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ABSTRACT 

ACADEMIC TRAJECTORIES FOR LATINX AND BLACK IMMIGRANT 

ADVANTAGE IN MIDDLE SCHOOL 

Mayra Parada, M.A. 

George Mason University, 2020 

Dissertation Director: Dr. Adam Winsler 

 

Immigrant children are found in all regions of the U.S. and make-up 27% of the 

U.S. child population. Students who arrive early in the U.S. face many obstacles but often 

have better outcomes compared to non-immigrants. Recent research shows that 

immigrant students often outperform their native U.S.-born peers academically, at least in 

the early years, and this is referred to as immigrant advantage. However, this pattern 

seems to decline during adolescence, especially during the transition to middle school. 

This dissertation longitudinally examined differences in academic outcomes during 

middle school (6th through 8th grade) between immigrant students and native-born 

students, in addition to 1st vs. 2nd generation differences within immigrant families. Data 

come from the Miami School Readiness Project (MSRP; Winsler et al., 2008), a cohort-

sequential, longitudinal project that involved children receiving subsidized childcare 

and/or attending public school pre-K at age four who later attended Miami-Dade County 
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Public Schools (N = 4,341; nfirst = 2,704; nsecond = 777; nthird+non-immigrant = 860). Outcome 

variables included standardized math and reading scores, end-of-year grades, 

absenteeism, retention, and suspension in grades 6 through 8. Research questions 

included: 1) Will immigrant advantage continue to manifest itself in academic outcomes 

(end-of-year grades, standardized math and reading scores, attendance, and retention) for 

students over time (from sixth to eighth grade)? And 2) Does race moderate the size and 

timing of immigrant advantage?  

 Results of multivariate, hierarchical linear growth models showed that immigrant 

students earned higher GPAs and standardized math and reading after 6th grade compared 

to native-born students. For GPA, 1st-generation immigrants scored higher GPAs 

compared to 2nd- and non-immigrant across all three grades Similarly, 2nd-generation 

immigrants earned higher GPAs compared to non-immigrants. However, generational 

comparisons for math and reading test scores reveal a different pattern. 1st-generation 

immigrant students and non-immigrants earned similar scores in 6th grade, with 2nd-

generation scoring the highest out of all three groups. However, by 8th grade, 1st-

generation immigrants earned the highest scores on math and reading. For attendance, 

immigrants missed less days of school compared to non-immigrants, and this effect was 

stronger for 1st-generation immigrants. For retention, chi-squares indicated immigrants 

were retained at lower rates in 6th grade and sustained this advantage through 8th grade. 

Suspension from school followed a similar pattern. Some results varied by race. 

Immigrant advantage for Black students was larger compared to Latinx students for math 

and reading in 6th grade. By 8th grade, Latinx 1st-generation immigrants outperformed 
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Latinx 2nd-generation immigrants in reading, but this was not the case for Black 2nd-

generation immigrants who maintained their advantage relative to Black non-immigrants 

through 8th grade. 

 The results of this study highlight the importance of diverse analytical 

approaches, such as longitudinal analyses, to model the academic trajectories of 

immigrant children and the need to understand how race can influence and change in 

academic trajectories. Further it is clear that blunt immigrant vs. native student 

comparisons are limited, and that investigations need to explore generational differences. 

The longitudinal results indicate that there is a need for a more nuanced picture of 

immigrant academic performance. Although there was evidence of immigrant advantage 

persisting through 8th grade, this varied by immigrant generation and race. For some 

outcomes, there was evidence of a stronger immigrant advantage for Black immigrants 

compared to Latinx immigrants. Despite past studies showing immigrant paradox for 

academic outcomes after elementary school, this study finds opposite results showing 

immigrant resilience. Future studies need to use longitudinal analyses to gain a more 

accurate perspective on the resiliency of immigrant students. Furthermore, it is 

imperative to study the resiliency of Black immigrants who are understudied compared to 

Latinx immigrants.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

The U.S. has a long history of immigration. In fact, it is the defining quality of the 

“American Dream,” the dream of coming to the U.S., going to school, and/or working 

one’s way up the socioeconomic ladder. This has influenced many to leave their home 

country in search for a better life. Because of the historical influx of the immigrants, the 

U.S. is a diverse country comprised of many ethnic and racial groups. Many families in 

the U.S., have some degree of immigration in their histories. The U.S. population is 

increasingly becoming foreign-born, especially the child population. According to Zong 

and Batalova (2015), immigrant children make up 26% of the child population in the U.S.  

It is important to study immigrant children not only because of the increasing number of 

immigrant students in the school system, but also because they will become the next 

generation of adults contributing to the U.S.  

Before elaborating further, it is important to define immigrant status and 

immigrant generation. Immigrants are those who are foreign-born or have parents who 

are foreign-born. However, the definition for immigrant generation varies from study to 

study. The most commonly accepted definition is based on parental country of origin. 

Foreign-born students with foreign-born parents are classified as 1st-generation 

immigrants. U.S.-born students with foreign-born parents are classified as 2nd-generation 

immigrants (De Feyter, Parada, Hartman, Curby, & Winsler, 2019; Diermer et al., 2014; 
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Palacios et al., 2008). Third-generation+ refers to U.S.-born students with U.S.-born 

parents (i.e. non-immigrants). Some researchers define immigrant generation based on 

age of arrival, with those arriving prior to age 6 as the “1.5 generation” or “preschool 

generation,” while those arriving after age 6 are referred as 1st generation immigrants 

(Glick & Hohmann-Mariott, 2007; Pong, Hao, & Gardner, 2005). The purpose of this 

dissertation is to observe the academic outcomes of immigrant students compared to non-

immigrants during middle school. More specifically, the goal of this dissertation is to 

observe the outcomes of immigrant students and whether these vary by immigrant 

generation and race/ethnicity. The introduction is divided into the following sections: 

theories on immigrant integration, heterogeneity of immigrant students, and 

developmental changes during adolescence that could affect outcomes for immigrant 

students. 

Theories on Immigrant Integration 

Integration is an important process for all who decide to reside in the U.S. 

Immigrants arriving to their host country are tasked with learning the customs, traditions, 

and general way of life that is different from their own culture. There has been much 

research attempting to understand the process of integration of immigrants, often referred 

as immigrant assimilation. And there are several distinct theories and perspectives 

regarding immigrant assimilation. There are three theories or perspectives developed 

through decades of research on immigrants. These includes classical assimilation theory, 

immigrant advantage, and immigrant paradox. 
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Classical Assimilation Theory 

Early researchers posited that immigrants must integrate quickly into U.S. society 

to become successful, typically referred to as classic assimilation theory (Park & Burgess, 

1925; Warner & Srole, 1945; Xie & Greenman, 2005), which developed during the early 

wave of immigration from Europe during pre-WWII era. This wave of immigration is 

what most people associate with images of immigrants arriving in early 20th century 

New York City and looking at the Statue of Liberty. According to classical assimilation 

theory, immigrants must integrate into the dominant culture to climb the socioeconomic 

ladder and become a successful part of American society (Alba & Nee, 1997; Warner & 

Srole, 1945). Based on this theory, it is expected for native U.S.-born individuals to find 

more success compared to foreign-born individuals. Assimilation is assumed to be the 

key to success for foreign-born individuals, coined the “straight-line” assimilation 

process (Brown & Dean, 2006). During the popularity of this theory, immigrants were 

encouraged to learn English and adopt American cultural practices, customs, and values 

as soon as possible (Rumbaut, 1997). Within this view, it is also expected for later 

immigrant generations (2nd-generation+) to find more success compared to first-

generation immigrants, presumably because they are more assimilated compared to 1st-

generation immigrants and are more like native U.S.-born people. Past studies have 

shown some support for classical assimilation theory. For instance, Greenman and Xie 

(2008) found that non-immigrant students are more likely to graduate high school 

compared to immigrant students. Additionally, first-generation immigrants are less likely 

to graduate high school compared to second-generation immigrants, evidence of straight-
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line/classical assimilation since the later immigrant generation is outperforming the 

earlier generation (Dean & Brown, 2006). Classical assimilation theory assumes that 

assimilation is a singular pathway for all immigrants and does not consider differential 

pathways of assimilation for immigrants.  

Immigrant Advantage 

Advances in immigration research have led to the development of new theories of 

immigrant integration and more recent developments in the research highlight differential 

outcomes between immigrant and non-immigrant populations. In fact, several recent 

studies show evidence of immigrants outperforming their non-immigrants peers in 

various areas. This is often referred to as immigrant advantage (Kao & Tienda, 1995; 

Goyette & Xie, 1999; Matute & Bianchi, 1986; Palacios & Guttmannova, 2008; Parada & 

Winsler, 2019). The immigrant advantage refers to individuals who are foreign-born 

outperforming their native U.S.-born peers in on a number of dimension. For instance, 

immigrant mothers in England and the U.S. are more likely to have babies with normal 

birthweights compared to non-immigrant mothers (Jackson, McLanahan, & Kiernan, 

2012). In another study, Alderete, Vega, Kolody, and Aguilar-Gaxiola (1999) found that 

Mexican immigrants were less likely to develop psychiatric disorders, such as depression, 

bipolar disorders, schizophrenia compared to Mexican-Americans and White non-

immigrants. Studies have highlighted the strong performance of immigrant students 

compared to non-immigrant students, such as scoring higher on math and science 

assessments (Crosnoe & Lopez Turley, 2011), receiving higher GPAs (Pong, Hao, & 

Gardner, 2005), or scoring higher on reading assessments (Palacios, Guttamannova, & 
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Chase-Lansdale, 2008). De Feyter and Winsler (2009) found that immigrant students in 

pre-K scored higher on socioemotional measures compared to non-immigrant students 

after accounting for child and family demographics. Preschool teachers rated immigrant 

students as better behaved compared to their non-immigrant peers (De Feyter & Winsler 

2009).  

Decades of research on immigrant populations highlight several reasons for an 

immigrant advantage, particularly for academic outcomes. The identity of immigrant 

students and the cultural practices, values, and parental expectations shape immigrant 

students’ own academic and social values. For instance, 1st-generation Latina immigrants 

are less likely to engage in risky sexual behavior and have lower numbers of intimate 

partners due to cultural values in partner selection and sexual intimacy (Buriel, 2012). 

Strong community ties can also improve the psychological well-being of immigrants that 

allow for more positive outcomes. Others have noted that immigrants who arrive in the 

U.S. are likely to have positive attitudes towards school since many migrated for long-

term work and educational opportunities and strongly value education and upward 

mobility (Minnis et al., 2010). 

Immigrant Paradox 

Although immigrants tend to have an advantage over non-immigrants in a 

multitude of outcomes, there is evidence of differential trajectories for immigrant 

advantage over time. Studies on immigrant advantage show an overall advantage for 

immigrants. However, studies on immigrant generations paint a more nuanced picture of 

what immigrant advantage looks like among immigrants of varying generations. More 
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specifically, immigrant advantage becomes smaller after each subsequent generation and 

it is most strongly observed when making comparisons between 1st-generation and 2nd-

generation. This refers to the advantage for immigrant students overall, but being stronger 

in earlier generations (i.e. 1st-generation immigrants) compared to later generations (i.e. 

2nd-generation+). For instance, De Feyter and Winsler (2009) conducted studies on 

school readiness of immigrant children compared to non-immigrant children using 

cognitive and socioemotional measures. Overall, immigrant children were found to lag 

behind their non-immigrant peers in cognitive and language skills. However, immigrant 

children were rated higher on socioemotional measures with lower rates of behavioral 

concerns. Comparisons between immigrant generations show that 1st-generation 

immigrants scored higher on the socioemotional measures compared to 2nd-generation 

immigrants and non-immigrants, showing not only an immigrant advantage overall, but 

evidence to support a generational pattern of immigrant paradox. Follow-up studies on 

the same immigrant sample also find immigrant advantage evident from kindergarten to 

4th grade for academic outcomes and standardized math and reading assessments. The 

results of the study found that there was an overall immigrant advantage with immigrants 

scoring higher on math and reading assessments (in English) in 2nd and 3rd grade and 

when broken down by generation, 1st-generation immigrants were driving the immigrant 

advantage effect, scoring higher than 2nd- and non-immigrant peers. Comparisons made 

between 2nd-generation and non-immigrant students were typically non-significant 

(Parada & Winsler, 2020).  
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Several studies at later ages, however, highlight low high school graduation rates 

of immigrant students, particularly 1st-generation immigrants, compared to non-

immigrant students. For instance, the U.S. Census Bureau (2012) indicated that 16% first-

generation immigrants (no differentiation made between 1.5- and 1st-generation 

immigrants) graduated high school compared to 27% of 2nd-generation immigrants and 

29% of third-generation/non-immigrants. Additionally, 2nd-generation immigrant students 

tend to stay in college longer and be more likely to earn a bachelor’s degree compared to 

1st-generation immigrants, although this was larger for immigrants who arrived as 

children compared to those who arrived during adolescence or adulthood (Siahaan, Lee, 

& Kalist, 2014; Baum & Flores, 2011; Teranishi, Suárez-Orozco, & Suárez-Orozco, 

2011). Once in college, Latinx and Asian immigrants are more likely to take a 

developmental or remedial course compared to non-immigrant students, with second-

generation immigrants enrolling in these courses less compared to first-generation 

immigrants (Staklis & Horn, 2012).  

