dependent
variable.
In the multiple regression run to predict delinquent behaviour from ethnic identity,
self-esteem, cultural integration, cultural separation, familial marginalization and structural
marginalization for generation 1 data, the F-ratio indicates that the independent variables
significantly predict self-reported delinquent behaviour: F(6, 219)=6.226, p<0.001.
However, tests of significance for each of the independent variables indicate that the three
variables that added significantly to

the prediction

marginalization, and structural marginalization (p<0.05).

were: self-esteem, familial
The variables ethnic identity,

cultural integration and cultural separation did not add significantly to the prediction. The
ANOVA results are provided in Table 5.9.1a, and the standardized coefficients are provided
in Table 5.9.1b.
Table 5.9.1a:

ANOVA for Delinquent Behaviour (Dependent Variable) in Generation 1
ANOVA

Model
1

Sum of Squares
Regression

df

Mean Square

18.485

6

3.081

Residual

108.367

219

.495

Total

126.852

225
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F
6.226

Sig.
.000a

Table 5.9.1b:

Standardized Coefficients for Delinquent Behaviour (Dependent Variable) in
Generation 1
Standardized Coefficients

Aggregate Scores
1

(Constant)

Unstandardized

Standard

95.0% Confidence

Coefficients

Coefficent

Interval for B

B

Std. Error

-2.128

.624

Self-Esteem

.170

.077

Ethnic Identity

.047

Cultural Integration

Beta

t

Sig.

Lower

Upper

Bound

Bound

-3.412

.001

-3.357

-.899

.161

2.214

.028

.019

.321

.074

.043

.642

.521

-.098

.193

-.046

.092

-.042

-.498

.619

-.226

.135

Cultural Separation

.039

.081

.037

.476

.634

-.121

.198

Familial

.265

.079

.238

3.364

.001

.110

.420

.273

.086

.230

3.157

.002

.103

.443

Marginalization
Structural
Marginalization

5.9.2

Self-Reported Delinquent Behaviour – Generation 2 Multiple Regression
Analysis

This model utilized aggregate scores for the following latent constructs as
independent variables: Ethnic Identity (EI), Self Esteem (SF), Cultural Integration (CI),
Cultural Separation (CS), Familial Marginalization (FM) and Structural Marginalization
(SM). The IRT estimate for self-reported delinquent behaviour was utilized as the dependent
variable.

In the multiple regression run to predict antisocial behaviour from ethnic identity,
self-esteem, cultural integration, cultural separation, familial marginalization and structural
marginalization for generation 2 data, the F-ratio indicates that the independent variables
significantly predict self-reported delinquent behaviour: F(6, 97)=4.089, p=0.001. However,
tests of significance for each of the independent variables indicate that the variables that
added significantly to the prediction were: structural marginalization (p<0.05). The variables
ethnic identity, self-esteem, cultural integration, cultural separation and familial
marginalization did not add significantly to the prediction. The ANOVA results are provided
in Table 5.9.2a, and the standardized coefficients are provided in Table 5.9.2b.
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Table 5.9.2a:

ANOVA for Delinquent Behaviour (Dependent Variable) in Generation 1
ANOVA

Model
1

Sum of Squares

df

Mean Square

Regression

18.062

6

3.010

Residual

71.414

97

.736

Total

89.476

103

Table 5.9.2b:

F

Sig.
.001a

4.089

Standardized Coefficients for Delinquent Behaviour (Dependent Variable) in
Generation 1
Standardized Coefficients

Aggregate Scores
1

Unstandardized

Standard

95.0% Confidence

Coefficients

Coefficent

Interval for B

B

Std. Error

(Constant)

-.271

1.285

Self-Esteem

-.085

.141

Ethnic Identity

-.136

Cultural

Beta

t

Sig.

Lower

Upper

Bound

Bound

-.211

.834

-2.820

2.279

-.065

-.602

.549

-.364

.195

.123

-.118

-1.107

.271

-.380

.108

.031

.193

.021

.162

.872

-.351

.413

-.099

.169

-.076

-.589

.557

-.435

.236

.049

.110

.047

.447

.656

-.169

.267

.500

.139

.420

3.591

.001

.224

.777

Integration
Cultural Separation
Familial
Marginalization
Structural
Marginalization
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6

Discussion
The primary aim of this chapter is to provide an overview of the findings from this

study, and to address these in relation to the initial hypotheses proposed. As well, this
chapter examines the utility of the current study in relation to previous findings, and
considers how it may contribute to knowledge in the field. Finally, it outlines the limitations
of the current study and highlights future areas of research.
This thesis articulated several aims in relation to the investigation of youth migrant
identity, cultural adjustment and its association with familial and structural marginalization as
predictors of delinquent behaviours. These were as follows:
·

The development of measures of cultural adjustment and ethnic identity for migrant
youth from Asia that would be relevant to an Australian context.

·

The role of acculturation in the shaping of a marginalized outlook in familial and
structural spheres. The former involves intra-familial conflict and distance, while the
latter makes reference to disconnection from salient authority figures (i.e. police and
teachers).

·

The construction of a model of delinquency development in youth migrant cohorts
that considers the impact of ethnic identity, self-esteem, cultural adjustment, and
experiences of familial and structural marginalization.

·

The investigation of generational differences in the trajectory of marginalization and
delinquency development in this model.

·

The testing of this model and the extent to which the variables predict self-reported
delinquent behaviours in both 1st and 2nd generation South-East Asian-Australian
migrant youth cohorts.
The model development process entailed an extensive literature review of historical

and current research across a myriad of cross-cultural, ethnographic, ecological,
sociological, and psychological studies. The key concepts distilled shaped the form and
trajectory of the model proposed.

Berry’s model of acculturation and orthogonal

representation of acculturative strategies underpinned the operationalization of this
construct in this study. Arguments in the literature concerning the bidimensionality of the
acculturation construct also guided the formulation of separate but related latent variables of
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‘cultural integration’ and ‘cultural separation’ in the proposed model. Similar scholarly
findings relating to the multi-dimensionality of the construct and operationalization of
‘ethnic identity’ were also considered in the design and structure of the items that populated
this measure. In the sphere of measurement typology, it is acknowledged that the strengths
of bi-dimensional measures of acculturation are highlighted in the literature. However, the
use of unidimensional scales in the measurement of the latent constructs in this study is
balanced against a backdrop of model complexity and the need for parsimony. To this end,
it is anticipated that the measures used have serviced the explication of a number of bidimensional constructs in a way that is both culturally and theoretically valid.
To this end, a significant aspect of the methodology undertaken in this study is the
derivation of information relevant to acculturation, identity, and marginalization domains
through focus-group interviews for the purpose of questionnaire construction. Participants
in these interviews were essentially members of the community who had direct contact with
the issues examined in this thesis, either through professional or personal spheres (i.e.
migrant youth juvenile justice officers, ethnic youth workers, and youth from a crosssection of the South-East Asian-Australian community). As such, they offered valuable
experiential insights on the topics investigated that augmented the theoretical findings in the
literature.

