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Just a matter of time? The ways children of immigants become
similar (or not) to Italians

In this paper, we study similarities between claldof foreign parents and those of
Italian parents using data from the Itagen2, a syref a large sample of students
aged 11-13 (10 thousand ltalians and 10 thousameidaers) enrolled in Italian
junior high schools in 2006. We measure three miffe aspects of similarity
(linguistic abilities, friendship with peers, anérse of belonging in Italy) and
investigate the determinants of similarity usingltmariate techniques. Results
underline the significant relation between, one dhe hand, similarity, and, on the
other hand, age at immigration and the family’sieemconomic condition. We also
observe considerable differences by country ofilri@enerally speaking, our
results suggest that the Italian social contexfaigourable to a rapid assimilation
on the part of children of foreign origin to thestas and ideals of young ltalians,
although there remain important differences linkdsbve all to family conditions,

country of origin, and scholastic performance.

Keywords: Italian immigration, second generationnsertion, similarity,
comparative analysis

1. Introduction

During the 1980s and 1990s, Italy, along with otbeuntries in Southern
Europe (mainly Spain and Greece) changed from atopcoharacterized by
emigration to a destination area for migratory #o{Cangiano and Strozza
2008; Gabirielli et al. 2007a; King et al. 2000; Ray and Willekens 2007,
Salt 2004). During the first decade of the new wBnt the foreign
population living in Italy took on new characteigst Family migration,
family reunions and a growing number of births frdareign parent(s)
resulted in a rapid increase in the presence ofdrem of immigrants
(Mencarini et al. 2009). This phenomenon represardsallenging issue in

contemporary Italy (and a number of other develagmehtries) not only for



the school system, but also for larger society.eResh on the children of
immigrants in ltaly has, however, a relatively brigistory given the
recentness of this social phenomenon (Ambrosini &fwlina 2004;

Mencarini et al. 2009; Silvestrini 2008).

Over the course of the 2005-06 school year, a raliter research
group coordinated by G. Dalla-Zuanna carried oetltagen2 survey on a
national sample of children aged 11-13. The datdnegad provide a
statistically sufficient basis for research, ascdégd by Barban and Dalla-
Zuanna (2010) and, in greater detail, by Barban \atmite (2011) in their
statistical appendix. Using this dataset, Barbah\aihite demonstrated that
the scholastic achievements of young foreignersspedally those who
have only recently arrived — are much less satsfgcthan their Italian
counterparts, even when controlling for a numbeindividual and familial
characteristics (e.g. parents’ level of educatimmnber of siblings, etc.).
The same authors also demonstrate that among thsgners with good
and excellent scholastic results, very few follawbéious scholastic paths,
choosing instead vocational schools which precladeess to university
degrees and, in turn, more prestigious and be#ér jpbs. Considerable
scholastic difficulties experienced by young forags living in Italy have
also been highlighted by Mussino and Strozza (2@hidgugh use of the
Itagen2 and official statistics. The problematsuis of school performance
on the part of children of foreigners is not newtaty, but is reminiscent of
the challenges faced by second generation souttedians inhabiting the
industrialized northwestern regions of Italy thigggars ago (Impicciatore
and Dalla-Zuanna 2006).

Studies conducted thus far using the Itagen2 deatasfabove all on the
difficult relationship between immigrants and sclmgp a relevant and
urgent issue for the development of appropriatéipal policies. That said,

the survey is much richer, allowing for the conestian of a multi-faceted



picture of children in immigrants in ltaly (Casaexlet al. 2008; Dalla-
Zuanna et al. 2009; Mencarini et al. 2009). In thégper we endeavor to
measure the similarities/differences between oabildrof Italians and
children of foreigners, with specific regard togbrimportant aspects in the
construction of identity: linguistic abilities, &éndships with peers, sense of
belonging in Italy. We aim to answer to the follogiquestions. According
to these three dimensions, are young children oéidoers similar or
different with respect to young Italians? Do simitlas increase along with
the timing of migration? Does the degree of sintyarchange with
individual characteristics (e.g. social class, ptg’eor foreign parent’s
country of origin, family structure, etc.)? Thedé&n2 survey is particularly
suited for this type of comparison in that in addht to the 10,554
interviewed foreign students, 10,150 Italians wafso interviewed, all
attending the same junior high schools.

This paper builds upon the already existent extenbierature on the
welfare of children of immigrants; indeed many eesbers have sought to
assess the determinants of immigrant children’sabscccess or — on the
contrary — their drift towards poverty, social maadity, and even criminal
behaviour. The most common theoretical approachlagmg in such
studies issegmented assimilation theqfyortes 1996; Portes and Rumbaut
2001; Portes and Zhou 1993; Rumbaut 1994 and 19806y 1997).
Research has also highlighted less unilateral nmesims such as integration
or exclusion (Berry 2001; Crul and Vermeulen 20BEFNATIS Project
2001; TIES Project 2004). There exist two commoy dketerminant factors
in different types of assimilation, integration asgclusion: the family’s
social capital and origins, and teenagers’ acdarsibf human capital in
childhood or adolescenceél{ck and White 2004Portes and Rumbaut 2001;
Zhou 1997). In turn, these determinant factors deépen other elements,

above all income, parents’ social class, childregs of arrival in the host



society, and the potential for immigrant social migb— both for youth and
adults — within a given context.