Immigrant paradox is also observable longitudinally within the individual over 

time. Immigrant advantage is evident in early childhood and when immigrants initially 

arrive in the U.S. However, this advantage may decline within an individual during their 

academic trajectories. For instance, Suarez-Orozco, Bang, and Onaga (2010) followed a 

group of 1st-generation immigrant students over a 5-year period to determine whether 

academic achievement declines over time. The researchers found that 2/3 of the sample 

had declining GPA’s over the 5-year span. Similarly, Parada and Winsler (2019) 

conducted Hierarchical Linear Growth Models to determine the academic trajectories of 
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immigrant students in 3rd through 5th grade and included standardized math and reading 

exams, GPA, absenteeism, and retention. Starting in 3rd grade, immigrant students earned 

higher scores in standardized reading exams compared to non-immigrants, particularly 

strongest with 1st-generation immigrants. However, at each subsequent grade, non-

immigrants and immigrants began to score more similarly. For instance,  immigrant 

status was not significant in 3rd grade, meaning immigrants and non-immigrants earned 

similar scores for standardized reading exams. Furthermore, immigrant scores declined 

more rapidly compared to non-immigrants. A similar pattern was observed for 

generational analyses, with no significant difference at 3rd grade, but after each grade, 

2nd-generation immigrants scored lower compared to 1.5-generation immigrants. 

Similarly, immigrants earned higher GPA’s, attended more days of school, and were less 

likely to be retained compared to non-immigrant students in 3rd grade. For generational 

comparisons, 1.5-generation immigrants earned higher GPAs, attended more days of 

school, and were less likely to be retained compared to 2nd-generation immigrants in 3rd 

grade. However, this effect did not remain by 5th grade. These results clearly showed that 

immigrants do start with an advantage, but that this advantage becomes smaller or 

disappears over time. Importantly, the results show that the immigrant effect was initially 

driven by the 1st-generation immigrants as determined by the generational analyses. 

However, longitudinal observations indicated that the size of the immigrant advantage 

became smaller and eventually became a disadvantage, especially for 1st-generation 

immigrants.  
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Second-generation Immigrants and Segmented Assimilation 

 The differences in achievement seen by immigrant generation may be attributable 

to the assimilation process of 2nd-generation immigrants. More specifically, 2nd-

generation immigrants or the children of immigrants are presented multiple ways of 

assimilating, referred as segmented assimilation (Portes & Zhou, 1993). This theory 

posits that there are three processes of acculturation: consonant, dissonant, and selective 

acculturation. Consonant acculturation refers to the process of learning the host culture 

while simultaneously letting go of their own culture for both children and parents at a 

similar pace. Dissonant acculturation is when immigrant children learn the host culture 

faster than their parents. Finally, selective acculturation refers to when immigrants adopt 

both the host and old culture, or in other words, become bicultural (Portes & Zhou, 

1993). The decline in achievement from 1st-generation immigrants to 2nd-generation 

immigrants could be because of the segmented assimilation of 2nd-generation immigrants. 

Portes and Rumbaut (2001) highlight that dissonant acculturation can lead to more 

negative outcomes and immigrants being less resilient to discrimination. 

Thus, there is a need for more nuanced look at immigrant integration over time. 

This includes the understanding how methodological approaches can influences the 

modeling of immigrant outcomes, the unique characteristics of immigrants that influence 

academic trajectories, and the developmental changes uniquely experienced by immigrant 

students. 
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Methodological Concerns 

It is important to highlight that the body of work on immigrant success typically 

have methodological issues that can create misinterpretation of immigrant effects. Thus, 

previous studies do not give an accurate portrait of immigrant achievement due to 

methodological decisions made by previous researchers. There are two distinct 

methodological issues. The first is the distinction/recognition of the age of arrival of 1st-

generation immigrants. If researchers do not make the distinction or say whether 1st-

generation immigrants in their sample arrived prior or after age 6, then it does not give 

insight as to what processes may be occurring due to generational status or by age of 

arrival. This happens quite frequently in the body of work on immigrant student 

achievement. For instance, Fuligni (1997) found that both 1st- and 2nd-generation 

immigrants performed better on math and English assessments. However, Fuligni (1997) 

did not make a distinction between those who arrived before age 6 and those who arrived 

after for 1st-generation immigrant students. Similarly, Kao and Tienda (1995) found the 

same pattern, with immigrants (1st- and 2nd-generation immigrants) scored higher GPAs 

and received higher math test scores compared to non-immigrant students. However, 

again the researchers do not include age of arrival for 1st-generation immigrants, but 

instead based 1st-generation status on parent and child birthplace of origin. In other 

instances, researchers use publicly available nationally representative datasets that do not 

include age of arrival information such as the study conducted by Pong and Hao (2007).  

Previous research has shown the important of age of arrival when looking at 1st-

generation immigrants, especially during adolescence (Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010). 
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Immigrants who come prior to age 6 learn English at earlier ages compared to later-

arrived immigrants and are more likely to successfully navigate the education system 

(Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010). These immigrants are referred as the 1.5-generation. 

However, immigrants who arrive after age 6, and especially after elementary school, tend 

to have more difficulties in academic adjustment compared to those who arrived earlier 

(Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010). Immigrant students who arrive at later ages are entering the 

school systems midway through their educational careers and typically require English 

language assistance (Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010). This can set these students behind 

compared to students who come at earlier ages and have already mastered the important 

skills needed to succeed. 

Second, the field of immigrant research has historically, until very recently, used 

cross-sectional studies to determine immigrant academic achievement. Many well-known 

studies only include one-time point and do not give us a within-person perspective on 

academic trajectories. These studies only tell us whether there were immigrant effects at 

one point in time rather than longitudinally. For example, Fuligni (1997) famously 

studied adolescent immigrants in California and looked at academic outcomes by 

immigrant generation. However, the data only included data for grades 6th, 8th, and 10th, 

during one school year. Thus, it does not give a longitudinal perspective on how these 

immigrant students would do over time. Similarly, many researchers use one wave of 

longitudinal data. For example, Pong and Hao (2007) used one wave of data from the 

National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health). The use of cross-

sectional studies or one wave of data cannot give us insight into longitudinal trajectories. 
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The vast literature on the success of immigrant students indicate an advantage for 

immigrant students in early childhood and elementary. However other studies indicate a 

disadvantage, particularly during adolescence. For instance, Greenman and Xie (2008) 

found that non-immigrant students are more likely to graduate high school compared to 

immigrant students. Additionally, first-generation immigrants are less likely to graduate 

high school compared to second-generation immigrants. However, these studies do not 

include longitudinal information, thus we cannot make longitudinal conclusions. These 

require longitudinal methods to determine the nature and trajectory of immigrant 

students.  

Although varying assimilation processes and methodological issues could be 

significant reasons for differences in outcomes of immigrant students, it is important to 

also note that the immigrant population is also a heterogenous group stemming from 

various regions of the world and from various socioeconomic backgrounds and migratory 

experiences. Additionally, the within-immigrant changes found in later years may be due 

in part to the developmental changes found during adolescence. The following sections 

will focus on immigrants in these two areas. 

Heterogeneity of Immigrant Students 

The immigrant population is a heterogenous group, comprised of people coming 

from different regions of the world. Thus, immigrant advantage/paradox can vary based 

on country of origin or gender. Recent research highlights pan-ethnic differences in 

achievement for immigrant students. There are many reasons as to why certain groups of 

immigrant children perform better compared to other immigrant students. Pong and Hoa 
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(2007) explained that children from Asian immigrant parents live in higher 

socioeconomic neighborhoods compared to Latinx and Black immigrant children. Asian 

immigrant families also tend to come from higher socioeconomic communities and 

obtain higher educational levels in their home country (Crosnoe & Lopez Turley, 2011). 

Children from Asian immigrant families may not live in large enough communities where 

their home languages are regularly found. This leaves Asian immigrants more likely to 

learn English at a faster rate than Latinx immigrant families in whose communities may 

be larger and therefore have more resources and services in their home language (Pong & 

Hao, 2007). 

However, pan-ethnic labels do not paint the whole picture as differences are 

found within Asian immigrants. Circumstances such as such as country of origin and 

reasons for migration can differ among people from the same pan-ethnic groups. For 

instance, Glick and Hohmann-Mariott (2007) found that children of Laotian, Cambodian, 

Indian, and Filipino immigrants had the lowest standardized math scores compared to 

other Asian immigrant children. This study also concluded that children of Mexican 

immigrants lagged behind other immigrant children. Even within Latinx immigrants, 

there are differences based on country of origin. Children from South America and the 

Caribbean tend to outperform children from Central America in cognitive and language 

assessments at school entry (De Feyter & Winsler, 2009).  

Other studies include race/ethnicity rather than country of origin to observe if 

there are differences in achievement within immigrant students. More specifically, there 

is the finding that Black immigrants perform better in some instances compared to Latinx 
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immigrants. For instance, Palacios and colleagues (2008) found that Black immigrant 

children scored higher in math compared to Latinx immigrant students. Latinx immigrant 

students are also more likely to drop-out of high school compared to Black immigrants, 

with 16.1% of Latinx immigrants dropping-out compared to 5.5% of Black immigrants 

(McFarland, Cui, Rathburn, & Holmes, 2018). According to Kasinitz, Battle, and 

Miyares (2001), Black immigrant students from the West Indies have the great advantage 

to be native English speakers compared to Latinx immigrants who may not have much 

experience with English. Caribbean-Black immigrant students are not placed in English 

language programs at the same rates as Latinx immigrant students (Kasinitz et al., 2001).  

Asante, Sekimoto, and Brown (2016) describe how Black immigrant students may have a 

different idea on the “immigrant experience” compared to non-Black Latinx immigrants. 

More specifically, the Black identity is complicated for Black immigrants due to 

differences in education and exploitative history among Black Americans and Black 

immigrants. However, Black immigrants are also tasked with understanding U.S.-based 

Black identity in relation to race politics in the U.S. (Ogbu & Simons, 1998). Despite 

these differences, Black immigrant students who are more exposed to Black Americans 

in schools often are apt to identify with Black Americans. Dorancy (2016) found that 

many Haitian immigrant students in Florida (including Miami-Dade where our sample is 

from) identified as Black and American before mentioning their immigrant identity.  

Ogbu and Simons (1998) explain that there are differences in the types of 

minorities in the U.S. For example, immigrants are voluntary minorities in search of 

better opportunities. However, involuntary (nonimmigrant) minorities became part of the 
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U.S. against their will, ultimately becoming a minority group such as Black Americas or 

Native Americans. This translates to differential academic outcomes in immigrant groups 

of various ethnic and racial backgrounds. However, being classified as “Black” in the 

U.S. context comes with its own disadvantages that are unique to the Black community in 

the U.S. Despite Black immigrants facing discrimination as Black people, they may have 

advantages such as higher English proficiency (Anderson, 2015), lower rates of poverty 

(Crosby & Dunbar, 2012), and stronger attitudes and motivation for achieving success 

(Ogbu & Simons, 1998) compared to Black non-immigrants and other immigrants.  

Self-identification into historically oppressed ethnic/racial groups also comes with 

discrimination. Rong and Brown (2002) explain the multiple avenues of discrimination 

that Caribbean-Black and African immigrants students face when settling in the United 

States. Caribbean and African immigrants that identify as Black experience both the 

discrimination Black Americans face in the U.S. and also the discrimination and low 

expectations that many teachers may have of immigrant students (Ogbu & Simons, 

1998). However, Black immigrants may not appear as immigrants as much as Latinx 

students who are more likely to be perceived as foreign (Rong & Brown, 2002). 

Additionally, Latinx immigrants may face higher instances of discrimination compared to 

other immigrants (Martinez, DeGarmo, & Eddy, 2004). Thus, Black immigrants have 

unique characteristics that explain differences compared to Latinx immigrants. However, 

this does not explain why the immigrant advantage might change over time or within the 

individual. Other factors might help explain why the immigrant achievement might 

change, especially during the context of middle school. 
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Developmental Changes during Adolescence 

The paradoxical outcomes of immigrant students in early childhood/elementary 

school compared to middle school/adolescence coincides with developmental changes 

during adolescence. These differential outcomes of immigrant students, particularly for 

1st-generation immigrants, during older ages may be attributable to specific situations 

unique to immigrant students. Suarez-Orozco, Motti, Marks, and Katsiaficas (2018) 

describe the unique characteristics that lead to risk and resilience of immigrant children. 

It is important to note how societal and institutionalized systems can influence of 

adaptation of immigrant students. More specifically, there are changes during 

adolescence that may influence the achievement of immigrant students, including 

adultification at early ages, documentation status of children and parents, gender roles 

and expectations, and increased acculturative stress. 

Adultification. During adolescence, it is typical for the relationship between 

parents and children to change and for children to become expected to be more 

responsible at home with responsibilities (Fuligni & Telzer, 2012; Kim et al., 2015). 

However, for immigrant students, these responsibilities may be those that are typically 

reserved for parents rather than children. This is typically referred as adultification 

(Burton, 2007). One large source of stress for many immigrant students during 

adolescence is the increased responsibility of translating (language brokering) for their 

parents or translating for their parents (Kim et al., 2015). Language brokering can be a 

stressful task for adolescents, especially if they are not confident in their translation skills 
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(Kam & Lazarevic, 2014; Martinez, McClure, & Eddy, 2008). This stress can translate 

into poor academic adjustment and increased substance use (Martinez et al., 2008). 