The utility of incorporating a ‘community-based’ approach into academic

research is strenuously advanced by experienced scholars who have personally observed the
merits of this shared research agenda (Ward, 2010). Ward & Kagitcibasi’s (2010) paper
expounds on both the strengths and challenges of working within an ‘applied research’
framework, and gives concrete examples of how such sustained collaborative encounters
can drive practical research outcomes (e.g. through critical information dissemination,
initiating social engagement, and shaping support programs). Although this thesis does not
adhere to the full definition of participatory action research (as characterized in Ward &
Kagitcibasi’s (2010) research volume), it nonetheless attempted to secure, through a
community-oriented approach, a partnership of views between theory and lived experience
of the issues investigated. This was in turn utilized (together with theoretical pointers from
the literature) to shape the research questions, tool (i.e. questionnaire items), and
hypotheses.

The challenge of resourcing a full and dynamic community-research

partnership within the confines of an academic dissertation writing process was ultimately a
significant factor in limiting this endeavour.
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An important issue to address is the potential for studies such as this one to increase
the ‘social distance’ between migrants and the receiving society, particularly as the issues
examined in this thesis may be interpreted to have a compellingly negative focus. Again,
Ward & Kagitcibasi (2010) provide discerning commentary in this regard. They warn
against ‘pathologizing’ migrant populations in the name of acculturation research that may
inadvertently deliver findings that reinforce negative stereotypes and cement the portrait of
the ‘problematic migrant’ (p. 188). They recommend prudent choices in research topics that
are contemporaneous with the social issues of the day, as well as a focus on adaptive
outcomes such as psychological and social well-being. They suggest that this is best
achieved through the recognition of the complexities involved in acculturation research.
This study does not seek a reductionist approach to the topic of cultural adjustment.
On the contrary, by presenting a sizable model that incorporates key domains and correlates
of acculturation, it aims to underscore the absolute complexity of this process.

In

employing suitable statistical methodology to examine and articulate the inter-relationships
between these constructs, it hopes to pay tribute to the finding that there will always be
‘unexplained variance’ in this system of relationships. To a large extent, this is probably
the statistical manifestation of the complexity that shrouds the dual processes of
integration/separation that are central to the acculturation experience. That historical and
ongoing debates in the literature concerning the definition and operationalization of
acculturation and identity have not been resolved is perhaps further testimony of this
complexity. In drawing from these findings, this thesis attempts to advance understanding
of these theoretical principles as they are applied to a specific cultural cohort.
At a practical level however, it is also prudent to say that an important overarching
consideration in interpreting the findings of this research and its relevance to present
cultural communities is how migrants are received by the host society. Research on
acculturation patterns suggest that the attitudes and expectations of receiving-society
members towards incoming migrants interact with the acculturation strategies employed by
migrants to determine the extent to which the latter are favourably (or unfavourably)
received (Rohmann, 2008). Schwartz el al (2010) point out that different manifest attitudes
(from receiving cultural groups) toward different ethnic groups, socio-economic
backgrounds, and reasons for migration also impact on the acculturative experiences of the
individual migrant from a specific ethnic group. To illustrate this point, Schwartz et al
(2010) raise the example of a “White business executive with a French or Italian accent
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[who] may be regarded more favourably than a dark-skinned Mexican farm worker with a
Spanish accent” (p. 247). While the ethnic affiliations in this analogy may not be relevant
to this study, the idea that visibility of ethnic difference may impact on the context of
reception, to create sources of stress that in turn affect migrants’ psychosocial and health
outcomes (S. J. U. Schwartz, J. B.; Zamboanga, B. L.; Szapocznik, J., 2010), speaks to the
emotional underpinnings of the marginalization constructs investigated.
What follows in this chapter is a discussion of the findings as they relate to the
general and specific aims of this study.

6.1

Study Findings
This section presents an overview of the descriptive findings, as well as those

pertaining to the proposed model.

In relation to the former, the implications of the

demographic profile of the participants and its correlation with risk indicators for the
development of marginalization and delinquent behaviours are outlined. The relevance of
these findings to the proposed theoretical model developed is discussed. As well, findings
related to research questions and hypotheses posited are examined in light of previous studies
in the field.

6.1.1 Descriptive Findings
Demographic and Offending Variables
Findings from this study indicated that differences in 1st and 2nd generation responses
included ethnicity, reason for migration, and language spoken at home. The demographic
profile for the majority of 1 st generation migrant youth participants in this study was that they
were of Chinese ancestry, had lived in Australia for less than 5 years, and had migrated to
pursue better educational opportunities. 2nd generation migrant youth respondents had a
discernibly different profile: the majority were of Vietnamese ethnicity, had lived in Australia
for more than 10 years, and had migrated due to war in their home country. The differences
in reasons for migration may be attributable to the socio-political events of the day (e.g.
conditions of warfare in particular countries), as well as the socio-economic conditions
governing other migration categories (e.g. the pursuit of educational and/or professional
opportunities).
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Correspondingly, differences were also observed in languages spoken at home (i.e.
with larger numbers of 1 st generation migrants speaking an ethnic language than their 2nd
generation counterparts).

This finding was congruent with that of more 2nd than 1st

generation migrants reporting that their parents mainly spoke English. In terms of parental
employment, more 1st generation respondents reported a cessation of employment for
mothers in comparison with 2nd generation respondents. Again, this appears in line with a
‘lifestyle’ component in the decision to migrate – with more 1st generation migrants
favouring a work-lifestyle balance and perhaps seeking to achieve that through migration to
Australia. By comparison, the 2nd generation cohort appeared to have migrated due to
political upheaval and warfare in their home country. As such, these demographics alone
would create differences in the acculturative styles and experiences of these cultural groups.
It is also conceivable that the reception context for these different migrant categories (i.e.
refugee or asylum seeker versus business or educational migrant) would overlay the socioeconomic distinctions that were present.
In relation to friendship groups, although both generational cohorts indicated that they
spent similar amounts of time with their friends, more 1st generation respondents reported
having friends from similar ethnic groups to themselves (i.e. South-East Asian).