Given the young age at interview, the Itagen2 sudaga does not allow
us to thoroughly investigate types of assimilatioegration or exclusion
experienced by children of immigrants in Italy. Ttlgldren are generally
11-13 years of age, although many foreigners tenlet one or two years
older than the class in which they are enrolled §dfloo and Strozza 2011).
Consequently, although this article takes into aotothe theoretical
approaches cited above - both in the constructfaie questionnaire and
the selection of explanatory and response variablesir objective is
somewhat less ambitious. However, given the alnooshplete lack of
studies on these fundamental aspects of the lifegoong children of
foreigners, the descriptive and explorative appnoadopted in this paper
seems both useful and timely.

In the next section, we briefly describe the shagpease in the number
of children of immigrants in Italy. In section 3\et principal characteristics
of the Itagen2 survey and those of the sample eseribed. In section 4, we
pursue the primary objective of this paper: the sneament of the three
above mentioned aspects of similarity, with a foars the length of
students’ residence in Italy. In section 5, we sh#re results of our
multivariate analyses, which estimate the deternigaf similarity levels,
taking into account the role played by country dfjim. We conclude by

reflecting on a number of political issues relevanbur results.

2. The dramatic increase in the number of childrenof immigrants in

Italy

The number of foreigners aged 0-17 in the ltaliapuation Registers has

greatly increased due to family migrations, famméynions and births. Data



on this last aspect are the most reliable: birttanf foreign parents
increased from 5 thousand in 1992 to around 80sthad in 2009 (see
figure 1). Around 70 per cent of these newborns pe@nts who were both
of foreign origin (Italian law is based on the miple of jus sanguinis—
children are foreign citizens until they must makeecision on their 18
birthday), 20 per cent had an Italian father anghéOcent an Italian mother
(and thus according to law are lItalian citizengjisTconsiderable increase is
demonstrated by stock data as well. Foreigners &g&d living in Italy
numbered only 59,000 in the Census of October I@f9tpared to about
934,000 in the Population Register at the beginning010, i.e. an increase
from 0.6 per cent to 9.1 per cent of the populatbthe same age living in
Italy. In the same period, youth aged 0-17 consitu22 per cent of the
(legal) foreign population. Children of immigranitang in Italy come from
a number of different countries, a characteristiat tsets Italy apart from
most other European countries and is due to Itdbck of a significant
colonial history and geographical position. In ¢&D06 (the most recent
available data), no country exceeded 20 per centeims of the total
number of foreigners aged 17 or younger, indeey Aldania and Morocco
surpassed 10 per cent (Dalla-Zuanna et al. 2009).

The presence of foreigners in ltaly is also charatd by a notable
difference between the Centre-North (18 per cenhefpopulation aged 0-
17 in 2010) and the South (3 per cent). This igdhr due to job
opportunities, which are lacking in the South ef@mmatives (Strozza et al.
2009). Foreigners living in the South tend to becemtrated in specific
enclaves, whereas in the Centre-North they areadpmut relatively
homogenously thanks to the localization of the ecaic system. Only in
certain marginal areas of the Centre-North, maimlhe mountains or hills,

are foreigners less in number.



<<Figure 1 about here>>

This rapid growth has put pressure on the Itali@hosl system.
According to data from the Italian Ministry of Ediion (Ministero
dell'lstruzione, dell'Universita e della Ricerca0Ze€2010), the number of
students with foreign citizenship enrolled in salscacross the country (age
6-18, excluding kindergarten and university) hasowgr remarkably,
especially in recent years: 32,000 in the 1992¢9®al year (0.3 per cent of
the total), more than 500,000 in 2006-07 (5.6 mat)c— the year when data
for the Itagen2 were collected — and almost 63Djathe 2008-09 school
year (7.0 per cent). Italian law stipulates thakeign minors are allowed to
attend school regardless of their official statlegdl or not) and this applies
to all grade levels. The school system is almostusxely public and free
of charge and is divided into primary school (age$0, 8.3 per cent
foreigners in 2008-9), junior high school (agesl1Bl1-8.0 per cent) and high
school (ages 14-18, 4.8 per cent). The lower ptaporpresent in high
schools is in part due to a relatively high drop-cate among foreigners
compared to native Italians (Barban and White 20Mdssino and Strozza
2011).