There are other sources of adultification, such as increased child care 

responsibilities and expected contributions to family income. Immigrant adolescents are 

often tasked with not only taking care of their siblings when parents are working, but also 

with getting their sibling ready for and taking them to school (East & Hamill, 2013). 

Previous research highlights the prosocial gains of caretaking for adolescents but coupled 

with gendered attitudes can results in poorer outcomes for immigrant adolescents (East & 

Hamill, 2013). For instance, if an immigrant girl lives in a home with gendered attitudes 

and expectations, then the immigrant girl is more likely to be tasked with caretaking 

compared to immigrant boys (Feliciano, 2012). In addition to caretaking, immigrant 

adolescents may also be expected to contribute to the household income. Adolescents in 

immigrant families often work more than one part-time job to contribute to the family 

income (Fuligni & Telzer, 2012). The times spent working a part-time job during 

adolescence can be detrimental to academic outcomes. However, this can be especially 

true for immigrant students who might be already behind on certain academic 

outcomes/skills and even worse for recently arrived immigrant students who are not 

proficient in English. 

Documentation Status of Child and Parent. Another source of stress for 

immigrant adolescents might be the documentation status of them and/or their family. 

During adolescence, immigrant students become more aware of the implications of their 

and/or their parents’ immigration status, creating stress and (in some cases) immigrant-
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related discrimination for students (Brabeck & Xu, 2010). If a parent happens to be 

undocumented (not legally authorized to be in the U.S.), immigrant students are more 

likely to be aware of the political climate and be worried about their parent’s or their own 

deportation instead of focusing on school (Zayas, 2018). For instance, immigrant students 

aware of the SB1070 in Arizona (Support Our Law Enforcement and Safe 

Neighborhoods Act – which allowed police to stop anyone suspected of being 

undocumented) were more likely to display problem behaviors in the classroom 

compared to immigrant students who were not aware of the policy (Santos et al., 2017).  

Additionally, students who have recently arrived in the U.S. are more likely to 

face increased immigrant-related stress and discrimination compared to immigrant 

students arriving at earlier ages (Roche & Kuperminc, 2012). First-generation immigrant 

students may be undocumented and thus fear of deportation can be a constant source of 

discomfort and stress. The fear of deportation can cause significant stress and decrease 

the well-being and academic performance of immigrant students (Brabeck & Xu, 2010). 

Additionally, immigrant students may also live in “mixed status” families with one 

undocumented (i.e. not legally present or authorized in the U.S.) family member and one 

“legally” present. Furthermore, immigrant students may face increased bullying and 

harassment based on documentation status from non-immigrant peers, resulting in 

decreased self-worth and self-esteem (Cardoso, Szlyk, Goldbach, Swank, & Zvolensky, 

2018; Ozdemir & Stattin, 2014). The fears associated with documentation status affects 

all immigrant students overall, but it is important to note that it primarily affects 1st-

generation immigrant students who may be undocumented themselves. 
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Gender Roles. During adolescence, gender attitudes and expectations become 

increasingly important and influential (Hill & Lynch, 1983).  These gender attitudes and 

expectations in immigrant families can lead to changes in academic achievement for 

immigrant boys and self-worth for immigrant girls. Deardorff and colleagues (2018) 

found that Mexican immigrant girls reported higher internalizing and externalizing 

problems compared to Mexican-American girls and this may be due to the gender role 

expectations that many immigrant girls face. For instance, girls are expected to stay 

home, learn to cook and clean, while boys are given more privileges (Raffaelli & Ontai, 

2004). Immigrant boys who are in the process of puberty may also face academic 

declines based on physical changes based in hypermasculinity. For instance, in a study of 

Caribbean boys’ attitudes on gender, Caribbean boys associate changes in height and 

body mass with being more “masculine” and expect themselves to be ready for a physical 

fight (Mora, 2012). According to Mora (2012), immigrant boys may be more apt to 

fighting in school due to held gender role expectations of masculinity found in their 

communities and families.  

Others have noted that immigrant boys might not receive the same level of 

warmth from parents, especially fathers, compared to immigrant girls (Dumka, Gonzales, 

Bonds, & Millsap, 2009). Additionally, physical maturation can lead to adolescents 

engaging in risky sexual behaviors that can impact academic performance. For instance, 

Orpinas, Horne, Song, Reeves, and Hseih (2013) found that students with the lowest 

dating frequency showed better study skills and less alcohol/drug use. Relatedly, those 

with the highest dating frequency received lower grades and engaged more in 
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alcohol/drugs compared to other dating frequencies. Thus, it is important to take into 

account gender when looking at outcomes for immigrant students during adolescence. 

Acculturative Stress. Middle school can be a difficult time for immigrant 

students, especially coinciding with identity exploration generally found during 

adolescence (Verhoeven, Poorthuis, & Volman, 2019). Immigrant students may find 

identity exploration distressing because of living bicultural lives. More specifically, since 

immigrant students are exposed to American culture and values, many begin to have 

conflicting values compared to their family’s culture. This may cause a “gap” typically 

referred as the acculturation gap (Ho, 2010), the process of changes in attitudes, beliefs, 

and behaviors when contacting a new culture (Phinney, Horenczyk, Liebkind, & Vedder, 

2001). Since immigrant students are more exposed to American culture via schooling, 

immigrant children tend to be more acculturated compared to their parents (Ho, 2010). 

Thus, differences in levels of acculturation may cause stress to immigrant students and 

increased anxiety and depression during this particular time (Cho & Haslam, 2010; Sirin, 

Ryce, Gupta, & Rogers-Sirin, 2013).  

As mentioned previously, dissonate assimilation leads immigrant children to 

assimilate more quickly than their immigrant parents. Thus, differences in assimilation 

between children and parents can lead to acculturative stress and conflict. Additionally, 

acculturative stress can be found in the school context and many immigrant students find 

difficulty in maintaining their traditional values. For instance, Arab immigrant girls are 

likely to be questioned about their fashion choices, which may be difficult or 

uncomfortable for them to explain (Kumar, Seay, & Karabenick, 2015). Immigrant 
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students are also tasked with developing ethnic identities that can influence academic 

attitudes. Students with more positive outlooks on their ethnic identities tend to have 

more positive academic attitudes and are less likely to perceive discrimination compared 

to students who do not hold the same point of view (Brown & Chu, 2012). Identity 

formation during early adolescence can prove to be particularly difficult for immigrant 

students. 

Immigrant students face many obstacles, but these tend to increase during 

adolescence. This is a difficult time for many adolescents but can be especially harder on 

immigrant students. The goal of this dissertation is to investigate further into patterns of 

immigrant achievement during important transitional grades. However, what makes this 

dissertation unique from previous studies on immigrant students is that includes 1.5-

generation children that have been followed longitudinally. The study will include 

immigrant/non-immigrant comparisons as well as comparisons based on immigrant 

generation, all done in a longitudinal manner. 

The Present Study 

 The present dissertation examines data from the Miami School Readiness Project 

(MSRP), a large-scale cohort sequential, longitudinal project, and a community-

university collaboration in the Miami-Dade area (Winsler et al., 2008). The initial project 

assessed low-income, ethnically diverse children on school-readiness at pre-kindergarten 

and has followed the same sample of children up through high school. For the purposes 

of this study, demographic information such as nativity status (immigrant v. non-

immigrant, and immigrant generation), poverty status (determined by whether students 
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receive free or reduced lunch), English Language Learner (ELL) status, and gender will 

be analyzed to see later longitudinal academic outcomes of immigrant students in the 

middle school grades of 6, 7, and 8.  

The following research questions were examined. 1) Will immigrant advantage 

continue to manifest itself in academic outcomes (end-of-year grades, standardized math 

and reading scores, attendance, and retention) for students over time (from sixth to 

eighth grade)? I hypothesized that immigrant students would score higher grades, lower 

rates of grade retention, higher attendance, and higher test scores than native U.S.-born 

students at sixth grade, but that the immigrant effect will lesson by eighth grade. 

Similarly, I hypothesized that 1st-generation immigrant students would have better 

outcomes compared to 2nd-generation students at the initial time point (sixth grade), but 

that this advantage might decrease somewhat by eighth grade. It is expected for 2nd-

generation immigrants to have better outcomes compared to 1st-generation immigrants by 

8th grade according to segmented assimilation theory. 2) Does race moderate the size and 

timing of immigrant advantage? I expected that Black immigrant students would 

outperform Latinx immigrant students in attendance and standardized reading tests 

compared to both Latinx immigrants and Black non-immigrants, as found in previous 

research (Kao & Tienda, 1995; Parada & Winsler, 2019), and that Latinx students would 

show less immigrant advantage over time compared to Black immigrants (Kao & Tienda, 

1995). 
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METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

The present study includes a subsample of 4,341 participants from a larger study, 

the Miami School Readiness Project, a large-scale 5-cohort sequential, longitudinal 

project, in the Miami-Dade area (Winsler et al., 2008). Participants of our subsample 

received child care subsidies to attend child care at age four or went to public school pre-

K. Participants were later enrolled in the Miami-Dade County Public School (MDCPS) 

system. Administrative data of students were collected from MDCPS system which 

allowed us to collect data longitudinally, from kindergarten through 8th grade. For these 

analyses, data from sixth grade through eighth grade were used and includes students 

who are on-time, skipped a grade, retained in a grade once, and retained twice. The 

sample included 1.5-generation immigrant students (n = 2,704 –  62.3%; foreign-born 

students who arrived prior to age 4 with foreign-born parents), second-generation 

immigrant students (n =777 – 17.9%; native-U.S. born students with foreign-born 

parents), and non-immigrant students (n = 860 – 19.8%; native-U.S. born students with 

native-U.S. born parents). See Table 1 for more demographic information. 

It is important to note that all children in this sample received childcare subsidies 

at age 4 and attended some type of childcare/pre-school. Thus, many of our students 

come from low-income families. In sixth grade, 84.2% of immigrant students (first- and 
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second-generation immigrants combined) and 89.9% of non-immigrant students received 

free or reduced price lunch (X2 (1, N = 4,290) = 17.23, p < .001). This indicates that 

slightly more non-immigrant students come from lower-income households compared to 

immigrant parents. More importantly, this study is different than previous studies on 

immigrant students using the MSRP (De Feyter et al., 2009, N = 2,194; De Feyter et al., 

2015, N = 2,657; De Feyter et al., 2016, N = 1,638) because it includes more (mostly 

first-generation) immigrant students (N = 4,453) due to more data on nativity status 

available, including a child country of birth field from the MDCPS system. This study is 

also a follow-up to the more recent immigrant study using MSRP data (N = 4,141), that 

uses outcomes from late elementary school (Parada & Winsler, 2019). 

The majority of first- and second-generation students are Latinx and non-

immigrant students are more likely to be Black. This may be a potential confound, 

however there are enough data to represent all groups of immigrant students. These 

variables will be included as covariates.  

Procedure 

Demographic information was collected through two ways: 1) Parent information 

gathered at pre-kindergarten and 2) Information gathered from the MDCPS system. Data 

on immigrant status were collected though parent information and later administrative 

data collected from MDCPS. In addition to requiring information on nativity status, 

participants were limited to those who had seventh grade free and reduced-price lunch 

information and any data for our outcomes in 6th, 7th, and 8th grades.  
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Independent Variables 

Nativity Status 

Nativity status was determined by two sources on information. First, some parents 

who received subsidies for childcare reported parent and child country of birth in pre-k. 

The second source came from data collected from MDCPS including just child country of 

birth.  Students with a country of birth other than the United States were classified as 

first-generation students. Students with their country of origin as the United States, but 

whose reporting parent had a country of origin other than the U.S. were classified as 

second-generation. Finally, non-immigrant students had to have data for both parent and 

child country of birth data. Students who had the U.S. as their country of origin and had 

parents who had the U.S. as their country of origin were classified as 3rd-/+generation, 

non-immigrants.  

Participants who attended subsidized childcare could populate the first-

generation, second-generation, and non-immigrant categories of students. In addition to 

this three-category system by generation, we also used a two-level variable. Immigrant 

family status was determined by whether or not the child was a first- or second-

generation student. Students categorized as third-generation were categorized as non-

immigrant. Those who were determined as first- or second-generation immigrants 

received a “yes” (“1”) for the immigrant family variable. Third-generation students 

received “no” (“0”) for immigrant family variable.  
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Dependent Variables 

End-of-Year Grades 

Students enrolled in the MDCPS system receive grades from their teachers in 

their subjects that include language arts, math, science, social studies, and elective 

courses. The grades reported by teachers are on the standard scale (A, B, C, D, and F) 

used in schools. Once we received the administrative data, the original grades were then 

converted into numerical values using a five-point scale (A = 5, B = 4, C = 3, D = 2, F = 

1). After converting the grades into numerical form, the scores from all courses were 

averaged to create a single grade-point-average (GPA), ranging from 1-5 for every 

participant and for every grade. 