The

broadening of social activities to incorporate memberships of sporting (or other recreational)
clubs also seemed more evident in the 2nd generation cohort. These differences are perhaps
indicative of the social component of acculturation that occurs over period of time that has
also been observed in the literature.
In relation to offending frequency, statistically significant results suggest that 2nd
generation respondents indicated greater offending frequency. This would be in line with
findings in the literature in relation to the generational impact of crime. Interestingly, there
also appeared to be generational differences in the types of offences committed, with more 1st
generation respondents reporting involvement in ‘fighting’ and ‘social order offences’ (e.g.
using a weapon), while 2nd generation respondents reported offences involving ‘theft’.
Without more information relating to the nature and context of this offending (e.g. individual
vs. group; offending triggers including identity and adjustment factors), it would be difficult
to illuminate the reasons for this difference. However, this could be a worthwhile endeavour
for future studies on this theme.
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In relation to the association between academic attachment and offending, findings
from this study suggest that significantly more 2nd generation respondents who indicated a
stronger dislike of school had participated in offending, committed physical offences and
spent less time with friends. These associations were not as salient in the 1st generation
cohort.

The presence of associations between academic participation and social

maladjustment speaks to the construct of structural marginalization in this thesis.
In general, descriptive statistics from this study indicate that generational differences
underpinned by demographic indicators do play a discernible role in the social and academic
adjustment process of youth migrants to Australia. The extent to which these factors may be
assembled into a model that provides a meaningful perspective on the acculturationdelinquency trajectory is examined in the next section.

6.1.2 Findings in Relation to the Proposed Model
Findings from this thesis in relation to model construction and testing are documented
according to the stage of model construction, hypothesis and / or research question
generation, and multi-group testing.
Stage 1:

Research Questions Pertaining to Scale Construction of Latent Constructs
(Congeneric Model)

The latent variables proposed in this study have been tested using exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis, and are comprised of the following constructs across both
generational samples in the proposed model: Self-Esteem, Ethnic Identity, Cultural
Integration, Cultural Separation, Familial Marginalization, and Structural Marginalization.
The hypothesis related to this arm of the study was that:
H0:

The items will demonstrate convergent and divergent validity.

Individual Latent Constructs – Configural Testing
6 latent constructs 128 were individually tested for configural invariance across
generation 1 and 2 cohorts. Results indicated that the measures for independent variables

128

Ethnic Identity (EI), Self Esteem (SF), Cultural Integration (CI), Cultural Separation (CS), and Structural
Marginalization (SM).
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self-esteem and ethnic identity, the mediating variable cultural separation, and the dependent
variable familial marginalization fulfilled criteria for configural invariance. However, the
regression path for item 1 in the scale for cultural integration, and item 5 in the scale for
structural marginalization displayed non-invariance. These items remained freely estimated
in the final structural model.
Findings from the study indicate that strong relationships between the item scores
for each of the constructs, and insignificant relationships in scores between the constructs,
were found.

In practical terms, this establishes that the measures used in this study were

sufficiently culturally reliable for the population group for which it was designed.
In terms of scale interpretation across the generational cohorts, it was found that 2
items from the latent constructs operated differently in their measurement of that construct
for 1 st and 2nd generation migrants: For the construct of ‘cultural integration’, item number
1 (‘My parents have settled well into Australia’) operated differently across the generational
cohorts. Item regression weights in the measurement model indicated that this item loaded
significantly more weakly onto its latent construct for 2 nd generation (0.356) than for 1 st
generation youth migrants (0.615). The most likely interpretation for this difference is that
parental adjustment is less salient a factor in cultural adjustment for 2 nd generation than for
1st generation youth migrants. Differences in interpretation across the generational cohorts
were also found for item number 5 (‘I feel that most of my teachers don’t like me and pick
on me in class’) in the ‘structural marginalization’ construct. Item regression weights in the
measurement model indicated that this item loaded significantly more strongly onto its
latent construct for 2 nd generation (0.70) than for 1st generation migrant youth. One possible
interpretation for this difference is that there may be different expectations governing the
teacher/student relationship for the generational samples. Another explanation could reside
in differences in behaviours (across the two cohorts) that would impact on teacher/student
perceptions.
The contribution of these item differences to the non-invariance of both constructs
between the generational cohorts were noted, and the factor loadings for these items were
therefore freely estimated in the final structural model analysis.
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Stage 2:

Hypothesized

Relationships

between

Self-Esteem,

Ethnic

Identity,

Acculturation (Cultural Integration and Cultural Separation) and Structural
and Familial Marginalization (Measurement Model)
These hypotheses relate to the testing of the relationship between these constructs as
they are placed within the proposed model, and include the following:
H1:

That global self-esteem and ethnic identity will together constitute a measure
of ‘ethnic self-esteem129’ (i.e. they will be related but separate constructs), and
will be positively correlated for both generation 1 and generation 2 samples.

H2:

That cultural integration and cultural separation will constitute separate but
related dimensions of cultural adaptation, and that they will be negatively
correlated with each other for both generation 1 and generation 2 samples.
Findings from the study indicate that there was a positive correlation between the

constructs of ‘self-esteem’ and ‘ethnic identity’ for both 1st and 2nd generation cohorts. A
strongly inverse relationship between ‘cultural integration’ and ‘cultural separation’ were
found for both 1st and 2nd generation cohorts (in the full structural model utilizing both
aggregate and individual item scores). This supports theoretical posits of the separate but
related nature of these constructs.
As well, this following research question and its corresponding hypothesis were posed in
this stage of model construction:
RQ1:

What is the relationship between ethnic-esteem, acculturation, and
marginalization in South-East Asian-Australian youth migrants?

H3:

That acculturation mediates the relationship between ethnic-esteem and
marginalization (i.e. familial and structural).

Results from structural model testing (using aggregate scores) indicated that the
hypothesized multi-group model for familial and structural marginalization is well fitting
across generation 1 and 2 migrants. It is also noted that the model contains the following
distinctions:

129

In the interests of brevity, the aspects of relatedness between the constructs of self-esteem and ethnic identity
will be referred to in this section as ‘ethnic-esteem’.
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1. There is a direct relationship between ethnic identity and familial marginalization for
both generation 1 and 2 migrant cohorts. That is, acculturation only partly mediates
the relationship between ethnic identity and familial marginalization for both 1st and
2nd generation youth migrants.
2. There is a significant difference in the strength of the relationship between ethnic
identity and cultural integration (mediating variable) when comparing generation 1
and generation 2 migrant cohorts. The association is significantly more salient for 2 nd
generation youth migrants.
3. There is a significant difference in the strength of the relationship between cultural
separation and structural marginalization (outcome variable) when comparing
generation 1 and generation 2 migrant cohorts. The association is significantly more
salient for 1 st generation youth migrants.