3. The Itagen?2 survey and the baseline sample

3.1 The survey

The Itagen2 survey is the first nation-wide exteassurvey on children
with at least one foreign-born parent, and focupesnarily on the

determinants of social insertion. The sample usethis paper consists of
10,554 children with at least one foreign parembrgigners”) and 10,150
children with parents who are both Italian (“lta&d) included as a control



group. Students live in 48 of the 107 Italian prméas and attend 250 junior
high schools. The schools were randomly chosen gntbose with a
foreign student body consisting of +10 per centhaf total in six of the
Central and Northern regions (Lombardy, Veneto, |lBaRomagna,
Tuscany, Marches and Lazio) and +3 per cent oftoked in four of the
Southern regions (Campania, Apulia, Calabria aedy$i While this choice
was in part made for practical reasons, the detisi@s above all driven by
the desire to collect data on several phases ofdb&l insertion process.
More specifically, in schools with a relatively higresence of immigrants,
a considerable proportion of the foreign childrearevborn in Italy (the
“second generation”), whereas in schools with a/\anall proportion of
foreign pupils, the large majority of the lattee arew arrivals. Moreover, it
iIs possible that the distance between Italians dockigners is
underestimated, as the wealthiest Italian parerag try to enroll their
children in private schools attended by very feweigners. That said,
however, private junior high schools are not veoynmon in Italy (5 per
cent of junior high schools at the time of the syjvand their presence is
concentrated in urban areas.

In each school, three classes were interviewed flmme each level of
junior high school) as were all of the foreign snts. In schools with more
than 60 foreign students, data for a greater nurabelasses was collected
in order to improve the sample of natives. Data waghted separately for
Italians and foreigners, so as to ensure that tleguéncies were
representative of the two groups. The weightsNyef= (foreigners) and
N;/ny (ltalians), withj being the province (1...48)\ the number of students
attending junior high schools with +10 per cent pe8 cent in the South) of
foreign students, aneh the same quantity for our sample. Data were
collected through a questionnaire filled out by theidents under the

supervision of their teacher and a researcher.qliestionnaire was in part



inspired by theChildren of Immigrants Longitudinal StudgILS), a large
scale longitudinal investigation of a sample of Wfiesecond generation
teenagers conducted in the United States (Portds Rambaut 2001).
However, some sections of the CILS questionnairgeweonsiderably
modified in order to take into account the youngeges of the students

interviewed and several unique aspects of Italciesy.

3.2 Basic characteristics of the sample

In light of examples provided in the literatureg(e.see among the others,
Rumbaut 1997), we divide foreign students into fgroups defined by the
variable “generation”: students who arrived in\itél years or less before
the interview (thus at the age of 6 or older) amckived some education in
their native country (G1.5); students who arrivaditaly 6 years or more
before the interview, but were born abroad and ivede all of their
education in Italy (G1.75); students born in Italfy both foreign parents
(G2); and children of mixed couples (G2.5). Childnehose parents are
both native Italians are defined as G3.

The distribution by country of origin and by gerteya mirrors relatively
closely the characteristics of immigrant flows taly, both in terms of
provenance and time of arrival. For example, theisGgrimarily from the
Philippines and Tunisia, while the G1.5 includeshigh percentage of
Romanians who, while already numerous in the 19@@siigrated in mass
to Italy during the early years of this century. addition, among the
children of mixed couples, the immigrants mostliike form a married and
reproductive couple with an ltalian (aside from s@ofrom developed
countries) hail from South American and Easternopean countries
(Maffioli et al. 2010).

When considering the Itagen2 sample as a wholeGGthe makes up the



majority of those interviewed (41 per cent) whilenast a quarter of the
sample fall into the G1.75 category. The G2 coasi$tl7 per cent of the
sample, while children of mixed couples (where fibreign parent is often
from a wealthy country) are even less representbi. distribution reflects
quite accurately the “infancy” of the immigrant pess in Italy.

<<Table 1 about here>>

Before turning to the three dimensions under caratibn in the next
section, we briefly describe several other chareties of the students
interviewed in the Itagen2 survey. We return tastheharacteristics in our
differential analysis, maintaining the distinctiaocording to time of arrival
and comparing foreign and Italian youth (table 2).

General characteristicsThe proportion of boys and girls is about 50 per
cent for both G2 (children born in Italy of bothréggn parents) and G3
(Italian pupils), while among G1.5, G1.75 and GRdys prevail (54-57 per
cent). This difference begs further study in ttreg sample consists almost
exclusively of minors living in Italy with at leashe parent; exploration of
such gender imbalance could help to explain faiigratory strategies.

The distribution by area of settlement is certaialyeflection of the
specific sampling frame of the Itagen2, althougalsb reveals the capacity
of these three macro-areas of the country to atimmmigrants (see section
2). In fact, in early 2010, 66 per cent of foreigimors were to be found in
the North of Italy, 23 per cent in the Center aadly 11 per cent in the
South, compared to 41, 18 and 40 per cent of ftahanors respectively.

Average age at interview is greater among the Garkbespecially the
G1.5 compared to ltalians. This difference is motnsuch due to failing a
grade — relatively uncommon in Italy during thesfiieight grades - as to the

habit of inserting immigrant youth in class levd®wver than those



corresponding to their actual ages, above allafrtknowledge of Italian is
limited (Mussino and Strozza 2011).