Standardized Math and Reading Scores 

Starting in 3rd grade, students begin to take the Florida Comprehensive 

Achievement Test (FCAT; Human Resources Research Organization & Harcourt 

Assessment, 2007) to meet the Sunshine State Standard (SSS). The FCAT is found to be 

highly reliable with an internal consistency using Cronbach’s Alpha of .91 for reading 

and .88 for math (Florida Department of Education, 2004). This assessment is mandatory 

for all students to take in Florida at the end of 6th grade and is taken in 7th and 8th grades 

as well. Certain items in the FCAT are included for Florida students specifically and were 

based off of the Florida Department of Education’s Sunshine State Standard (SSS). The 

remaining items on the FCAT were included for all students nationally. FCAT scores 

include a reading and math scale, ranging from 100-500 for each scale. Additionally, 

starting in the 2010-2011 school year, students were administered a new version of the 
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FCAT, called FCAT 2.0. Additionally, starting in 2015-2016 school year, students were 

administered the Florida Standards Assessment (FSA) based on newly adopted Florida 

standards. With each subsequent grade, there is more variation in the type of test taken. 

The MSRP immigrant sample during middle school were administered a one of three 

tests depending on school year and cohort. However, for the purposes of this study, the 

FCAT 2.0 data was used because FCAT and FSA were only administered in one year. 

Thus, for longitudinal analyses it is imperative to have three timepoints. FCAT 2.0 meets 

this requirement and is solely used in the analyses. 

School Suspension 

The number of suspensions from student records are added up at the end of each 

year for every student. The total number of suspensions is a combined number that 

includes both in-school and out-of-school suspensions. This number indicates the number 

of suspensions that child has had each school year. Afterwards, it was converted into a 

dichotomous variable that indicated whether a student was ever suspended in each grade. 

If a student had more than a zero in the number of suspensions variable, then they were 

coded as “1”, meaning yes that students has been suspended at least once. If a student had 

a zero and has attended that school year, then they were coded as “0”. The suspension 

variable will include data for sixth, seventh, and eighth grades.  

Retention 

Retention is a binary code, meaning that students are classified as either retained 

or promoted to the next grade level each year. Retention is determined by data obtained 

in two school years. For example, if a child had information in sixth grade and the 
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following year has information in sixth grade again, then that is an indication of failing 

6th grade. A retained student (“1”) indicated that the student appeared on time and 

received end-of-year grades in the present grade and in the following year, the student 

returned to the same grade level and received end-of-year grades for that same grade. If a 

student is promoted (“0”), the student appeared on time and received end-of-year grades 

for one grade and appeared the following year in the next grade level and received end-

of-year grades for the grade. 

School Attendance 

School attendance includes both number of days absent and tardiness to school. 

Both are continuous variables that contain a corresponding variable for each grade. The 

total number of days absent from school was calculated at the end of the school year and 

made into one continuous variable. A continuous variable was made for each grade. The 

total number represents the number of days absent from school. 

Analytic Approach 

Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) was used to analyze our nested data structure 

in which repeated observations (level-1 – 6th, 7th, and 8th grade) are nested within children 

(level-2), and children are nested within schools (level-3). For the dichotomous outcomes 

of retention and suspension, Bernoulli HLM analysis was used. The analyses determine 

initial status in 6th grade and change over time from grades 6-8 using grade as the time 

metric (or the next year in school for children who repeated a grade). The outcomes 

included standardized test scores, GPA, attendance, and retention. Time-varying 

covariates included a three-level free/reduced price lunch code and grade as level-1 
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covariates. Lunch code was grand mean centered for the analyses. Level-2 covariates 

included gender, race, immigrant status, and a race-by-immigrant status interaction 

variable. The analyses include four models, with models 3 and 4 included three separate 

versions.:  

Model 1: null models, including an unconditional model and unconditional growth 

model; 

Model 2: main effects, includes level-1 time-varying covariates and level-2 predictors; 

Model 3: immigrant effects, immigrant family and generation 

Model a: Immigrant Family (immigrant vs. non-immigrant) 

Model b: 1st-generation and 2nd-generation dummy codes 

Model c: 2nd-generation and non-immigrant dummy codes 

Model 4: two-way interaction, immigrant-by-race (Black/Latinx). 

Model a: Immigrant Family (immigrant vs. non-immigrant) 

Model b: 1st-generation and 2nd-generation dummy codes 

Model c: 2nd-generation and non-immigrant dummy codes 

The model equation is as follows: 

Level-1 

 Y = P0 + P1*(GRADE) + P2*(ESE) + P3*(LUNCH) + e 

Level-2 

 P0 = B00 + B01*(FEMALE) + B02*(BLACK) + B03*(ELL) + B04*(IMMIFAM)  

          + B05*(BLACXIMM) + r0 

 P1 = B10 + B11*(FEMALE) + B12*(BLACK) + B13*(ELL) + B14*(IMMIFAM)  

          + B15*(BLACXIMM) + r1 

 P2 = B20  

 P3 = B30 

Level-3 

 B00 = G000 + U00 

 B01 = G010  
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 B02 = G020  

 B03 = G030  

 B04 = G040  

 B05 = G050   

 B10 = G100 + U10 

 B11 = G110  

 B12 = G120  

 B13 = G130  

 B14 = G140  

 B16 = G160  

 B20 = G200  

 B30 = G300 
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RESULTS 

Bivariate Results 

Preliminary descriptive, unadjusted bivariate analyses included between-subjects 

ANOVAs within each grade (using everyone who had data on the outcome for that grade) 

for standardized math and reading, GPA, and attendance, and Chi-square analyses within 

each grade for retention and suspension as a function of immigrant status and immigrant 

generation. Table 4 provides these means and %’s for each grade by immigrant group, 

broken down by race as well. These are mostly provided for reference and won’t be 

discussed here. Retention and suspension rates in Table 4 will be discussed later in the 

context of interpreting the regressions. One thing that is notable is that although I 

performed linear modeling below, in some cases, potential nonlinear patterns are evident 

from the means on some outcomes.  

HLM Models 

Math  

Immigrant Family. To view results for both immigrant family and generation, see 

Table 5 and Figure 1. Intra-class correlations (ICCs) indicated variance present at various 

levels. The ICCs revealed that 62.3% of the overall variance in match scores was due to 

between-child differences in intercept, 12.3% of the variance was due to between-child 

slopes, 9.6% of the variance was due to school intercepts, 2% was due to school slopes, 
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and finally, 13.7% was due to within-child variance over time  (p < .001). The 

intercept/initial status coefficient in 6th grade was 278.88, meaning that the reference 

group of students with zeros for the predictors (i.e., males, Latinxs, non-ELLs, and non-

immigrants), on average, started at a score of 278.88 on the math test in sixth grade. The 

gender intercept coefficient indicated that female students started 5.31 points higher than 

males in 6th grade (p < .05). Black students started in 6th grade 11.45 points lower 

compared to Latinx students (p < .001). The coefficient for ELL was also significant. 

ELLs started 8.47 points lower in math on average in 6th grade compared to non-ELLs (p 

< .001). Importantly, immigrant students started 4.53 points higher on average in math in 

6th grade compared to non-immigrants, but this was not significant. The race-by-

immigrant status interaction for intercept was not significant. 

The slope coefficient was significant and negative, showing that students (reference 

group – males, Latinxs, non-ELLs, and non-immigrants), on average, decreased in math 

scores by 26.11 points each grade (p <.001). The slope coefficient for gender and ELL 

status were significant. Female students declined 4.41 points faster compared to male 

students (p <.001). ELL students declined slower (8.29 less a year) on math compared to 

non-ELL students (p < .001). Race was not significant, meaning Black and Latinx 

students similarly declined in math scores each grade. In terms of effects for the time-

varying predictors, special education status and FRL were significant. Students with a 

disability scored 15.15 points lower on average each year compared to students without a 

disability. Similarly, students in poverty scored 2.47 points lower on the math exam 

compared to those not in poverty. Importantly, the slope effect for immigrant status was 
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nonsignificant – immigrant and nonimmigrant students made similar losses over time in 

math. However, the slope for the immigrant status-by-race interaction was significant. 

See Figure 3 to see the nature of the interaction. Latino non-immigrants, in particular, 

showed the steepest declines over time.  In 6th grade, they were high and close to Latinx 

immigrants, but by 8th grade they ended up below Latinx immigrants, showing sustained 

immigrant advantage for only the Latinx group. The advantage seen for Black 

immigrants in 6th grade math disappeared by 8th grade.  

Finally, to contextualize more where students were at in terms of math performance, 

chi-squares analyses were performed to determine pass rates (receiving a 3 or higher) by 

immigrant status. For 6th grade, 32.7% of immigrant students earned an achievement 

level of 3 or more compared to 32.8% of non-immigrants. In 7th grade, 1.4% of non-

immigrants passed compared to 22.7% for immigrants. Finally in 8th grade, 3.6% of non-

immigrants earned an achievement level of 3 or more compared to 9.1% for immigrants. 

However, these results varied by generation as seen below. 

Immigrant Generation. Similar HLM analyses for math were completed with 

immigrant generation (1st- and 2nd-generation) and non-immigrants to determine whether 

there were immigrant generational effects (1st –gen. vs. 2nd-gen.; 1st-gen. vs. non.; 2nd-

gen. vs. non). These results are also found in Table 5, but they were run in separate 

models from the immigrant family models discussed above, and only results related to 

generation are discussed here. Some generation intercept coefficients were significant. 

Interestingly, in 6th grade, 1st-generation immigrant students scored about 19 points lower 

than 2nd-generation immigrant students (p <.001). 2nd-generation immigrants started 15 
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points higher on average on the math test compared non immigrant students (p <.001). 

There were no differences in the intercept between the 1st-generation immigrants and non 

immigrant students.  However, two of the generation by race interaction intercepts were 

significant. Intercepts for 2nd generation students were different than both 1st gen. and 

nonimmigrants, as seen in Figure 2. In 6th grade, 2nd generation immigrants scored higher 

in math than 1st gen and non immigrant students (showing 2nd generation immigrant 

advantage), however, this effect was more pronounced for Black compared to Latinx 

students. 

In terms of change over time, all groups declined math scores over time but some 

groups declined faster than others. The slope for 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant was 

significant, meaning that the decline over time for 1st-generation immigrant students was 

9.19 slower compared to the non-immigrant students (p < .001). Similarly, 1st-generation 

immigrants declined at a slower rate (18.35 less points per year) compared to 2nd 

generation students (p < .001). The 2nd-generation vs. non-immigrant contrast was 

significant, showing that 2nd -generation immigrants declined  9.16 points faster each 

grade compared to non-immigrants. This differential declined resulted in the situation 

where by 8th grade, the 1st generation students were doing better than the other two 

groups in math (See Figure 2). 

The overall patterns of growth by immigrant status described above and in Figure 

2, however, must be qualified because there were some significant race-by-immigrant 

status interactions, meaning that the effect depending on whether the student is Black or 

Latinx (see Figure 4). There is an overall decline in scores for all students. Second-
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generation immigrant students showed the steepest downward slope compared to all other 

groups. In 6th grade, both Black and Latinx 2nd-generation immigrants had the highest 

values outperforming other groups (showing 2nd generation immigrant advantage early 

on), but they showed steeper declines over time than the other groups. However, the 

decline for 2nd-generation immigrants was steeper for Black compared to Latinx students 

as seen in Figure 4. By 8th grade, the 2nd generation groups were now at the bottom 

compared to other groups. In 8th grade, 1st generation immigrants showed the highest 

scores, showing 1st generation immigrant advantage.  

In terms of pass rates, in 6th grade, 28.6% of 1st-generation immigrant students 

and 44.2% of 2nd-generation immigrants and 32.8% of non-immigrants reached an 

achievement level of 3 or more in math. In 7th grade, 1.4% of non-immigrants passed 

compared to 31.3% of 1st-generation immigrants and 1.4% of 2nd-generation immigrants. 

Finally in 8th grade, 3.6% of non-immigrants passed compared to 11.5% of 1st-generation 

immigrants and 4.4% of 2nd-generation immigrants. 

Reading 

Immigrant Family. To view results for both immigrant family and generation, 

see Table 6 and Figure 5. The ICCs revealed that 62.8% of the variance was due to 

between-child intercepts, 11% of the variance to between-child slopes, 9.1% of the 

variance to school intercepts, 1.4% due to school slopes, and finally, 15.6% was due to 

within-child variance over time (p < .001).  The intercept/initial status coefficient in 6th 

grade was 276.64, meaning that the reference group of students with zeros for the 

predictors (i.e., males, Latinxs, non-ELLs, and non-immigrants), on average, started at a 
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score of 276.64 on the reading test in sixth grade. The gender intercept coefficient 

indicated that female students started 6.21 points higher than males on reading in 6th 

grade (p < .001). Black students started in 6th grade 12.26 points lower compared to 

Latinx students (p < .001). The coefficient for ELL was also significant. ELLs started 

7.17 points lower in reading on average in 6th grade compared to non-ELLs (p < .001). 

Importantly, immigrant students started 4.13 points higher on average in reading in 6th 

grade compared to non-immigrants but this was not significant. The race-by-immigrant 

status interaction for intercept, however, was significant. As seen in Figure 7, Black 

immigrant students showed stronger reading skills in 6th grade compared to Black non-

immigrants, but no difference was found between Latinx immigrant and non-immigrants, 

evidence of a Black immigrant advantage in 6th grade for reading.  