These findings are largely mirrored in the full structural model estimation using
individual item scores.
Results from the structural model analysis therefore indicated that the hypothesized
model for familial and structural marginalization is well fitting across generation 1 and 2
migrants. It is also noted that the model contains the following distinctions in relation to
significant structural paths and the relationship between the independent, mediating and
dependent latent constructs:
1. In the analysis of both familial and structural marginalization, global self-esteem is a
significant positive predictor of cultural integration for both generation 1 and 2
migrant cohorts.
2. In the analysis of structural marginalization, global self-esteem is a significant
negative predictor of cultural separation for the generation 2 migrant cohort.
3. In the analysis of both familial and structural marginalization, ethnic identity is a
significant negative predictor of cultural integration for the generation 2 migrant
cohort.
4. In the analysis of familial marginalization, ethnic identity is a significant negative
predictor of familial marginalization for both generation 1 and 2 migrant cohorts.
5. In the analysis of structural marginalization, cultural integration is a significant
negative predictor of structural marginalization for generation 1 migrant cohorts.
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6. In the analysis of structural marginalization, cultural separation is a significant
positive predictor of structural marginalization for generation 2 migrant cohorts.

Stage 3:

Multigroup Model of Cultural Adjustment and Cultural Marginalization (Full
Structural Model)

In this stage of multi-group model testing, the research questions and hypotheses
posited relate to the testing of the consistency of the item measures of the constructs (i.e.
between generational cohorts), and the relationship between these constructs between the
generational cohorts as they are placed within the proposed model. The related research
questions and hypotheses posited include the following:
RQ2:

What generational differences (between generation 1 and 2 cohorts) will be
present in the full model specifying relationships between all latent constructs
(for both familial and marginalization outcomes)?

H4:

That ethnic identity will negatively predict familial marginalization, and that
this relationship is present for both generation 1 and generation 2 cohorts.

H5:

That the measures for all latent constructs will remain consistent across
generational samples (i.e. no differential item function is present).
In answer to these research questions and hypotheses, the following is a summary of

the findings from the measurement and structural model testing processes.
Full Model (Aggregate Scores) – Configural Testing
The full model was assessed using aggregate scores of the items comprising each of
the latent constructs examined. Results indicated that the hypothesized multi-group model
for familial and structural marginalization is well fitting across generation 1 and 2 migrants.
Results also indicated a direct relationship between ethnic identity and familial
marginalization.

This path was included in the analysis of the full model comprising

individual item factor loadings. It is noted that full model analysis using aggregate scores
postulated a significant difference in the strength of the relationship between ethnic identity
and cultural integration (mediating variable), as well as between cultural separation and
structural marginalization (outcome variable) when comparing generation 1 and generation 2
migrant cohorts.
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Full Structural Model (Individual Item Factor Loadings) – Configural Testing
In the full structural model analysis utilizing individual item factor loadings, the model
for each of the dependent variables (i.e. structural and familial marginalization) was tested
separately. Results from the structural testing indicated that a number of paths displayed
statistical significance (p<0.05):
1. For familial marginalization, regression weights associated with the following paths
were significant: self-esteem to cultural integration (generation 1 and 2); ethnic
identity to cultural integration (generation 2); ethnic identity to familial
marginalization (generation 1 and 2).
2. For structural marginalization, regression weights associated with the following paths
were significant: self-esteem to cultural integration (generation 1 and 2); ethnic
identity to cultural integration (generation 2), self-esteem to cultural separation
(generation 2); cultural integration to structural marginalization (generation 1);
cultural separation to structural marginalization (generation 2).
In the configural testing of the full structural model utilizing individual item factor loadings,
the model for each of the dependent variables (i.e. structural and familial marginalization)
were also tested separately. Results indicated that both the measurement and structural
components for the model relating to familial marginalization met criteria for configural
invariance across both generation 1 and 2 cohorts. In relation to structural marginalization,
results indicated that the measurement components of the model met criteria for configural
invariance. The structural component of the model for structural marginalization displayed
configural invariance, and individual pathway analysis indicated that the regression weight
associated with the path between ethnic identity and cultural integration was non-invariant.
This in turn highlights that a generational difference exists in the relationship between these
variables. That is, in the prediction of structural marginalization, ethnic identity is
significantly positively associated with cultural integration for 2nd generation youth migrants,
but this relationship is not salient for 1 st generation youth migrants. However it is noted that
although some individual items (within the constructs) demonstrate differential item
functioning, the overall latent construct appears to be comparable across both groups.
Independent Latent Variable Covariance
SELF-ESTEEM (SE) and ETHNIC IDENTITY (EI)
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·

In this thesis, SE has been defined as part of a process of overall self-evaluation that
underpins the generic self-construct regarding specific aspects of the self under
scrutiny. The EI scale has been formulated to include ‘exploration’ (“I participate in
cultural practices of my ethnic group, such as special food, music or customs”),
‘resolution’ (“I try to keep most of my ethnic values”), and ‘affirmation’ (“I feel
proud being a member of my ethnic group”) components of its definition.

Results

from structural model analysis in this study support a positive correlational
relationship between SE and EI. As observed by Ward et al (2001), this finding
points to the positive contribution of global self-esteem to ethnic identity in both G1
and G2 youth populations. Specifically, the perception that ethnicity is a central
feature of identity is present for both populations surveyed. This is turn supports the
following historical precepts highlighted in the literature on self-esteem and ethnic
identity:
o The conceptual distinctions between the two constructs do not imply empirical
independence (Verkuyten, 2001).
o Favourable group affiliations translate to positive self-construct (Garcia-Reid
et al, 2013), particularly during adolescence during which ethnic identity
development is a salient developmental task (Phinney & Ong, 2007).
o Other significant indices of adjustment associated with self-esteem for
adolescents include: depression (Birkeland et al, 2012), academic success
(Marsh & Martin, 2011), and anti-social behaviour (Edward et al, 2011).
Similar developmental outcomes have been investigated in studies involving
migrant youth, and have supported a positive correlation between self-esteem,
ethnic identity and self-efficacy (Phinney, Cantu, & Kurtz, 1997).
Dependent Latent Variable Path Outcomes
FAMILIAL MARGINALIZATION (FM)
·

In this thesis, FM has been defined as increased distance or dislocation from the
family structure, which are manifested in different value structures, perception of
belonging, and interaction dissatisfaction.
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·

The FM scale has therefore been formulated to include value connectedness (“My
parents have a different set of values from me”); mutual trust (“My parents are happy
with the friends I choose”), perception of belonging (“I trust my friends more than I
trust my family”), and interaction dis/satisfaction (“When I spend time with my
family, we do fun things together”).