Family and parentsThe number of foreign youth who live in extended
families is double that of Italian youth. Singlergyat families are also more
widespread among foreigners, confirming findingeady existent in the
literature (Paterno and Terzera 2008). These msesolild reflect affective
and residential disadvantages, although it sholsldl lse underlined that the
majority of foreign children (65 per cent) live ‘iolassic” nuclear families,
composed of two parents and children (or only-ghildlhe length of
residence in Italy directly influences the recamsitbn of parental ties,
described here via a “family proximity” index. THatter is considered
“strong” if at least one grandparent or uncle ontdives at a distance of
less than 10 kilometers from the house of the weeree, “weak” if at least
one of these relatives lives in Italy but furthéann 10 kilometers, and
“absent” if they live abroad or are totally absemtis indicator is a good
proxy of interaction with relatives (Hank 2007).gheat number of Italians
live in a context of strong family proximity (88 peent), and practically
none (0.4 per cent) have no relatives in Italy.ngkiare very different for
foreigners. Even if half of the latter can countamearby relative, 23 per
cent have no kin in Italy. Family networks are atirly weak for youth
who have only recently arrived in ltaly, strongenr fthe other groups
(G1.75, G2 and G2.5).

Variables concerning the level of education and legmpent of parents
were constructed on the basis of the highest levebucation/employment
achieved within the couple (or the higher betwéen of the father and that
of the mother). More specifically, parents’ levef education was
differentiated according to the following categeri@) low (at least one of
the parents studied up until the age of 15); b)ioradfrom 15 to 19 years
of age); c¢) high (over 19 years of age). Employmeas distinguished



according to the following groups: a) low (no atfiy non-qualified
activity, generic labor, farmers); b) medium (teichans, artisans,
specialized labor, retail, services); c) high (ngemaent, business,
professions characterized by high intellectual seidntific specialization).
Parents of the G2 — of “dated” immigration — havdigher level of
education compared to the parents of Italian ceildAmong the parents of
the G1.5 and G1.75, who have immigrated more rgcemgher levels of
education are much less common. Recent augmentatithe “unskilled”
nature of the migratory movement towards Italy @dso be observed
through data on the employment of parents. Theepsibnal condition of
parents reflects the downward occupational segmyatharacterizing
immigrant workers in Italy (Strozza et al. 2009heTmajority of foreign
adults are, in fact, employed in lower profile jplesven when they have
been living in ltaly for quite some time. Certaintlifferences between the
G2, G1.75 and G1.5 are in large part due to thegrde timing of arrival.
The emancipation of recent immigrants (parentthef®1.5) from 3D jobs
(dirty, dangerous and demeaning) is not, howewarored by their low
levels of education, even if a closer look revehés the distribution of this
variable is practically identical to that of Itati@hildren’s parents.
Wealth.In asking questions of children, it is difficuti tirectly measure
the income or wealth of their family. We theref@mploy two indirect
estimates of family well-being: homeownership ahd humber of objects
possessed among the following ten material googbweésher, microwave
oven, digital camera, videotape recorder, persamhputer, washing
machine, scooter or motorbike, car, bike and agt|B& non-textbooks. This
number increases along with length of time spetfiaiy, but remains lower
for all children of foreigners compared to that etved for the G3. The
proportion of homeowners also increases considgralibng with the

amount of time spent in ltaly, likely due to gratls&bility in the family’s



migratory experience and a context characterized \wiglespread

homeownership among native Italians (Barban anthE2alanna 2010). Yet
among parents of the G2, the percentage of homemws less than half of
the total compared to a much higher percentage gritatan parents (40
per cent vs. 78 per cent).

School. Self-perception of school performance shows, gdhyer
speaking, a widespread disadvantage among fordigtersts. The most
distressed pupils are to be found among the GIdS=Nn75, who have both
the highest proportions in terms of the perceptbtow performance and
the lowest levels with regard to the perceptiorhigh performance. These
results suggest a negative attitude towards schodlor an inability to
adapt to school rhythms, even if the amount oftitine spent on homework
hardly varies among the observed groups.

TV and sportFinally, the observation of two characteristicst@@ing to
the lifestyle of interviewees - which may ultimatéhcilitate understandings
local culture and processes of socialization -eaflquite different trends.
The habit of watching Italian television considdyamcreases from the
G1.5 to the G2, although for both groups this propo always exceeds 2/3
of the interviewees. On the contrary, sports aiig{in Italy such activities
are almost always organized by associations ueklad schools) are
practiced by 40 per cent of foreign youth, indemaridof their time of
arrival, a proportion similar to that observed amggoung Italians.

<<Table 2 about here>>

4. Measuring similarity

As is common in the literature, we consider sevelaiensions in our

analysis of the diverse facets of similarity betwelee children of Italians



and those of foreigners (Bohning 1984; Bonifazalet2003; Gabrielli et al.
2007b; Zincone 2001). In light of the available oimhation gathered
through the survey, we have chosen the followingeess: (1) self-
perception of language abilities, (2) friendshipghweers and (3) sense of
belonging in Italy. These aspects are similarly arhded in the existent
literature on this topic (Portes et al. 2005; Ruuotb4994) and aid in
measuring the relative closeness of each chilchéoltalian context and
culture. We begin by observing the distributiorttegse indicators according
to the generation variable (table 3).