The slope coefficient was significant and negative, showing that students 

(reference group – males, Latinxs, non-ELLs, and non-immigrants), on average, 

decreased in reading scores by 25.15 points each grade (p <.001). The slope coefficient 

for gender and ELL status were significant. Female students declined 2.10 points faster 

compared to male students (p <.001). ELL students declined slower (7.36 less a year) on 

reading compared to non-ELL students (p < .001). Race was not significant, meaning 

Black and Latinx students similarly declined in reading scores each grade. In terms of 

effects for the time-varying predictors, special education status and FRL were significant. 

Students with a disability scored 20.50 points lower on average each year compared to 

students without a disability. Similarly, students in poverty scored 2.65 points lower on 

the reading exam compared to those not in poverty. Importantly, the slope effect for 
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immigrant status was nonsignificant – immigrant and nonimmigrant students (overall) 

made similar relative losses over time in reading. However, the slope for the immigrant 

status-by-race interaction was significant. As seen in Figure 7, although all groups 

declined over time, the Latinx non-immigrant students in particular showed greater 

declines over time in relative reading scores to where by 8th grade, immigrant advantage 

was seen for both Latinx and Black students.  In terms of pass rates, in 6th grade, 

40.1% of immigrant students earned an achievement level of 3 or more compared to 

43.3% of non-immigrant students. In 7th grade, 1.4% of non-immigrants earned an 

achievement level of 3 or more compared to 25.7% of immigrants. Finally in 8th grade, 

4.8% of non-immigrants earned an achievement level of 3 or more compared to 20.8% of 

immigrant students. However, these results varied by generation as seen below. 

Immigrant Generation. Similar HLM analyses for reading were completed to 

determine whether there were immigrant generational effects (1st –gen. vs. 2nd-gen.; 1st-

gen. vs. non.; 2nd-gen. vs. non). These results are found in Table 6 and Figure 6. Some 

generation intercept coefficients were significant. Interestingly, in 6th grade, 1st-

generation immigrant students scored about 13.48 points lower than 2nd-generation 

immigrant students (p <.001). 2nd-generation immigrants started 11.59 points higher on 

average on the reading test compared non-immigrant students (p <.001). There were no 

differences in the intercept between the 1st-generation immigrants and non-immigrant 

students. Thus, However, one generation by race interaction intercept coefficient was 

significant. Overall advantage for 2nd-generation immigrants was found in 6th grade, with 

2nd-generation immigrants earning higher scores compared to non-immigrants (p <.001), 
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but this effect in 6th grade was stronger for Black immigrants compared to Latinx 

immigrants as seen in Figure 8. 

In terms of change over time, all groups declined reading scores over time but 

some groups declined faster than others. The decline over time for 1st-generation 

immigrant students was slower compared to both non-immigrant students (9.79 points 

slower each year) and 2nd generation students (14.77 fewer points per year). The 2nd-

generation vs. non-immigrant contrast was also significant, showing that 2nd -generation 

immigrants declined 4.97 points faster each grade compared to non-immigrants. This 

differential declined resulted in the situation where, by 8th grade, the 1st generation 

students were doing better than both of the other groups (See Figure 6). 

The slope coefficient for 2nd-generation with race interaction was significant. For 

Black students, 2nd -generation immigrants declined faster over time compared to non 

immigrants to where the advantage seen in 6th grade lessened over time but was still 

present slightly in 8th grade (see Figure 8). However for Latinx students, the 2nd- 

generation decline was even steeper compared to Latinx non immigrants to where by 8th 

grade the non-immigrants scored lightly higher than the 2nd gen students, a complete 

reversal of immigrant advantage. The 1st vs. 2nd generation slope contrast also interacted 

with race. For both Black and Latinx students, there was crossover across generations 

from 6th to 8th grade in terms of which generation was doing the best. In 6th grade, it was 

the 2nd gen students outperforming the 1st generation. But by 8th grade the 1st gen students 

were doing better than 2nd generation students in reading. Although this was true for both 
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Black and Latinx students, the magnitude of this crossover over time was greater among 

Black students.  

In terms of pass rates, in 6th grade, 34.9% of 1st-generation immigrant students 

and 54.6% of 2nd-generation immigrants and 43.3% of non-immigrant students earned an 

achievement level of 3 or more. In 7th grade, 1.4% of non-immigrants passed compared to 

34.4% of 1st-generation immigrants and 1.8% for 2nd-generation immigrants. Finally in 

8th grade, 4.8% of non-immigrants earned an achievement level of 3 or more compared to 

27.6% of 1st-generation immigrants and 6.5% of 2nd-generation immigrants.  

End-of-year Grades (GPA) 

Immigrant Family. To view results for both immigrant family and generation, 

see Table 7 and Figure 9. The ICCs revealed that 61.8% of the variance was due to 

between-child intercepts, 1.9% due to between-child slopes, 16.9% due to school 

intercepts, .7% due to school slopes, and 18.7% due to within-child variance over time (p 

< .001).  The intercept/initial status coefficient in 6th grade was 3.56, meaning that the 

reference group of students with zeros for the predictors (i.e., males, Latinxs, non-ELLs, 

and non-immigrants), on average, started at a score of 3.56 end-of-year grades in sixth 

grade (out of 5). The gender intercept coefficient indicated that female students started 

0.24 points higher than males in 6th grade (p < .001). Black students started in 6th grade 

0.18 points lower compared to Latinx students (p < .001). The coefficient for ELL was 

also significant. ELLs started 0.09 points higher in end-of-year grades on average in 6th 

grade compared to non-ELLs (p < .001). Importantly, immigrant students started 0.25 

points higher in GPA in 6th grade compared to non-immigrants (p <.001). The race-by-
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immigrant status interaction for intercept was not significant, indicating that the 

immigrant advantage seen for GPA in 6th was essentially the same for Black and Latinx 

students. 

 Although the unconditional model showed slight improvements over time in 

GPA, none of the slope coefficients were significant for any of the variables with the 

exception of disability status – those with disabilities declined somewhat in GPA over the 

course of middle school. 

Immigrant Generation. Similar HLM analyses for end-of-year grades were 

completed determine whether there were immigrant generational effects (1st –gen. vs. 

2nd-gen.; 1st-gen. vs. non.; 2nd-gen. vs. non). These results are found in Table 7 and 

Figures 10. All generation intercept coefficients were significant. In 6th grade, 1st-

generation immigrant students scored about 0.21 points higher than 2nd-generation 

immigrant students (p <.001). and 0.33 points higher than non-immigrant students (p 

<.001). 2nd-generation immigrants started 0.12 points higher on average for GPA 

compared non-immigrant students (p <.01). No immigrant by race interactions were 

significant. Finally, there were no significant slope coefficients. Thus, as seen in Figure 

10, there was sustained immigrant advantage for GPA across all grades in middle school. 

Attendance 

Immigrant Family. Table 7 and Figure 11 show results for the number of school 

days students were absent. The ICCs revealed that 66.4% of the variance was due to 

between-child intercepts, 7.2% due to between-child slopes, 13.3% due to school 

intercepts, .01% due to school slopes, and 32.1% due to within-child variance over time 
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(p < .001).  The intercept/initial status coefficient in 6th grade was 8.33, meaning that the 

reference group (i.e., males, Latinxs, non-ELLs, and non-immigrants), on average, 

missed 8.33 days of school in sixth grade. The gender intercept coefficient indicated that 

female students missed about the same number of days as male students in 6th grade. 

Black students missed fewer days (0.93 days) compared to Latinx students (p < .001). 

The coefficient for ELL was also significant. ELLs missed fewer days of school (1.09 

days) on average in 6th grade compared to non-ELLs (p < .001). Importantly, as seen on 

figure 11, immigrant students missed 1.38 fewer days of school on average in 6th grade 

compared to non-immigrants (p <.001). The race-by-immigrant status interaction for 

intercept was not significant, indicating that immigrant advantage in 6th grade for 

attendance was the same for Black and Latinx students. 

The slope coefficient was significant, showing that students (reference group – 

males, Latinxs, non-ELLs, and non-immigrants), on average, increased the number of 

missed days of school by 0.83 days each grade (p <.001). The slope coefficient for gender 

was significant. Female attendance got worse over time by an additional 0.48 missed 

days a year compared to male students (p <.001). Race and ELL status was not 

significant for slopes. In terms of effects for the time-varying predictors, special 

education status was significant. Students with disabilities missed an additional 2.88 

more days of school each year compared to students without disabilities (p <.001). The 

slope effect for immigrant status was not significant, nor was the immigrant-by-race 

interaction, indicating that change over time in attendance was the same for immigrant 
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and non immigrant students. Thus there was sustained immigrant advantage for 

attendance throughout middle school. 

Immigrant Generation. Results for immigrant generational effects are found in 

Table 8  and Figure 12. Two generational intercept coefficients were significant. In 6th 

grade, 1st-generation immigrant students missed fewer days of school (1.59 days) 

compared to non-immigrant students (p <.001). Similarly, 2nd-generation immigrants 

missed fewer days of school (1.07 days) in 6th grade compared non-immigrant students (p 

<.001). There were no differences in the intercept between the 1st-generation immigrants 

and 2nd-generation immigrant students.  The race-by-immigrant generation interactions 

were not significant, meaning that the sustained immigrant advantage was the same for 

Latinx and Black students. 

In terms of change over time, all groups missed more days of school over time but 

the rate at which that happened for 1st-generation immigrant students was 0.33 days fewer 

compared to 2nd-generation immigrant students (p <.05). There were no other immigrant 

effects nor were there any significant interactions. As seen in Figures 12, there was 

sustained immigrant advantage for school attendance through 8th grade, and in the case of 

1st versus 2nd generation students, the advantage favoring 1st gen students only increased 

over time.  

Retention 

Immigrant Family. For dichotomous outcomes, Bernoulli HLMs were 

conducted. Retention results can be seen in Table 9 and Figure 13. Also, to see 

unadjusted %’s of students in various groups that were retained in any given grade, see 
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Table 4. The ICCs revealed that 31.3% of the variance was due to between-child 

intercepts, 37.3% due to between-child slopes, 20% due to school intercepts, and 11.3% 

due to school slopes (p < .001).  The Bernoulli HLM results for the unconditional model 

showed revealed that overall, retention is quite rare in the entire sample but retention 

rates did increase from 6th to 8th grade – students showed 10% increased odds of being 

suspended each year. The intercepts for gender and ELL status were significant. Female 

students had 57% less odds of being retained compared to male students. ELLs were 34% 

less likely to be retained. Further those who were disabled had about 23% greater odds of 

being retained and those in poverty were actually less likely to be retained than those not 

in poverty. Of note, immigrant family was not significant nor was the race-by-immigrant 

status interaction intercept. This means that in 6th grade the probability of being retained 

was similar for immigrant and non immigrant groups. The only slope coefficient that was 

significant was gender. Although girls had much less chance of being retained in 6th 

grade, their chance of retention increased by about 24% each year.  

 Table 4 shows the raw retention rates by group and by grade and these are plotted 

in Figure 16. Retention was rare but in 6th grade, immigrant students were retained at half 

the rate (1%) as non-immigrant (2%) and their retention rate reduced to 0.5% by 8th 

grade. Non immigrant student retention in 8th grade was almost 1.5 %.  

 Immigrant Generation. In terms of immigrant generation effects for initial status 

in 6th grade, 1st-generation students were 30% less likely to get retained compared to 2nd-

generation immigrants at the beginning of middle school.  

Suspension 
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Immigrant Family. To view results for both immigrant family and generation, 

see Table 10 and Figure 15. The ICCs revealed that 65.9% of the variance was due to 

between-child intercepts, 0% of the variance is due to between-child slopes, 32.2% of the 

variance to school intercepts, and 1.8% due to school slopes (p < .001).  The 

intercept/initial status coefficient in 6th grade was 0.21, meaning that the base rate 

probability of being suspended was 21% for the reference group (i.e., males, Latinxs, 

non-ELLs, and non-immigrants). Female students were 61% less likely to be suspended 

in 6th grade compared to male students (p < .001). The race intercept coefficient was 

significant, indicating that Black students had 2.36 times more odds of being suspended 

in 6th grade (p <.001). The coefficient for ELL was significant. ELLs were 33% less 

likely to be suspended on average in 6th grade compared to non-ELLs (p < .001). 

Importantly, immigrant status coefficient was significant, indicating that immigrant 

students were 48% less likely to be suspended in 6th grade compared to non-immigrant 

students (p <.001). The bivariate chi-square analyses indicated that the rate of suspension 

for immigrant students was smaller (11.6%) compared to non-immigrant students 

(26.2%) (See Figure 15). Black immigrants, however, were suspended at higher rates 

compared to Latinx immigrants with the biggest difference between 1st-generation Black 

and Latinx immigrants (p <.001).  

The slope coefficient was not significant, showing that students were suspended at 

similar rates each grade. The slope coefficient for gender was significant. Although their 

rate was low in 6th grade, girls became 20% more likely to be suspended each year 

compared to male students who were more stable in their suspension rates (p <.05). Slope 
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coefficients for race, ELL status, and immigrant status were not significant. In terms of 

effects for the time-varying predictors, special education status and FRL were significant. 