Generational similarities in the prediction of familial marginalization: Acculturation
(Cultural Integration and Separation) as partial mediating variables between ethnic identity
and familial marginalization.
·

Results from full structural model analysis in this study indicate that acculturation
constructs (cultural integration and separation) only partially mediate the relationship
between ethnic identity and familial marginalization.

That is, there is a direct

relationship between ethnic identity and familial marginalization. The relationship
described is a significant negatively correlated relationship between EI and FM for
both generation 1 and generation 2 cohorts.

That is, higher levels of ethnic

identification predicted lower levels of familial marginalization for both generation 1
and 2 cohorts amongst migrant youth. This is turn supports the following historical
precepts highlighted in the literature on ethnic identity and familial dissonance:
o Literature in the field has pointed to discoveries that intergenerational
discrepancies in orientations toward ethnic and heritage cultures may lead to
conflict in the family (Kwak, 2003; Phinney, Ong, et al., 2005). This is
juxtaposed against the view that some degree of intergenerational conflict is a
normal manifestation of the process of identity development – a process
central to the developmental milestone of adolescence (Kapadia & Miller,
2005). The impact of cultural change upon the family dynamic is however
realized in the observation that the normative function of intergenerational
conflict may when a family migrates and parents cannot rely on the new
society to assist in the transmission of heritage cultural values to their children
(Kwak, 2003). Intergenerational conflict that is the result of the process of
cultural change often comes about through inconsistencies between the values
espoused in the family and those taken on by the adolescent from the wider
society, a process that can cause increased feelings of distress and lead to
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maladjustment for all family members (Stuart, 2008) by creating a more
harmful and longer-lasting type of family conflict (Chung, 2001).
o Stuart et al’s (2009) study into harmony and conflict in acculturating families
identified three areas of agreement and disagreement between parents and
adolescents from migrant families. The former included cultural maintenance,
anti-social behaviours (e.g. smoking, alcohol use, drugs), and education. The
latter included privacy (intrusion into personal space), trust (transparency),
and relationships (e.g. concerning interactions with peers from different
cultural backgrounds, and dating). The former are associated with the shaping
of harmonious intergenerational relationships while the latter contribute to its
dislocation. Results from this thesis strongly support the presence of a direct
relationship between ethnic identification among youth migrants (from both
generational cohorts) and the negotiation of a functional intergenerational
family dynamic.

As well, results also indicate a coalescing of views in

relation to the measurement indicators utilised as being congruent with Stuart
et al’s (2009) study.

That is, domains of significance (salient to

intergenerational family relations among migrants) as involve connectedness,
mutual trust, perception of belonging, and interaction satisfaction.
Dependent Latent Variable Path Outcomes
STRUCTURAL MARGINALIZATION (SM)
·

In this thesis, SM has been defined as increased distance from social support
structures that may curtail full participation in the institutions / infrastructural support
salient to migrant youth populations. The SM scale has been formulated to include
felt social distance from relationships formed in the educative process (“I trust my
teachers to help me when I am in trouble”), and with the police (“The police in WA
don’t understand people from different cultural backgrounds”).

The CI scale has

been formulated to include multiple domains of acculturation including belonging (“I
feel like I belong in Australia and the Australian culture”), parental adjustment (“My
parents have settled well into Australia”), cultural contact (“I have many friends who
are non-Asian Australian”).
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Generational similarities in the role of acculturation (cultural integration and separation) as
mediating variables for structural marginalization: The relationship between self-esteem
(independent variable) and cultural integration (mediating variable).
·

Results from full structural model analysis in this study support a significant
positively correlated relationship between SE and CI for both generation 1 and
generation 2 cohorts. That is, positive self-esteem significantly predicted CI for both
generation 1 and 2 cohorts amongst migrant youth.

This is turn supports the

following historical precepts highlighted in the literature on self-esteem and cultural
integration:
o The development of a personal identity derived from memberships with
particular social groups promotes feelings of connectedness to the group, and
positive evaluations of the self (Tajfel, 1981).
o A complex relationship exists between positive self-esteem and the ability to
cope with cultural alienation (e.g. experienced through racism and/or
discrimination) (Umana-Taylor et al, 2008). This in turn implies that these
individuals remain substantively connected with the values of the mainstream
culture (i.e. displaying positive cultural integration), despite the challenges of
acculturation.
Generational differences in the role of acculturation (cultural integration and separation) as
mediating variables for structural marginalization: The relationship between ethnic-identity
(independent variable) and cultural integration (mediating variable).
·

Results from full structural model analysis in this study support a significant inversely
correlated relationship between EI and CI for generation 2 cohorts. That is, positive
EI significantly predicted negative CI amongst 2nd generation migrant youth. This in
turn supports the following historical precepts highlighted in the literature on ethnic
identity and cultural integration:
o Research concerning differences in the salience of cultural identity between
first and subsequent generations of migrants. In an example of such early
work in the field, Phinney (1990) indicated that ethnic identity salience is
higher in first than second or third generation migrant populations. Adherence
to receiving-culture values were found to increase with generational status and
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length of time in that culture (Tsai, 2000). Also, in a study exploring the
developmental progression in ethnic identity through the course of
adolescence, Umaña-Taylor et al (2009) considered the prospect that ethnic
identity salience could vary based on nativity, with individuals born outside
the receiving country (i.e. first-generation migrants) experiencing “greater
acceleration in ethnic identity” (p.403) than those born in the receiving
country (i.e. second-generation migrants).
o The conception that the kinds of strategies that immigrants adopt also reflect
the expectations and ideals of the dominant culture, as an implication from
Berry’s work in acculturation becomes relevant. That is, when people think
about who they are, they rely heavily on attributes drawn from their social
category memberships. In particular, essentialist views of social groups leads
to their perception as rigid, fixed, exclusive and deep-seated entities. Research
into the role of essentialist beliefs in acculturation processes (e.g. Bastian &
Haslam, 2008; Hong et al., 2003, 2004) has delivered the view that individuals
who operate within an ‘essentialist’ frame are less likely to re-define
themselves as members of new national identities and are also less likely to
see themselves as sharing a com-mon identity with people from other groups.
At a societal level (and from the perspective of members of the receiving
culture), such beliefs are associated with viewing immigrants as different and
as less likable, and a preference for immigrant groups to remain differentiated,
thus shaping prejudicial outcomes.