Self-perception of language abilitieBhis aspect is particularly important
in the Italian context in that — differently thaher European countries such
as Spain, France and the UK, although similar herohost countries such
Germany and Greece — very few immigrants arriveltaty with any
knowledge of the host country language. The abittynaster the language
of the host country has been linked to the desireommunicate with the
host community and is a factor which would seenyingg indicative of
levels of similarity with the autochthonous popidat(Medvedeva 2008).
Almost all of the foreign children who had attengednary school in Italy
reported a high or medium level of Italian, not thi&t different from that
observed for the G3. This is not the case — asnoight well imagine —
among those of more recent immigration. Languagéyaperceived by the
G2.5 is lower than that perceived by the G2 andr&llikely due to this
group’s relatively brief duration of residence iwaly (26.5 per cent of
children of mixed couples has been in Italy lesntb years). The survey
also included a question concerning students’ predelanguage: Italian,
local dialect, or foreign language. Results (a\d@daupon request) reveal
that at least half of the foreign interviewees erdb express themselves in
Italian, independent of their generation. As theant of time spent in Italy

increases, we also observe an augmentation inréferpnce for Italian, as



well as for the local dialect. This is especiatlyet in regions such as Veneto
(in the North) and Campania (in the South) wheegdedt is quite frequently
spoken among fellow Italians.

Friendships with peersDuring preadolescence, the establishment of a
network of friends reflects the “choice” of socigloup with whom one
interacts; a decision which can have important equences for levels of
similarity to the host population (Mouw and Entwis1006; Guarneri et. al.
2009). The proportion of students who reported igavnore Italian friends
notably increases along with time spent in ltalgifig from 30 per cent
among the G1.5 to 49 per cent among the G1.75 arpkBcent among the
G3). Values below 20 per cent among the G1.75,n8d, &5, who report
having more foreign friends, illustrate the lack systematic ethnic
segregation among the intervieweebis result is similar to that described
above in terms of language ability (even the “lefgein the G1.5 to the
G1.75), demonstrating a strong and rapid rise milarity as amount of
time spent in ltaly increases, as well as the dmmable importance of
primary school — which in Italy is almost alwaysbpa and inter-class — as
a vehicle of multicultural socialization

Sense of belonging in Italy.Answers to the question “Do you feel
Italian?” can be interpreted in much the same Wéwe proportion of those
who feel Italian notably increases from the G1.5 ff2r cent) to the G2 (58
per cent), even if in this case there is not suobtdleap” between the G1.5
and G1.75. Evidently, the process of acquiringiffiérent” national identity
as opposed to that of one’s parents’ country @iois much more complex
than learning a new language and forming new fsargs. This finding is
also supported by the relatively high proportionstfdents who replied “I
don't know” to the question posed above, suggestieglings of
indecisiveness that may reflect a sense of “limbetiveen two worlds and

life models, that of the native country and thatlef host country. In fact



almost a third of interviewees whose parents aité li@mreign chose this

response.

<<Table 3 about here>>

In sum, this preliminary analysis demonstrates thatthree indicators of
similarity are strongly linked to time of arrival italy, and that the G2 are
the most similar to Italians. That said differencemain between the G2
and G3, in particular with regard to friendshipsl &aense of belonging in
Italy. In addition, the association between genenatand the three
indicators is sufficiently differentiated to suggélat they are effectively
three specific, if interconnected, dimensions ofirity. In the next section
we examine, through multivariate analyses, commitiesland specificities
of the three dimensions, and their association sétveral characteristics of

foreign pupils and their families.

5. Similarity determinants

5.1 The statistical procedure

In this section we analyze the determinants of lamity through an

examination of the three aspects described in téeéiqus section (language
abilities, friendships with peers, sense of beloggin Italy). In order to

estimate the “distance” between G3 and the otheerg¢ion groups, we
assign a score (from 1 to 3) using the three-stafesas in table 3. We use
an ordinal logistic regression model for each & three indicators, which
constitute our dependent variables. The independanables are those
reported in table 2 (general characteristics, fanaihd parents, wealth,



school, watching TV and practicing a sport, se¢et&h, with the exception
of macro-region and homeownership which are nevetistically

significant >0.1). We also include the parents’ country of iorignd, of

course, generation, as variables. Moreover, camistith our objective of
highlighting the net effect of the independent &hles on the specific
indicator of similarity, each model also includés ttwo other aspects of
similarity (e.g. in the model on linguistic abiés, we add friendship with

peers and sense of belonging in Italy to the inddpet variables).

Our first analysis endeavors to better specify #tength of the
generation variable on the degree of similarityciise 5.2). Given the
multiple indicators of similarity and the number witerviewees in the
Itagen2 sample (10,554 foreigners and 10,150 itsjiawe estimated
different regression models for each of the thrnekcators. The first model
includes the sole explanatory variable generatitwlesthe second model
includes all the other independent variables diesdrabove. A comparison
of the results of these two models allowed for meament of the distance
between the G3 and the other generations, and ehttls distance is due
to compositional effects (e.g. heterogeneity in thaterviewees’
nationalities) or timing of migration.

A second series of models considers only foreigattyan order to
measure the net effect of the independent variairidbe three indicators of
similarity. Although only one regression model istimated for each
indicator of similarity, to facilitate descriptioof our results we begin with
the independent variables described in table 2ti(ge®.3). This is then
followed by an analysis of the differences by p#seocountry of origin. In
order to better study this very important aspeat, egtimate three more

ordinal logistic regression models, which in aduitito including the



independent variables described above, also incatg@acthe interaction

between parents’ country of origin and the genenatariable.