Students with a disability were 72% more likely to be suspended on average each year 

compared to students without a disability (p <.001). Students in poverty had almost 20% 

greater odds of being suspended compared to children not in poverty (p <.01). The 

bivariate chi-squares revealed (Table 4) that immigrants were suspended at lower rates 

compared to non-immigrants consistently through 8th grade (p <.001). This can be seen in 

Figure 16. Black and Latinx immigrants had lower rates of suspension than non-

immigrants, but Latinx immigrants had the lowest rates. 

Immigrant Generation. In terms of immigrant generational effects, results are 

also found in Table 10. All generation intercept coefficients were significant. As seen in 

Table 10, in 6th grade, 1st-generation immigrant students were 58% less likely to be 

suspended compared to non-immigrant students (p <.001). Similarly, 1st-generation 

immigrants were 40% less likely to be suspended in 6th grade compared to 2nd-generation 

immigrants (p <.001). Lastly, 2nd-generation immigrants were 30% less likely to be 

retained compared to non-immigrants (p <.05). The interaction intercept coefficients were 

not significant. There were no significant slope coefficients. These patterns can be seen in 

Figure 16. 
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DISCUSSION 

The goal of this study was to understand longitudinal trajectories of immigrant 

advantage in middle school for Black and Latinx students in immigrant families. Previous 

studies on immigrant academic achievement focus on immigrant advantage in early 

childhood (Crosnoe & Turley, 2011; De Feyter et al., 2009; Pong, Hao, & Gardner 2005) 

and typically find later immigrant disadvantage in adolescence (Rosenbaum & Rochford, 

2008), with little to no use of longitudinal methods or analyses. It is important to use 

modern methods to fully understand the timing and size of the immigrant advantage. 

Such information is important for academic success of immigrant students, specifically 

most important for policymakers to help inform policies, interventions, and programs 

focused on aiding the success of immigrant students. 

This longitudinal study examined a large set of authentic, ecologically valid, 

academic outcomes for Black and Latinx immigrant and U.S. native-born students from 

6th grade through 8th grade. It was hypothesized that immigrant students, consistent with 

prior research (Coll & Marks, 2012; Marks, Ejesi, & Garcia Coll, 2014; Palacios, 

Guttmannova, & Chase-Lansdale, 2008; Suarez-Orozco, Rhodes, & Milburn, 2009), 

would show immigrant advantage in 6th grade for all outcomes. It was also hypothesized 

that immigrant advantage would be strongest for 1st-generation immigrants in 6th grade 

but that they might lose traction in 7th and 8th grades. It was expected that 2nd-generation 
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immigrants might outperform 1st-generation immigrants by 8th grade according to 

segmented assimilation theory (Portes & Zhou, 1993).  

For test scores, our growth model analyses did not support the hypothesis of simple 

presence of overall immigrant advantage in 6th grade with its eventual disappearance over 

time. Contrary to our expectations, for high stakes, standardized, math and reading tests, 

immigrant and non-immigrant students grade (1st and 2nd generation students combined) 

earned essentially similar scores in 6th and all declined in scores at similar rates. 

However, generational analyses reveal a more interesting story. The 2nd-generation 

immigrants started the highest in 6th grade for both math and reading. After 6th grade, 

there was overall declines in scores for students of all immigrants. However, the decline 

in scores was steepest for 2nd-generation immigrants such that by 8th grade, 1st-generation 

immigrants showed an advantage over both 2nd generation and ,non-immigrant students. 

Rather than being at risk, our 1.5 generation immigrant children who had been in the 

US since at least age four, showed the most resilience over time. It was the 2nd generation 

students who declined quickly. The change in direction of generational immigrant 

advantage by 8th grade may speak to the adjustment of 1st-generation immigrants entering 

middle school. Previous research shows that the transition into middle school for all 

students can be stressful, but could may be even more stressful for 1st-generation 

immigrant students adjusting to changes in school structure and content (Suarez-Orozco 

et al., 2009; Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010; Suarez-Orozco et al., 2010). For instance, 1st-

generation immigrant students may have to adjust to increase in the number of subjects, 

teachers, and peers. We show here that in our sample, it was the 2nd generation immigrant 
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students who struggled more over time. Previous research involving 2nd-generation 

immigrants and academic outcomes vary. For instance Kao and Tienda (1997) found that 

White and Black 1st-generation immigrants earned higher math scores compared to White 

and Black 2nd-generation immigrants. However, others find that 2nd-generation 

immigrants outperform 1st-generation immigrants in academic outcomes. Zhou (1997) 

posits that 2nd-generation immigrant children of low-income communities, especially 

dark-skinned 2nd-generation immigrant children may find barriers based on race for 

normal paths of immigrant integration. This may lead some to develop strategies of 

survival due to racial discrimination that may not encourage academic achievement. For 

instance, a 2nd-generation immigrant child may be accused of “acting white,” due to 

positive academic achievement (Suarez-Orozco, 1991). Such strategies lead to a 

development of youth subcultures that do not always encourage educational attainment. 

For GPA, attendance, and suspension however, immigrant advantage was present in 

6th grade and remained stable - immigrant students consistently received higher grades, 

attended more days of school, and were suspended at lower rates compared to non-

immigrant students, and as expected, 1st- generation students did better than 2nd-

generation immigrants who did better than non-immigrants. Retention followed a similar 

pattern, except for 7th grade where 2nd-generation immigrants were retained at the highest 

rates compared to 1st-generation immigrants and non-immigrants. First-generation 

immigrants maintained their advantage through 8th grade for retention. It is important to 

note that prior studies show that immigrant students are perceived by their teachers as 

better behaved on socioemotional measures compared to their non-immigrant peers 



49 

 

(Crosnoe, 2004; De Feyter & Winsler, 2009). The enhanced social skills displayed by 

immigrant students may help them seek resources and/or help from teachers and students 

for assignments or projects. Other school-based outcomes displayed a similar pattern. 

Immigrant students missed fewer days of school compared to non-immigrant students. 

Generational analyses revealed that 1st-generation immigrants missed fewer days of 

school compared to both 2nd- and non-immigrants. This may be due to increased 

motivational attitudes towards education found in immigrants, especially in later in 

middle school years when students begin to explore career and college aspirations 

(Raleigh & Kao, 2010).  

The central takeaway of the current study is that immigrant advantage was generally 

found after 6th grade with the strongest effect observed in 8th grade. There is evidence that 

our 1st-generation immigrant students (sometimes referred as 1.5 generation; Glick & 

Hohmann-Marriott, 2007) struggled in math and reading exams in 6th grade but gained 

traction after 6th grade. There are several possibilities for increased struggles toward the 

beginning of middle school for all immigrant students, but for 1st generation students 

specifically. One possibility is the stress associated with the transition to middle school. 

Previous research indicates that the transition to middle school can be stressful for all 

students (Alspaugh, 2010; Chung, Elias, & Schneider, 1998; Schwerdt & West, 2013). 

There is a lot of change associated with the transition to middle school, including new 

teachers, administrators, friends/peers, and school structure that influence the adjustment 

of students (Chung et al., 1998; Kingery, Erdley, & Marshall, 2011). For instance, a child 

in elementary school might have the same teacher for all subjects. Once in middle school, 
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that same child might has many different teachers for each subject. This can lead to a lot 

of stress associated with adjustment of a new school environment. 

However, this stress can be even more pronounced for 1st-generation immigrants 

whose parents might not have the knowledge of how education is structured in the U.S. 

(Roybal & Garcia, 2004). For example, grading scales in El Salvador range from 1-7, 

with a 5 being a passing grade, different than the letter grading system in the U.S. This is 

vastly different to how education is organized in the U.S. 1st-generation immigrant 

students might have questions that their parents may not be able to answer. Additionally, 

1st-generation immigrant students who are undocumented or who have undocumented 

relatives start to realize the implication of undocumented immigrant status in the U.S. and 

fear and worry of deportation of themselves or others in their families increases 

(Goodman et al., 2017; Suarez-Orozco, Yoshikawa, & Teranishi, 2011). For instance, 

students with parents vulnerable to deportation proceedings reported more difficulty in 

school and overall well-being (Brabeck & Xu, 2010; Chavez, Lopez, Englebrecht, & 

Anguiano, 2012). Other studies report the stress for undocumented immigrants associated 

with increasing responsibility in the home, economic strain for the family, and pre-

migration traumatic experiences (Abrego, 2006; Alderete, Vega, Kolody, & Aguilar-

Gaxiola, 1999; Bowman-Perrott et al., 2012; Goodman et al., 2017; Kam & Lazarevic, 

2014; Vesely et al., 2017). In our sample, the 1.5 generation students appeared to 

overcome these challenges (at least those that stayed in school).  

Ethnic Differences in Immigrant Advantage/Paradox  
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The current study brings major contributions to the body of research on student 

outcomes with regards to the interplay of immigrant status, generation, and race. 

Interactions between immigrant status and race were significant for math and reading test 

scores, GPA, retention, and suspension. Results of test scores show an initial immigrant 

advantage for 2nd-generation immigrants when compared to non-immigrants. By 8th 

grade, there was a decline in all scores, but a steeper decline for 2nd-generation 

immigrants. However, breaking this down by race gives a more nuanced picture. 

Immigrant advantage was found for math and reading scores but it changed some by 

domain and by race. In 6th grade, immigrants showed higher math scores compared to 

non-immigrants, However, when broken down by generation, we see that 2nd-generation 

immigrants earned the highest scores compared to 1st-generation immigrants and non-

immigrants, but the intercept generation effect was more pronounced for Black students, 

thus evidence of larger initial Black 2nd-generation advantage for math. By 8th grade, 

however, Latinx non-immigrants had the steepest decline in math scores ultimately 

showing sustained immigrant advantage for Latinx students in 8th grade. This was not the 

case for Black immigrants who lost their advantage in math by 8th grade. 

For reading, there were also significant interactions regarding immigrant status 

and race. There was Black immigrant advantage for reading in 6th grade where Black 

immigrants were showing higher reading scores compared to Black non immigrants, but 

no difference was found between Latinx immigrants and non-immigrants. The 

generational analyses indicated that this immigrant advantage was driven by 2nd-

generation students earning the highest scores in 6th grade, but this was stronger for Black 
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students compared to Latinx students, evidence of a Black 2nd-generation immigrant 

advantage initially for reading. After 6th grade, again Latinx non-immigrants showed a 

large decline in reading scores compared to all other groups. However, despite both 

Black and Latinx 2nd-generation immigrant decline in reading scores compared to non-

immigrants, by 8th grade, Latinx non-immigrants earned higher scores compared to 

Latinx 2nd-generation immigrants. This was not the case for Black 2nd-generation 

immigrants who maintained their advantage compared to non-immigrants -  thus 

sustained immigrant advantage for Black students only.  

Additionally, both Black and Latinx 1st-generation immigrants underperformed 

compared to 2nd-generation immigrants in 6th grade . However, by 8th grade, 1st-

generation immigrants were earning higher scores, but the magnitude of the reversal 

effect was stronger for Black 1st-generation immigrants compared to Latinx 1st-generation 

immigrants, another indication of larger Black immigrant advantage in terms of change 

over time. Thus in 8th grade we saw immigrant advantage for Black students in reading, 

but immigrant advantage for math was seen for math. 

Initial Black immigrant advantage may be due to unique characteristics and 

experiences of Black immigrants. Previous researchers note that Black immigrants from 

the Caribbean and the West Indies are more likely to speak English and less likely to be 

placed in English Language support classes compared to Latinx immigrants (Kasinitz, 

Battle, & Miyares, 2001). This may explain why Black immigrants began with an initial 

advantage for reading that persisted into 8th grade. The Black immigrant paradox found 

for standardized math scores may also be attributable to Black students’ understanding of 
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the implications of being Black in the U.S. Ogbu and Simons (1998) explains that 

minority groups can be divided into two groups, voluntary and involuntary minorities. 

Immigrants are considered voluntary minorities in search of better opportunities. 

Involuntary minorities are those who became part of the U.S. by forced subjugation. 

Black immigrant students may be more inclined to claim their voluntary minority status 

rather than their forced involuntary minority status by identifying with their immigrant 

roots (Dorancy, 2015; Rong & Brown, 2002). African-American students are distinct 

from Black immigrants including slavery and generations of purposeful education denial 

have experienced certain generational histories (Ogbu, 1995). 

Future studies should focus on the relationship between race and immigrant status. 

There are clear differences for immigrants of varying ethnic/racial identities and nativity 

status. Previous studies on immigrant achievement have looked at the relationship 

between country of origin and immigrant status finding lower math achievement for 

Southeast Asian students compared to East Asian students (Glick & Hohmann-Mariott, 

2007). It is important to further disentangle this relationship, especially for Black 

immigrant students who lack research compared to other immigrant groups. This is 

important to keep in mind when developing programs tailored for immigrants students 

overall.  

It is important for to better understand that unique characteristics, experiences, and 

histories of immigrants students to better inform policymakers, teachers, and 

administrators for best practices to foster immigrant student achievement. This is 

especially important regarding the unique experiences of 1.5-generation immigrants who 
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were raised in the United States and who may be more adjusted compared to 1st-

generation immigrants who arrive at later ages and must learn to navigate an unfamiliar 

school system. Research on the adjustment of 1st-generation immigrants typically does 

not make the distinction by age of arrival and may be hiding the distinct academic 

experiences and advantages of 1.5- vs 1st-generation immigrant students. 