Stage 4:

A Trajectory of Acculturation, Cultural Marginalization and Delinquency /
Anti-Social Behaviour (Multiple Linear Regression Analysis)

In this stage of model testing, the research questions and hypotheses posited relate to
the generational differences present in the prediction of delinquency from the trajectory
articulated in the proposed model. Accordingly, the following research question is posited:
RQ3:

What generational differences (between generation 1 and 2 cohorts) will be
present in the full model specifying relationships between all latent constructs
(for both familial and marginalization outcomes) in the prediction of selfreported delinquency?
222

Results from this study indicate that all the defined constructs (i.e. independent
variables) significantly predict self-reported delinquent behaviour.

However, tests of

significance for each of the independent variables indicate that the variables that added
significantly to the prediction of delinquency were different across both generational cohorts.
For the 1st generation cohort, significant variables included self-esteem, familial
marginalization, and structural marginalization. For the 2nd generation cohort, only the
variable of structural marginalization added significantly to the prediction of delinquency.
Multiple Linear Regression Analysis Outcomes
SELF-REPORTED DELINQUENT BEHAVIOUR
Generational differences in the independent variables that added significantly to the
prediction for self-reported delinquent behaviour were: Generation 1 cohort: self-esteem,
familial marginalization, structural marginalization (v) Generation 2 cohort: structural
marginalization.
·

Results from full structural model analysis in this study support the finding that there
were differences in the numbers and type of independent variables that added
significantly to the prediction for self-reported delinquent behaviour between
generation 1 and generation 2 cohorts. Specifically, there was greater volume in the
number of variables that significantly predicted delinquent behaviour for 1 st
generation migrants; there were also qualitative differences in the types of variables
that significantly predicted delinquent behaviour across the generational cohort (i.e.
independent

variables

self-esteem,

familial

marginalization,

and

structural

marginalization significantly predicting delinquent behaviour for 1 st generation
migrant youth; while independent variable structural marginalization was the only
variable found to significantly predict delinquent behaviour for 2nd generation
migrants).

The supporting historical precepts highlighted in the literature on

generational differences (in migrant cohorts) regarding the impact of these variables
on the outcome of delinquent behaviour include:
o Under the banner of comparative criminology, associations between race,
ethnicity and crime have been studied at both macro (Karstedt, 2001) and
micro (Kaufman, 2008) levels. One broad theory rising out of this work has
posited that the ‘strain’ exerted by different social environments condition
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responses in the realm of criminal behaviours that are directed at alleviating
these tensions (R. Agnew, 1992). The presiding view from this vantage point
is that strain-related crime is most likely to develop in circumstances where
inequality and discrimination, high-intensity events (e.g. excessive discipline
or victimization), low-social control (e.g. erratic parental supervision), or
incentives to participate in criminal activity (e.g. economic disadvantage) exist
(R. Agnew, 2001).
o In relation to adolescent development, studies adopting a life-course
perspective of delinquency posit that factors in the individual’s familial history
and social environment impact on their trajectory of delinquency, with
delinquency beginning in early adolescence (11-14 years), peaking in middle
adolescence (15-17 years), and dropping in late adolescence / early adulthood
(R. Agnew, 2003). A study that mounted hypotheses about acculturation in
migrant youth onto a pre-existing national school-based study of American
adolescents to obtain a longitudinal picture of delinquency progression in
adolescents between 1994 and 2002, found some support for the life-course
perspective for the Asian cohort: during early adolescence, first-generation
Asian females had the highest risk of delinquency (although in the Asian
community, first-generation Asian youth in general had the highest risk of
delinquency); during late adolescence, third-generation Asian youth had the
highest delinquency risk (Powell, 2010). The former was attributed to greater
cultural dissonance and conflict in relation to gender roles, as well as the
possibility that greater numbers of the first-generation migrant sample were
observed to live in disadvantaged neighbourhoods due to the context of their
migration (e.g. as refugees) which in turn increased their exposure to negative
peer groups.

6.2

Implications of Findings
The Latent Constructs
It is significant that the cultural and measurement validity of the latent constructs
defined in this study have been supported through the results (i.e. through exploratory and
confirmatory factor analyses).

Findings of strong convergent and divergent validity in
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relation to the operationalization of acculturation (i.e. as separate but related constructs of
‘cultural integration’ and ‘cultural separation’)

in turn provides support for the bi-

dimensional conceptualization of acculturation described in Berry’s work. That is, while
maintaining the perspective that they are co-contributors to a latent construct, findings from
this study also support their individual roles in the prediction of marginalization and
delinquency. Finally, this study also advances the individual constructs of familial and
structural marginalization as significant outcomes of the acculturation process, as well as
salient variables in the prediction of delinquency in a South-East Asian-Australian youth
migrant population.
Independent Latent Variable Covariance
SELF-ESTEEM (SE) and ETHNIC IDENTITY (EI)
Clinical Implications:
A related longer-term outcome of fostering healthy self-esteem and ethnic identity may be
that of psychological resilience, the definition of which includes the ability to maintain a state
of positive mental health despite experiencing adversity (Hermann et al, 2011). In Cicchetti
and Lynch's (1993) integrative ecological-transactional model of development, contexts
(such as culture, neighborhood, family) are conceptualized as consisting of a number of
nested levels varying in proximity to the individual. These levels transact with each other
over time in shaping development and adaptation across the lifespan. The role of self-esteem
and ethnic identity in bolstering different facets of resilience – both in general and migrant
youth populations – would be a worthy area of research consideration in future studies.
Practical Implications:
This may have practical implications when considering factors that contribute to the
development of key developmental outcomes for adolescent youth. Such considerations may
be relevant when architecting programmatic and policy interventions to support migrant
youth in adjusting socially and culturally without developing negative mental health
outcomes.