5.2 The strength of the timing of migration

In table 4, the models “with control variables” ackearly statistically
superior to the models “without control variabled’R chi2 tests are
respectively higher in the former as opposed to l#ter). Nevertheless,
differences among generations persist (if to aelesstent) when controlling
for the other independent variables, confirming simdngthening the results
in table 3. Thus, when all the aspects are consilléhe control variables
explain only in part the generation variability. éfhdistance between
generations is more clearly demonstrated by thdigexl probabilities of
generations (controlling for the other determinamthich show a “scale”
pattern moving from G1.5 to G3 with respect to all the similarity
indicators (figure 2). 8f-perception of language abilitiess low only
among the G1.5, while among those born or socihlizdtaly, there is very
little difference compared to Italian&riendships with Italiansare also
considerably less widespread among the G1.5, athove also observe
levels quite far from those of Italians among fgreichildren born or
socialized in Italy and children of mixed coupldsnally, a sense of
belonging in Italyis slowly acquired along with time spent in Itadythough
a notable proportion of both G2 and G2.5 do not fedian, or are

undecided.

<<Table 4 about here>>

<<Figure 2 about here>>



5.3 Similarity elements

General characteristicsSimilarity to Italians is more evident among girls
than boys, especially with regard to linguisticliéibs, but also sense of
belonging in ltaly (table 5). In addition, even wheontrolling for time of
arrival in ltaly, age at interview is inversely oslated with the capacity to
create a network of Italian friends and feelingdelonging to the new host
country.

Family and parentsThere is less similarity to Italians when parents
have low levels of education or are employed i le®stigious jobs. This
is also true when the family structure is differgatg. single parent or
extended families) than that of the “classic” fanidrmation composed of a
couple with children. In addition, foreign youth avltan count on strong
family proximity are facilitated in their effortotlearn Italian. This may
seem contradictory, but perhaps the ability to ter@anetwork, favored by
the geographical proximity of relatives, is a sigh a more concrete
migratory project, for this very reason able to encapidly adapt to the new
social context.

Wealth.Youth from wealthier families also seem to buildhetwork of
Italian friends and learn Italian more easily comgpato other foreign
students. This characteristic does not, howev#uance sense belonging in
Italy.

School.While diligence in doing homework is only weaklgsaciated
with the dependent variables, the connection betwssdf-perception of
scholastic performance and the three aspects ofasiy is quite strong.
This is true not only of self-perception of lingtigsabilities (as one might
imagine), but also of friendship with Italians asghse of belonging in Italy.
This result further demonstrates the considerabjgrtance — for youth and

adolescences that today live in developed countriet scholastic success



in facilitating a positive relationship with the vid that surrounds them.
TV and sport Watching Italian television programs and praaotigi
sports are both strongly associated with all thmedicators, with the
exception of sports activities which is not sigrafnt with respect to
linguistic abilities. Generally speaking, these dfilgs highlight the
importance of the role played by the broader socaitext (outside of

school and the family) in all observed aspects.

<<Table 5 about here>>

5.4 The importance of country of origin

Compared to the broader European context, foresgingng in Italy stand
out in terms of the extraordinary variability inwtry of origin (see section
2). Consequently, in what follows we share the ltesaf an analysis of the
influence of country of origin on the three dimems of similarity. Broadly
speaking, immigrant youth from 5 countries seemhtve the most
difficulty adapting to the new host country: Chindugoslavia, Peru,
Ecuador and the Philippines (table 6). Levels ahilsirity are highest
among youth from Eastern Europe and the Balkanth (tue exception of
Yugoslavia), while African students seems to hags ltrouble compared to

those from Asia and South America.

<<Table 6 about here>>

When observing the three indicators in more detaé, observe several
differences that are more difficult to explain. FExample, while it was easy
to foresee considerable linguistic difficulties argoChinese and Indian

students, language issues among Ecuadorians aodider are somewhat



surprising given that Spanish is relatively simitar Italian. What then
drives the low level of similarity among young Edoeeans and Peruvians?
The answer may lie in the characteristics of irdlinals who migrate from
these two countries to Italy who tend to be singt#hers holding full time
jobs. They consequently have very little free timeevote to their children,
often leaving them to their own devices and depgvihem of family
support, similar to findings from major Americanies (Kasinitz et al. 2004
and 2009).

We conclude this section with an examination ofititeraction — in the
level of similarity — between country of origin amgneration (table 7).
Generally, the idea of a progressive diminutiortha& influence of country
of origin on the observed aspects is confirmed ly lesser variability
among countries for the G2 compared to the G1.5@hd5 for the three
indicators under consideration (figure 3). Thiswscbecause G1.5 students
who hail from countries with low levels of similgriare also those who
“recover” most rapidly. For example, the Chinesd atbanian G1.5 are at
opposite ends of the spectrum (net estimate widpae to the other
explanatory variables included in the model) inmgrof the proportion
reporting having Italian friends (9.1 per cent agpdhe Chinese, 39.5 per
cent among the Albanians — a difference of 30.4gr@nge points). Among
the G2, this same indicator rises to 49.0 per t@nthe Chinese and 67.2
per cent for the Albanians; the difference betwientwo groups is almost
halved (17.8 points).