Limitations 

 Our study utilized public school administrative data measures for academic 

achievement. However, we do not have qualitative data that can inform why 1st gen 

immigrants were struggling in 6th grade specifically and what was helping them improve 

in later grades. This means we do not know about the psychological adjustment of 

students in our sample, nor their struggles at home or in their community. Additionally, 

we do not have information regarding their documentation status that can have an impact 

on their academic achievement. Future studies must implore mixed-methods to fully 

understand the experiences of immigrant students at the beginning of middle school. 

Additionally, the results for retention and suspension indicated the need for to model non-

linear trajectories of immigrant students. Non-linear models can give us a better picture 

of school outcomes that are rare in nature but can hold a lot of information regarding the 

academic achievement of immigrant students. 

 Without qualitative data, we are not able to learn about the pre-migratory 

characteristics that can help inform the results of this study. Our also does not include 

neighborhood information that can indicate the social capital available to our immigrant 

students. Finally, future studies should look to see how country of origin can influence of 
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immigrant children’s academic trajectories during middle school years, especially for 

Black immigrants who come from vastly different countries of origin (such as Caribbean-

Black immigrants vs. African-Black immigrants) compared to Latinx immigrants who 

may share common features and histories compared to Latinx immigrants of different 

countries of origin. For the purposes of this study, all students who identified as Black 

were put into one “Black immigrant/non-immigrant” category. This includes Afro-Latinx 

students and other Afro-mixed ancestry. However, future studies should look at these 

students separately to further understand Black immigrant integration. Although these 

students have African ancestry and are racialized as Black, they might not identify 

themselves as Black in day-to-day interactions. 

Implications 

 There are several important implications of the current study. First, the race-by 

immigrant interactions indicate that immigrant students should not be treated as a 

homogenous group. Some immigrant students may require more specialized instruction 

based on English language skills, while others may be already proficient. Immigrant 

students who are ELLs may need extra assistance with standardized reading tests.  

 Most interestingly, 2nd-generation immigrant students started with an initial 

advantage compared to 1st-generation immigrants and non-immigrants. However, we see 

that 2nd-generation immigrants decline in academic outcomes and a catch-up from 1st-

generation immigrants that develops into a 1st-generation immigrant advantage. During 

the initial middle school year, programs specialized in supporting the academic 

development of low-income, ethnic or racial minority, and/or immigrant students could 
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recruit students who may need additional support during middle school. For example, the 

Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) is a program that provides support 

for underrepresented populations in secondary education enrolled in advanced or gifted 

courses. Studies on participants of the AVID program show a positive relationship 

between participation in the AVID program and GPAs (Pugh & Tschannen-Moran). 

Additionally, parents report increasing support from teachers and administrators if their 

child participated in AVID (Bernhardt, 2013). Perhaps some 1st-generation immigrant 

students in our sample may have been recruited in such programs designed to help 

marginalized and underrepresented students, especially since our sample includes low-

income Black and Latinx 1st-generation immigrant students. 

Conclusion 

 The goal of this study was to understand the trajectories of Black and Latinx 

immigrant advantage for academic outcomes in 6th grade through 8th grade. We found 

evidence of immigrant advantage for math and reading exams, GPA, attendance, 

retention, and suspension. Future research questions should observe immigrant advantage 

in high school to further understand the relationship between immigrant status and 

academic outcomes. What can policymakers and practitioners do to help immigrant 

students begin with a strong educational momentum in 6th grade and sustain in later year 

for them to be successful? 
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APPENDIX 

Table 1. Demographic Information 

  

 

1st-Generation 

(n = 2704) 

2nd-Generation 

(n = 777) 

3rd-Generation/Non  

(n = 860) 

Overall  

(N = 4,341) 

% Gender     

Male 51.5% 51.5% 49.0% 51.0% 

Female 48.5% 48.5% 51.0% 49.0% 

     

% Ethnicity     

Hispanic/Latinx 91.8% 81.8% 38.2% 79.2% 

Black 8.2% 18.2% 61.8% 20.8% 

     

% Free/Red. Lunch (7th) 82.3% 91.5% 91.3% 85.2% 

     

% ELL 95.1% 86.7% 23.7% 79.2% 
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Table 2. Missing Data 

% Missing 

 6th 7th 8th 

Variable    

FCAT2 math 17.5% 22.3% 54.4% 

FCAT2 reading 17.6% 18.6% 32.9% 

GPA 3.7% 4.7% 8.5% 

Absenteeism 14.5% 11.4% 14.0% 

Suspension 1.2% .7% 5.2% 

Retention 12.4% 15.7% 34.8% 
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Table 3. Number students with test scores by test type 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reading 

 6th (n = 4,097) 7th (n = 3,697) 8th (n = 3,369) 

 

FCAT1 

 

51.3% 

 

11.0% 

 

.1% 

 

FCAT2 

 

39.6% 

 

85.7% 

 

88.4% 

 

FSA 9.1% 3.2% 11.6% 

 

Math 

 6th (n = 4,098) 7th (n = 3,519) 8th (n = 2,243) 

 

FCAT1 51.3% 11.5% .1% 

 

FCAT2 43.8% 85.3% 90.4% 

 

FSA 4.9% 3.1% 9.5% 
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Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations (& %’s) of Outcomes by Immigrant Status and Generation 

 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001; a = significant immigrant vs. non- immigrant effect; b = significant immigrant generation effect

 Standardized Math Scores 

 6th 7th 8th 

 Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total 

 M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

1st-generation 246.08(63.72) b* 257.04(55.25) b* 256.57(55.18)b*** 248.57(40.75) 259.06(46.16) 258.48(46.28)b*** 239.29(14.92) 243.76(18.19) 243.48(17.97)b*** 

2nd-generation 296.60(61.25) b* 293.48(64.23) b* 294.20(3.69)b*** 231.28(18.23) 234.92(21.75) 234.32(21.20)b*** 231.27(13.51) 235.30(15.67) 234.56(15.35)b*** 

Immigrant Total 269.18(59.45)a** 266.21(59.76)a** 266.64(59.93)a*** 240.78(20.50) 252.59(42.44) 251.67(42.22)a*** 235.26(14.75) 241.07(17.87) 240.51(17.65)a*** 

Non-immigrants 271.69(63.72)ab** 285.13(66.40)ab** 277.44(65.13)*** 225.65(20.50) 232.79(22.93) 228.70(21.71)ab*** 229.89(16.57) 233.05(16.64) 231.30(16.62)ab*** 

 Standardized Reading Scores 

 Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total 

 M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

1st-generation 246.06(47.02)b* 258.27(56.11)b* 257.70(56.02)b*** 249.23(49.60) 259.26(51.11) 258.80(51.14)b*** 239.69(18.33) 246.68(20.62) 246.22(20.44)b*** 

2nd-generation 293.60(61.72)b* 293.26(62.56)b* 293.43(62.41)b*** 225.83(16.84) 229.79(21.60) 229.05(20.95)b*** 235.10(17.47) 237.55(19.03) 237.16(18.90)b*** 

Immigrant Total 267.80(59.12)a*** 267.06(59.75)a*** 267.25(59.91)a*** 238.81(40.27) 251.85(47.28) 250.91(47.01)a*** 237.33(18.00) 243.90(20.58) 243.31(20.40)a*** 

Non-immigrants 267.78(58.12)ab*** 288.84(64.30)ab*** 276.67(61.72)ab*** 220.95(20.93) 229.40(24.48) 224.54(22.84)ab*** 227.66(18.20) 234.35(19.93) 230.65(19.15)ab*** 

 End-of-year Grades 

 Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total 

 M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

1st-generation 3.61(0.71) b** 3.91(0.67) b** 3.90(0.68)b*** 3.61(0.66) b* 3.89(0.69) b* 3.88(0.69)b*** 3.72(0.69) b* 3.98(0.66) b* 3.97(0.67)b*** 

2nd-generation 3.57(0.72) b** 3.61(0.66) b** 3.60(0.67)b*** 3.58(0.83) b* 3.68(0.70) b* 3.66(0.71)b*** 3.66(0.76) b* 3.72(0.65) b* 3.71(0.67)b*** 

Immigrant Total 3.59(0.71) 3.85(0.68) 3.84(0.69)a*** 3.60(0.73) 3.85(0.69) 3.83(0.70)a*** 3.70(0.72) 3.93(0.67) 3.92(0.66)a*** 

Non-immigrants 3.36(0.64)b** 3.53(0.69)b** 3.44(0.66)ab*** 3.43(0.68) b* 3.61(0.65) b* 3.51(0.67)ab*** 3.5(0.65) b* 3.61(0.66) b* 3.53(0.67)ab*** 

 Attendance 

 Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total 

 M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) 

1st-generation 5.82(8.01) 6.02(6.90) 5.90(6.92)b*** 6.53(8.59) 7.17(7.66) 7.01(7.67)b*** 6.73(7.71)b** 7.80(8.24)b** 7.59(8.14)b*** 

2nd-generation 5.88(9.87) 7.18(8.19) 6.92(8.52)b*** 7.50(11.79) 8.47(9.76) 8.29(10.16)b*** 7.92(11.76)b** 9.43(9.56)b** 9.15(10.01)b*** 

Immigrant Total 5.84(8.79) 6.26(7.21) 6.13(7.32)a*** 6.93(9.99) 7.44(8.16) 7.30(8.31)a*** 7.21(9.55)a** 8.14(8.56)a** 7.94(8.61)a*** 

Non-immigrants 8.55(9.39) 8.31(8.67) 8.39(9.04)ab*** 10.16(10.69) 9.37(9.78) 9.81(10.26)ab*** 11.70(13.20)ab** 10.26(9.41)ab** 11.09(11.80)ab*** 

 Retention 

 Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total 

 % % % % % % % % % 

1st-generation 0.5% 0.5% b** 0.5%b*** 0% b** 0.2% b** 0.2%b*** 0.7% 0.3% 0.3%b* 

2nd-generation 2.2% 1.7% b** 1.8%b*** 3.1% b** 1.3% b** 1.6%b*** 0.9% 0.7% 0.8%b* 

Immigrant Total 1.2% 0.8% 0.8%a** 1.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.8% 0.4% 0.4%a** 

Non-immigrants 2.5% 1.1% 1.9%ab** 0.5%*** 1.1%*** 0.8%*** 1.6% 1.0% 1.3%a** 

 Suspension 

 Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total Black Latinx Total 

 % % % % % % % % % 

1st-generation 21.4% b*** 9.5% b*** 10.2%b*** 16.7% b*** 9.7% b*** 9.9%b*** 17.1% b*** 8.9% b*** 9.3%b*** 

2nd-generation 19.1% b*** 16.0% b*** 16.5%b*** 25.5% b*** 16.3% b*** 17.9%b*** 16.7% b*** 13.9% b*** 14.3%b*** 

Immigrant Total 20.5% a*** 10.9% a*** 11.6%a*** 20.2% a*** 11.1% a*** 11.7%a*** 16.9% a*** 9.9% a*** 10.4%a*** 

Non-immigrants 32.1% ab*** 18.0% ab*** 26.2%ab*** 34.9% ab*** 19.4% ab*** 28.4%ab*** 30.4% ab*** 17.5% ab*** 25.1%ab*** 
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Table 5. Hierarchical Linear Models for Standardized Math Scores 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

Model 1. Null Models 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

Unconditional Growth Model 273.02*** 2.20 -21.89*** 1.05 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 3149.34*** 56.12 0.6234  

  Between-child slope, r1 624.46*** 24.99 0.1236  

  School intercept, u00 485.68*** 22.04 0.0961  

  School slope, u10 98.38*** 9.92 0.0195  

  Within-child, e 693.93 26.34 0.1373  

Model 2. Main Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

Level-1 Fixed Effects     

   Disability   -15.15*** 1.28 

   Free Lunch   -2.47*** 0.74 

Level-2 Predictors     

   Intercept 278.88*** 3.68 -26.11*** 2.23 

   Female 5.31** 1.84 -4.41*** 1.04 

   Black -11.45*** 3.31 3.23 1.97 

   ELL -8.47** 2.92 8.29*** 1.82 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 2877.46*** 53.64   

  Between-child slope, r1 591.70*** 24.32   

  School intercept, u00 417.60*** 20.44   

  School slope, u10 97.35*** 9.87   

  Within-child, e 700.56 26.47   

Model 3. Immigrant Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

A. Immigrant Family 4.53 3.49 0.61 1.92 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant. -3.90 3.49 9.19*** 2.04 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant. 15.06*** 3.24 -9.16*** 1.85 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen. -18.97*** 2.88 18.35*** 1.71 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 2877.83*** 53.65   

  Between-child slope, r1 595.55*** 24.40   

  School intercept, u00 413.63*** 20.34   

  School slope, u10 96.98*** 9.85   

  Within-child, e 699.86 26.45   

Model 4. Two-way Interaction 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

A. Immigrant Family x Black 9.74 6.01 -8.46** 3.30 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black 0.53 5.46 -1.45 3.04 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black 14.22* 5.77 -9.42** 3.39 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen.x Black -13.69* 3.70 7.97* 3.51 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 2873.43*** 53.60   