This may involve intervention at the micro-environmental level (e.g. social

support from positive peers, supportive peers, and healthy familial relationships), as well as
the macro-environmental level (e.g. good schooling and community systems, cultural
inclusion / engagement). Hermann et al’s (2011) observation that ‘good social policy has
been underused to enhance resilience in populations’ would support efforts to incorporate
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cross-disciplinary research integrating insights from developmental psychology with
expertise from anthropology, sociology, and cultural psychology to augment our
understanding of context-specific (i.e. unique to particular subcultural groups) protective and
vulnerability processes in child / adolescent development (Luthar et al, 2000).
Generational Differences
In terms of the operation of the individual measures across the generational cohorts,
findings indicated that generational differences emerged in the extent to which two items
loaded onto their latent constructs. For the ‘cultural integration’ measure, results indicated
that parental adjustment contributes more significantly to an ‘integration’ mode of
acculturation for 1 st generation migrant youth than their 2nd generation counterparts. This
again supports findings in the literature in relation to the impact of parental investment in
positive adaptation on youth acculturation. However, results from this study suggest that
these effects may diminish with time to become less salient for 2nd and/or future generations.
The extent to which this erosion of significance may occur could be the subject of future
research. In relation to the ‘structural marginalization’ measure, results indicated that the
perception of being prejudiced against (i.e. disliked and ‘picked-on’) contributes more
strongly to school detachment and distancing in 2nd generation migrant youth. Although this
may imply differences in the expectations governing the student-teacher relationship between
generational cohorts, more research is required to specify the nature of these dynamics.
Having established the validity of the constructs in the proposed model, a number of
structural paths that are significant across the generational cohorts were identified. In this
regard, one significant finding presented by this study is the partial mediation of ‘ethnic
identity’ in the prediction of familial marginalization across both generational cohorts. That
is, although acculturation is a mediating factor in the prediction of familial marginalization
from ethnic identity, the latter also directly predicts familial marginalization.

In both

generational cohorts, ethnic identity was found to be negatively correlated with familial
marginalization.

This supports findings in the literature (largely conducted with 1st

generation migrants) that the attainment of a stable and resolved ethnic identity contributes to
family cohesion. This study underscores the significance of the impact of ethnic identity
achievement even in 2nd generation youth migrants. Similarly, global self-esteem was also
found to be a significant positive predictor of cultural integration across both generational
cohorts. Again, this is borne out by literature in the field highlighting the contribution of self226

esteem to the adoption of constructive cultural adaptation strategies that in turn reduces the
risk of maladjustment.
This study also identified structural paths that were indicative of differences between
the generational cohorts. In terms of the salience of constructs predicting acculturation, this
study found some interesting generational differences: Firstly, results indicated that ethnic
identity was a stronger predictor of cultural integration (in relation to the outcome of familial
and structural marginalization) in the 2nd generation youth migrant cohort. This adds to the
recognition in the literature of the role played by a stable ethnic identity in the cultural
adjustment process by highlighting its role in the prediction of ruptures in familial and
structural relations for youth migrants. Congruently, results also indicated that cultural
separation was a stronger positive predictor of structural marginalization in the 2nd generation
youth migrant cohort. That is, the adoption of an acculturative stance that seeks to remain
distant from receiving-culture values and practices is considerably instrumental in the
shaping of structural isolation for 2 nd generation youth migrants. Taken in totality, these
findings highlight the challenges in the acculturation process for 2nd generation youth
migrants in negotiating a balance between ethnic identity retention and the uptake of
receiving-culture practices and values in order to mitigate the risk of marginalization.
Finally, results also indicated that cultural integration was a stronger negative predictor of
structural marginalization in the 1st generation youth migrant cohort. By extension, this
supports findings in the literature relating to the import of a shared or bicultural style of
adjustment. This study underscores the utility of this approach to 1st generation youth
migrants in terms of shaping and maintaining constructive relationships with salient social
structures (i.e. in this case, school/teachers and the law/police).
In relation to the testing of the full model proposed in this study to predict
delinquency, results indicated generational differences in the variables in the model that
added significantly to this prediction: Self-esteem, familial marginalization, and structural
marginalization were constructs that added significantly to the prediction of delinquency for
1st generation youth migrants.

Again, these findings highlight the salience of these

constructs, and the complexity of integrating the demands of maintaining self-esteem, family
cohesion and meaningful relationships with social structures for 1 st generation youth
migrants. For the 2nd generation cohort, the significance of establishing positive relationships
with authority figures that represent salient social structures is highlighted in the amelioration
of risk for delinquency.
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Dependent Latent Variable Path Outcomes
FAMILIAL MARGINALIZATION (FM)
Clinical Implications:
In line with research locating the role of family in providing a stable and secure environment
within which to meet the challenges of cultural adjustment effectively, the development of
core resilience (within the family) is a useful focal point of intervention. Kagitcibasi (2006)
and Falicov (2005) suggest that resilient families may be better equipped to restore a sense of
continuity and connectedness into their lives through a combination of skill sets that include
flexibility, stability, and the motivation to resolve conflict. Importantly, this mix of skills
also enables the youth cohort to develop a secure sense of self in contexts that promote
independence / autonomy of choice. Clinically, findings from acculturation research can
therefore inform the development of strength-based family training programs (Stuart et al,
2009) to facilitate the engagement with associated skill sets including assertive
communication, conflict resolution, and perspective-taking (empathy) to achieve positive
outcomes for all members of immigrant families.
Dependent Latent Variable Path Outcomes
STRUCTURAL MARGINALIZATION (SM)
Practical Implications:
Bastian (2012) proposes that ‘subgroups need to feel that they are recognised as having
distinct ethnic identities that are not subsumed under the superordinate civic identity’. And
that, ‘for a superordinate identity to become a source of positive identity for members of
subgroups, it must not conflict with subgroup identities’ (In Bretherton & Balvin (Eds)
(2012), p.63). In application to the fostering of a positive multiculturalism for Australia,
Bastian (2012) observes that a delicate balance between encouraging people to engage with a
meaningful and coherent Australian identity and celebrating and valuing ethnic subgroup
differences is required. In so doing, the need for people to feel connected to (or ‘a sense of
belonging with’) other members of a superordinate group is emphasized.
Clinical Implications:
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Developing skills in ‘other perception’ through a lens of complementarity may be
fundamental to shaping a grounded understanding of the culturally distinct practices of
various groups. Intergroup contact as the vehicle for nurturing increased tolerance and
reduced prejudice was first introduced by Allport (1954), and has since been the subject of
further research. However the context within which contact occurs plays an important role.
The role of social norms in maintaining prejudice is not only likely to affect the outcomes of
contact, but also to reduce the frequency of contact experiences (Binder et al, 2009). This
suggests that where prejudice is high (and particularly when it is maintained by social norms)
intergroup contact in not only likely to be negative, but may also fail to occur in the first
place.

Sensitive educational processes that promote the noticing and understanding of

cultural differences (e.g. the use of meaningful cultural labels that reference historical events
and/or identity), while discouraging the use of these differences as a basis for developing
intergroup prejudice and discrimination, would be constructive goals in the design of social
outreach programs (including educational curriculums, and cultural mediation interventions).