This more detailed analysis demonstrates that,emergl, differences
linked to provenance are much less evident amoreggio students born in
Italy - as if the migratory experience progressivielses importance with
the passing of time spent in the host country. Baat there are differences
among nationalities. In particular, results confirthat the greatest

difficulties are faced by youth from Peru, Ecuadad China. Among the



G2, differences among countries in terms of thditglib form friendships
with ltalians are also remarkable. The proportibmonigrant students with
more Italian friends (estimated net of the compos#l effects for the
explanatory variables considered here) shifts f@imper cent among G2
Yugoslavians to 67 per cent among G2 AlbanianghiBicase, geographical
proximity between the two countries does not seenprbduce common
experiences.

Finally, the paths followed by children of mixeduptes (G2.5) are
different than those of the G2, begging furtherlysia which would take
into account not only the foreign parent’s courtdfyorigin, but also age of

arrival in Italy, social class of each parent, etc.

<<Table 7 about here>>

<<Figure 3 about here>>

6. Conclusion

The dramatic increase in immigration during theiquerof 2000-10 has
given rise to strong feelings of fear in Italy. Mamwonder if Italy is capable
of receiving such a large number of immigrantsunhsa short time span,
given very little prior experience in managing figreimmigrants. Feelings
of uncertainty have similarly been provoked byéken more rapid increase
in foreign minors. One way to understand whetheshssentiments are
justified and whether specific policies for integpa should be introduced
is to observe the ways young foreign pre-adolesceiidren are similar to
their Italian counterparts and whether this resamt® increases with time
spent in Italy.

Our analysis reveals that after just a few year$ivadg in their new

country, the large majority of the youth observezklf Italian, report



speaking lItalian well, and have a number of Italiaends. Insertion into
Italian society is even more rapid for girls, yoenghildren, children living
in families with greater social and human capitaildren who have greater
familiarity with the social context outside of tlsehool environment, and
children who perform well in school. Moreover, danity to Italians is
greater among those who were either born in ltalgraved in the first few
years of life.

Two years after the Itagen2, a random sample of f6B£ign students
and 1,169 Italian students were re-interviewed ddgphone (Barban and
White 2011). Given this relatively small sampleesend the more general
nature of this paper, we decided not to includsehaterviews. However,
several results aid in furthering discussion of ldrger sample. In just two
years, the distance between the G1.5, G1.75, andeB&ased, due to a
much more rapid learning of Italian, increase alidin friends and feelings
of belong in Italy on the part of the G1.5 and Glcompared to the G2.
Indeed, the distance between children of Italiand those of foreigners
does not seem to depend so much on age of areva ghe amount of time
spent in Italy.

Generally speaking, these results suggest a fakoralsponse on the
part of Italian society to the arrival of an incsesy number of youth from
abroad. Further research might investigate theefordriving the rapid rise
in similarity between young Italians and foreignexs the latter’s period of
residence in Italy lengthens. One hypothesis isybang foreigners do not
live in ghettos or enclaves (Barban and Dalla-Zaa2010) but rather
attend the same schools and classes as ltaliadraiand spend their free
time with the latter, thereby rapidly developingteong sense of belonging
to their new community. It would also be extremiglgresting to conduct a
detailed comparison of those nationalities for wahsomilarity to Italians is

quite strong (e.g. Albanians, Romanians, Moroccaa®) those where



young foreigners take longer to resemble their lsostmunity (e.g. South
Americans, Chinese, Filipinos, Yugoslavians, Macealos).

We conclude be linking the results of this artisi¢gh those — mentioned
in the introduction — on poor school performanceoag children of
foreigners living in Italy (Dalla-Zuanna et al. ZD0Mussino and Strozza
2011; Barban and White 2011). Although childrenimafnigrants rapidly
assimilate the tastes, dreams, and ambitions offéllw Italians, they are
at a greater risk of lacking the proper instrumeatsulfill them, and thus
potentially developing feelings of recrimination darresentment. This
process may also lead to downward assimilation (awh 1997; Zhou
1997). Thus while, on the one hand, our findingsrgjly negate the idea
that children of foreigners are excluded from #alisociety, one the other
hand they underline the fundamental need to devptjzies (above all
related to education) favorable to young foreignsush that the similarities

observed here may evolve into true integration.