  Between-child slope, r1 594.02*** 24.37   

  School intercept, u00 409.35*** 20.23   

  School slope, u10 95.54*** 9.77   

  Within-child, e 699.46 26.45   
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Table 6. Hierarchical Linear Models for Standardized Reading Scores 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

Model 1. Null Models 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

Unconditional Growth Model 271.88*** 2.15 -20.46*** 0.92 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 3169.15*** 56.30 0.6285  

  Between-child slope, r1 558.40*** 23.63 0.1107  

  School intercept, u00 459.71*** 21.44 0.0912  

  School slope, u10 69.24*** 8.32 0.0137  

  Within-child, e 785.53 28.03 0.1558  

Model 2. Main Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

Level-1 Fixed Effects     

   Disability   -20.50*** 1.24 

   Free Lunch   -2.65*** 0.66 

Level-2 Predictors     

   Intercept 276.64*** 3.58 -25.15*** 1.83 

   Female 6.21*** 1.77 -2.10* 0.92 

   Black -12.26*** 3.37 2.23 1.69 

   ELL -7.17** 2.60 7.36*** 1.38 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 2948.10*** 54.30   

  Between-child slope, r1 562.91*** 23.73   

  School intercept, u00 370.49*** 19.25   

  School slope, u10 66.43*** 8.15   

  Within-child, e 778.89 27.91   

Model 3. Immigrant Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

A. Immigrant Family 4.13 3.19 2.78 1.56 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant. -1.90 3.45 9.79*** 1.67 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant. 11.59*** 3.28 -4.97*** 1.57 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen. -13.48*** 2.66 14.77*** 1.39 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 2922.49*** 54.06   

  Between-child slope, r1 549.64*** 23.44   

  School intercept, u00 367.85*** 19.18   

  School slope, u10 67.36*** 8.21   

  Within-child, e 777.29 27.88   

Model 4. Two-way Interaction 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

A. Immigrant Family x Black 13.83** 4.88 -8.66*** 2.48 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black 6.04 5.61 -3.12 2.83 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black 18.39*** 5.65 -8.53** 2.76 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen.x Black -12.35 7.37 5.22 3.85 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 2943.64*** 54.26   

  Between-child slope, r1 566.02*** 23.79   

  School intercept, u00 362.71*** 19.04   

  School slope, u10 65.33*** 8.08   

  Within-child, e 776.07 27.86   
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Table 7. Hierarchical Linear Models for GPA 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

Model 1. Null Models 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

Unconditional Growth Model 3.71*** 0.03 0.04*** 0.01 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 0.33*** 0.58 0.6179  

  Between-child slope, r1 0.01*** 0.12 0.0187  

  School intercept, u00 0.09*** 0.29 0.1685  

  School slope, u10 0.004*** 0.07 0.0074  

  Within-child, e 0.10 0.32 0.1872  

Model 2. Main Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

Level-1 Fixed Effects     

   Disability   -0.15*** 0.02 

   Free Lunch   -0.01 0.01 

Level-2 Predictors     

   Intercept 3.56*** 0.04 0.03 0.02 

   Female 0.24*** 0.02 -0.003 0.01 

   Black -0.18*** 0.04 0.02 0.02 

   ELL 0.09** 0.03 0.01 0.01 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 0.30*** 0.55   

  Between-child slope, r1 0.01*** 0.12   

  School intercept, u00 0.06*** 0.24   

  School slope, u10 0.004*** 0.07   

  Within-child, e 0.10 0.32   

Model 3. Immigrant Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

A. Immigrant Family 0.25*** 0.04 -0.02 0.02 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant. 0.33*** 0.04 -0.02 0.02 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant. 0.12** 0.04 -0.01 0.02 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen. 0.21*** 0.03 -0.01 0.01 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 0.30*** 0.54   

  Between-child slope, r1 0.01*** 0.12   

  School intercept, u00 0.05*** 0.23   

  School slope, u10 0.005*** 0.07   

  Within-child, e 0.10 0.32   

Model 4. Two-way Interaction 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

A. Immigrant Family x Black -0.06 0.06 -0.01 0.02 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black -0.11 0.06 -0.01 0.03 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black 0.13 0.08 -0.02 0.04 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen.x Black -0.24 0.07 0.01 0.04 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 0.29*** 0.54   

  Between-child slope, r1 0.01*** 0.12   

  School intercept, u00 0.05*** 0.23   

  School slope, u10 0.004*** 0.07   

  Within-child, e 0.10 0.32   
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Table 8. Hierarchical Linear Models for Absenteeism 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

Model 1. Null Models 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

Unconditional Growth Model 7.10*** 0.29 0.94*** 0.10 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 33.53*** 5.79 0.4640  

  Between-child slope, r1 5.23*** 2.29 0.0723  

  School intercept, u00 9.61*** 3.10 0.1329  

  School slope, u10 0.72*** 0.85 0.0099  

  Within-child, e 23.17 4.81 0.3206  

Model 2. Main Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

Level-1 Fixed Effects     

   Disability   2.88*** 0.31 

   Free Lunch   0.18 0.11 

Level-2 Predictors     

   Intercept 8.33*** 0.49 0.83*** 0.24 

   Female -0.15 0.24 0.48*** 0.13 

   Black -0.93* 0.44 0.24 0.23 

   ELL -1.09** 0.40 -0.23 0.22 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 33.59*** 5.80   

  Between-child slope, r1 5.33*** 2.31   

  School intercept, u00 8.68*** 2.95   

  School slope, u10 0.62*** 0.79   

  Within-child, e 23.80 4.88   

Model 3. Immigrant Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

A. Immigrant Family -1.38** 0.46 -0.39 0.26 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant. -1.59*** 0.45 -0.52 0.27 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant. -1.07* 0.55 -0.18 0.26 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen. -0.51 0.36 -0.33* 0.17 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 33.49*** 5.79   

  Between-child slope, r1 5.32*** 2.31   

  School intercept, u00 8.45*** 2.91   

  School slope, u10 0.63*** 0.79   

  Within-child, e 23.80 4.88   

Model 4. Two-way Interaction 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 β SE β SE 

A. Immigrant Family -0.93 0.73 -0.72 0.40 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black -0.63 0.76 -0.88 0.48 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black -1.70 1.25 -0.67 0.55 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen.x Black 1.06 1.25 -0.21 0.50 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 33.48*** 5.79   

  Between-child slope, r1 5.30*** 2.30   

  School intercept, u00 8.44*** 2.90   

  School slope, u10 0.64*** 0.80   

  Within-child, e 23.80 4.88   
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Table 9. Bernoulli Hierarchical Linear Models for Grade Retention 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  

Model 1. Null Models 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 Odds Ratio SE Odds Ratio SE 

Unconditional Growth Model 0.02*** 0.05 1.10** 0.09 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 0.94 0.97 0.3133  

  Between-child slope, r1 1.12 1.06 0.3733  

  School intercept, u00 0.60 0.77 0.2000  

  School slope, u10 0.34 0.59 0.1133  

Model 2. Main Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 Odds Ratio SE Odds Ratio SE 

Level-1 Fixed Effects     

   Disability   1.23* 0.09 

   Free Lunch   0.85*** 0.03 

Level-2 Predictors     

   Intercept 0.03*** 0.16 1.17 0.10 

   Female 0.43*** 0.10 1.24*** 0.05 

   Black 1.28 0.15 0.87 0.10 

   ELL 0.66** 0.14 0.91 0.09 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 1.12 1.06   

  Between-child slope, r1 1.42 2.29   

  School intercept, u00 0.48 0.69   

  School slope, u10 0.32 0.56   

Model 3. Immigrant Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 Odds Ratio SE Odds Ratio SE 

A. Immigrant Family 0.91 0.15 0.09 0.07 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant. 0.37 0.56 1.13 0.54 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant. 1.60 0.49 1.04 0.47 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen. 0.70* 0.09 1.04 0.07 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 0.46 0.67   

  Between-child slope, r1 0.29 0.54   

  School intercept, u00 0.46 0.67   

  School slope, u10 0.29 0.54   

Model 4. Two-way Interaction 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 Odds Ratio SE Odds Ratio SE 

A. Immigrant Family 0.98 0.21 1.33 0.14 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black 0.54 0.27 1.79 0.17 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black 0.83 0.24 1.36 0.16 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen.x Black 1.20 0.24 0.73 0.16 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 1.10 0.68   

  Between-child slope, r1 1.45 0.55   

  School intercept, u00 0.46 0.68   

  School slope, u10 0.30 0.56   
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Table 10. Bernoulli Hierarchical Linear Models for Suspension 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 

Model 1. Null Models 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 Odds Ratio SE Odds Ratio SE 

Unconditional Growth Model 0.13*** 0.09 0.95 0.03 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 1.47 1.21 0.6588  

  Between-child slope, r1 0.001 0.04 0.0004  

  School intercept, u00 0.72*** 0.85 0.3227  

  School slope, u10 0.04 0.21 0.0179  

Model 2. Main Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 Odds Ratio SE Odds Ratio SE 

Level-1 Fixed Effects     

   Disability   1.72*** 0.12 

   Free Lunch   1.17** 0.06 

Level-2 Predictors     

   Intercept 0.21*** 0.16 0.98 0.10 

   Female 0.39*** 0.10 1.20* 0.07 

   Black 2.36*** 0.14 0.89 0.10 

   ELL 0.67** 0.14 0.91 0.09 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 1.36 1.17   

  Between-child slope, r1 0.002 0.04   

  School intercept, u00 0.47*** 0.68   

  School slope, u10 0.04 0.21   

Model 3. Immigrant Effects 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 Odds Ratio SE Odds Ratio SE 

A. Immigrant Family 0.52*** 0.16 0.96 0.06 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant. 0.42*** 0.17 1.00 0.12 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant. 0.70* 0.18 0.96 0.12 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen. 0.60*** 0.12 1.04 0.08 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 1.35 1.16   

  Between-child slope, r1 0.002 0.04   

  School intercept, u00 0.47*** 0.69   

  School slope, u10 0.04 0.21   

Model 4. Two-way Interaction 

Variables Intercept Slope 

 Odds Ratio SE Odds Ratio SE 

A. Immigrant Family 0.94 0.18 0.96 0.10 

B. 1st-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black 1.10 0.20 1.03 0.11 

     2nd-gen. vs. non-immigrant.x Black 0.63 0.25 0.98 0.13 

C. 1st-gen. vs. 2nd-gen.x Black 0.58 0.33 1.02 0.19 

Variance Components   

  Between-child intercept, r0 1.35 1.16   

  Between-child slope, r1 0.002 0.04   

  School intercept, u00 0.47*** 0.69   

  School slope, u10 0.04 0.21   
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Figure 1. Standardized Math Scores by Immigrant Status 
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Figure 2. Standardized Math Scores by Immigrant Generation 

 
Note. *a = significant 1st-generation vs. Non-immigrant slope; *b = significant 2nd-generation vs. Non-immigrants intercept and slope; *c = significant 1st-

generation vs. 2nd-generation intercept and slope  
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Figure 3. Standardized Math Scores by Immigrant Status and Race 

 
Note. *a = significant intercept; *b = significant slope   
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Figure 4. Standardized Math Scores by Immigrant Generation and Race 

 
Note. *a = significant 1st-generation vs. Non-immigrants; *b = significant 2nd-generation vs. Non-immigrants intercept and slope; *c = significant 1st-

generation vs. 2nd-generation intercept and slope  
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Figure 5. Standardized Reading Scores by Immigrant Status 
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Figure 6. Standardized Reading Scores by Immigrant Generation 

 
Note. *a = significant 1st-generation vs. Non-immigrant slope; *b = significant 2nd-generation vs. Non-immigrants intercept and slope; *c = significant 1st-

generation vs. 2nd-generation intercept and slope  
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Figure 7. Standardized Reading Scores by Immigrant Status and Race 

 
Note. *a = significant intercept; *b = significant slope  
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Figure 8. Standardized Reading Scores by Immigrant Generation and Race 

 Note. *a = significant 2nd-generation vs. Non-immigrant intercept; *b = significant 2nd-generation vs. Non-immigrants slope and intercept; 
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Figure 9. GPA by Immigrant Status 

 
Note. *a = significant intercept; *b = significant slope   
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Figure 10. GPA by Immigrant Generation 

 
Note. *a = significant 1st-generation vs. Non-immigrants intercept; *b = significant 2nd-generation vs. Non-immigrants intercept;  
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Figure 11. Number of Days Absent by Immigrant Status 

 
Note. *a = significant intercept; *b = significant slope  
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Figure 12. Number of Days Absent by Immigrant Generation 

 
Note. *a = significant 1st-generation vs. Non-immigrants intercept; *b = significant 2nd-generation vs. Non-immigrants intercept; *c = significant 1st-

generation vs. 2nd-generation slope 
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Figure 13. % Retained by Immigrant Status 
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Figure 14. % Retained by Immigrant Generation 

 
Note. *a = significant 1st-generation vs. 2nd-generation intercept 
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Figure 15. % Suspended by Immigrant Status 

 
Note. *a = significant intercept; *b = significant slope 
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Figure 16. % Suspended by Immigrant Generation 

 
Note. *a = significant 1st-generation vs. Non-immigrants intercept; *b = significant 2nd-generation vs. Non-immigrants intercept; *c = significant 1st-

generation vs. 2nd-generation intercept
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