Multiple Linear Regression Analysis Outcomes
SELF-REPORTED DELINQUENT BEHAVIOUR
Practical / Clinical Implications:
Data on Australian immigrant criminality have indicated that other ethnic groups—in
particular Lebanese, Turkish, Vietnamese, and New Zealanders—are overrepresented in
crime statistics relative to their overall population (Baur, 2006). Although literature on the
criminal pathways of CALD (culturally and linguistically diverse) populations in Australia is
sparse, extant research describes the detachment from society from not belonging, which
potentially diminishes alignment with legal structures and fosters antisocial attitudes (Collins
& Reid, 2009; Noble & Poynting, 2010). Other literature on criminal justice issues in CALD
communities has identified a lack of awareness of the law as a key problem that could be
associated with difficulties with police and perceptions of racism. Summarily, these issues
present challenges in the realm of clinical risk assessment, where the charting of baseline data
is required.

By extension, the generalizability of risk assessment instruments (as they

currently stand) to culturally diverse populations also present theoretical and practical
conundrums. The literature on juvenile risk assessment that includes significant cohorts of
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culturally different participants is scant. With the emerging body of research on the impact of
acculturation on offending patterns and mental health manifestations, efforts must be made to
consider these findings with an emphasis on compatibility with current risk assessment
measures. It is critical that measures used to assess risk have been formulated and empirically
tested on populations comparable to the cohort being evaluated.
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6.3

Study Limitations
The following considerations represent limitations in the present study, and could be

usefully explored in future research:
Sample Representativeness
Although sufficiently large to conduct to meet the parameters of the current analytical
requirements, the sample size was nonetheless too small to conduct subgroup analyses, such
as comparisons of families from different South-East Asian regions. Additionally, a number
of familial situations remain unexplored within the confines of the current family, including
the following: refugee families (vs. voluntary immigrants), parachute families (e.g., one
parent maintains employment in the country of origin), or families planning to return after
children’s schooling may experience larger differences in acculturation due to parents’
greater likelihood of retaining a strong ethnic orientation, which in turn may impact
differently on marginalization and delinquency development. The inclusion of youth (within
the sample age group) who have discontinued schooling is also important in future research,
as intergenerational conflict has been found to be associated with school difficulties (Yao,
1985) and criminal activity involvement (Kibria, 1993; Zhou & Bankson, 1998).

Also, this study compared differences in acculturation, marginalization and
delinquency between 1st and 2nd generation migrants.

Future research with 3rd and

subsequent migrant generations could add to the literature on comparative differences in
adjustment correlates and outcomes. Finally, although strident attempts were made to source
a representative sample of youth migrants from South-East Asian backgrounds (by mapping
the cultural demographics with local-area population statistics), the final sample comprised
only schools that were willing to participate. To the extent that this may not be fully
representative of the target population, it is recognized that future studies could explore
methods of maximising this participation (e.g. a larger data-collection window period) in
order to secure a more representative sample.
Cultural Variables
It is noted that the category of ‘‘South East Asian’’ includes a variety of ethnic, religious
and national groups. This study is restricted to an examination of this group as a whole.
Accordingly, future research should look into the variation between these groups in terms of
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their adjustment outcomes. Also, research utilizing a more current population sample could
be conducted to test the veracity of the findings from this study.
Study Design
The range of predictive variables (i.e. self-esteem, identity, acculturation, and
marginalization), and the cross-sectional design of the study constitute some restrictions. It is
recommended that research that attempts to understand the complex and interrelated
processes of cultural transition and development endeavour to carry out longitudinal studies
with immigrant youth throughout the period of adolescence. Such research could also
investigate the impact of additional influences on the experience of identity conflict,
particularly the impact of social structure, inter-group relations, and peer groups.
Additionally, due to the complexity of the full structural model, it was prudent to separately
analyze the two models based on the final outcome variables (i.e. familial and structural
marginalization). A consideration in future research could be to focus on each of these
outcome variables and their impact on delinquency development, in order to examine the
correlates in greater depth130.

It is noted that the final "mediational" analysis was an MR (due to latent variable analysis
limitations with this sample size), although the hypotheses support a predictive typology of
select variables, which was observed. Similarly, in relation to the analysis of anti-social
behaviour within the generational cohorts, IRT was used to generate a parameter which
locates individual respondents on a uni-dimensional continuum as all of the measures in this
study were latent constructs. However, the categorical nature of the IRT data did not provide
convergent models with the SEM data (due to the small sample size). For this reason, the
MR analyses were separated. It is acknowledged that these aspects of the analysis are
limitations pertaining to a restricted sample size in the current study.

As has been acknowledged prior, other sample restrictions in this study include the use of
an older population sample. It is noted however that these findings still provide evidence
within the field that may be usefully explored with more current data. In relation to analysis
of the sample data, a correlational analysis can only suggest relationships, and not prove
causal relationships. Also, the final analysis was presented as a multiple regression of
130

Similarly, with regards to the testing of other mediation models, it is acknowledged that this would be
valuable, but would go beyond the purview of the current study.
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manifest items, though it may have been possible to combine the two latent analyses (SEM &
IRT) the sample size was considered a limitation, and the results were presented here as two
distinct analyses (after the initial analysis confirmed that portion of the “causal” model).
Future research may curtail this limitation by employing larger sample sizes.
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6.4 Conclusion
Findings from this study have provided support for the contributive role of ethnic
identity and global self-esteem to the cultural adjustment process. It also supports findings in
the literature in relation to the bi-dimensional and multi-domain construct of acculturation. In
model specification and testing, findings also indicated that the measures used were reliable
across 1st and 2nd generation participant cohorts.

Generational comparisons suggested

significant differences were present between the cohorts: Results suggested that ethnic
identity was a direct predictor of familial marginalization for both cohorts. In contrast,
acculturation dimensions (i.e. cultural integration and separation) were found to fully mediate
the relationship between ethnic identity and structural marginalization. As well, results
indicated that ethnic identity was a stronger predictor of cultural integration (in relation to the
outcome of familial and structural marginalization) in the 2nd generation youth migrant
cohort. In so doing, this study adds to the literature on acculturation by underscoring the
significance of the impact of ethnic identity achievement even in 2nd generation youth
migrants.
In relation to the testing of the full model proposed in this study to predict
delinquency, results indicated that self-esteem, familial marginalization, and structural
marginalization were constructs that added significantly to the prediction of delinquency for
1st generation youth migrants. By comparison, alienation from salient social structures (i.e.
structural marginalization) was more significant in predicting delinquency in 2nd generation
youth migrants.
Finally, it is acknowledged that a number of limitations are present in this study
which would restrict its generalizability. On balance however, as no model or construct can
aspire to perfectly represent reality, it is anticipated that this study’s findings will nonetheless
serve as a reference point for future studies into what remains a very complex area of
acculturation research.
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