Notes

[1] The way the question was framed means that sitipe response does not
necessarily demonstrate an oppositional attitudeutds the parents’ country
of origin. In fact, the question “Do you feel clode Italy or to your parents’
country?” was not asked, but rather the query wawplg, “Do you feel
Italian?” This does not, however, mean that sonteida students may have

struggled to answer, preferring the more neutgpaoase of “I don’t know.”
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TABLES

Table 1 — Countries of origin of the parents of thehildren by generation

Column per cent

Row per cent

1 i+

Countries Tol# =1 ="G175 G2 G25 GL5 Gi75 G2 G25 Tol
“EAST EUROPE
Albania 1560 115 259 57 55 328 510 69 9.3 1000
Romania 844 135 56 05 53 650 186 09 155 100.0
Yugoslavia 335 28 55 41 27 280 379 17.7 165 100.0
Macedonia 398 36 81 42 19 298 462 148 93 100.0
Other East Eur. 900 90 64 32 99 435 212 66 287 100.0
“ASIA
China 916 129 60 94 50 535 173 168 124 100.0
Philippine 378 33 09 123 19 319 60 511 110 100.0
India 434 57 52 31 13 499 315 116 7.0 1000
Other Asia 572 62 52 58 37 427 248 170 155 100.0
~AFRICA
Morocco 949 68 122 137 49 283 350 244 123 100.0
Tunisia 378 16 22 81 22 203 195 436 16.6 100.0
Other Africa 804 50 50 197 7.4 236 161 395 20.9 100.0
“LATIN AMERICA
Ecuador 324 49 33 01 37 516 243 04 237 1000
Peru 284 34 26 30 17 456 234 172 13.9 100.0
Other Lat. Am. 677 67 40 35 108 2383 159 85 37.3 100.0
_DEVELOP. COUNT. 801 32 21 38 321 127 56 64 754 1000
Total — 1000 1000 1000 1000 408 235 172 185 100.0
Total # 10554  —  —  — - 4317 2477 1811 1,949 -

Source: our elaborations on ltagen2 data.



Table 2 — Characteristics of the sample by generatin. Column percentages.

Pupil with at least a foreign parent

. by generation Italians
Variables GI5 GL75 G25
G2 Total G3
- GENERAL CARACTERISTICS
Macro-region (per cent)
North 63.9 60.9 62.8 60.5 62.2 50.7
Centre 26.5 30.1 26.2 28.6 27.8 22.2
South 9.6 9.0 11.0 10.9 10.0 27.1
Gender (per cent)
Male 54.9 56.7 48.2 54.0 54.1 50.6
Female 45.1 43.3 51.8 46.0 45.9 49.4
Mean age at interview 12.9 12.6 12.0 12.3 12.6 12.1
- FAMILY AND PARENTS
Household (per cent)
Couple with one child 10.3 8.7 8.1 14.9 10.5 12.4
Couple with 2+ children 49.5 60.1 62.5 50.5 54.5 .165
Mono-parental 229 22.1 19.2 16.6 20.7 15.0
Extended 17.3 9.1 10.2 18.0 14.3 7.5
Familiar proximity (per cent)
Absent 32.2 18.8 19.0 15.4 23.0 04
Weak 21.4 215 233 22.6 22.0 115
Strong 46.4 59.7 57.7 62.0 55.0 88.1
Parents’ education (per cent)
Low 29.7 30.4 25.9 18.7 26.7 29.2
Medium 40.4 42.4 35.6 40.5 40.2 39.7
High 29.8 27.2 38.5 40.8 33.1 31.1
Parents’ occupation (per cent)
Low or unemployed 73.9 69.2 61.0 48.9 65.1 37.2
Medium 23.1 26.0 31.6 36.2 28.1 44.7
High 3.0 4.8 7.4 14.9 6.8 18.1
- WEALTH
Household possession (per cent)
Rentals 73.1 58.8 53.6 39.7 59.0 19.1
Free 5.8 5.0 5.9 3.9 5.2 2.9
Owners 21.1 36.2 40.5 56.4 35.8 78.0
Meannumber of objects possessed 6.4 7.1 7.2 7.4 6.9 8.0
- SCHOOL
Self-perc. of school performance (per cent)
Not so well 45.7 47.5 41.7 42.0 44.7 30.9
Ok 45.3 40.7 45.8 44.6 44.1 49.4
Pretty well — very well 9.0 11.8 125 134 11.2 719.
Meannumber of hours for homework 2.0 2.1 2.1 21 2.1 2.2
- TV AND SPORT
Watch ltalian TV (per cent)
No 30.5 19.3 17.1 15.5 22.2 0.5
Yes 69.5 80.7 82.9 84.5 77.8 99.5
Sport activities (per cent)
No 57.9 60.2 58.3 58.9 58.8 60.7
Yes 42.1 39.8 41.7 41.1 41.2 39.3
Total # 4317 2477 1,811 1,949 10,55410,150

Source: our elaborations on Itagen2 data



Table 3 — The three indicators of similarity by geeration. Column percentages.
Generation

Variables (assigned sgore Gis Gl75 G2 G25 G3
Linguistic ability

Low 1) 24.9 2.3 1.6 71 0.6
Medium ) 43.6 17.7 145 185 7.9
High 3) 315 80.0 839 744 0914
Friendships with peers

More foreign friends 2) 43.3 189 174 146 7 1.
More or less the same number  (2) 26.7 319 345.2 2588
More ltalian friends 3) 30.0 49.2 81 60.2 895
Sense of belonging to Italy - Do you feel Italian?

No 1) 49.1 309 146 16.0 1.0
| don’t know ) 29.7 311 271 198 14
Yes 3) 21.2 38.0 583 642 976

Source: our elaborations on ltagen2 data



Table 4 — Ordinal logistic regression models by #hthree dimensions of similarity.
Coefficients and p-value of generations with and whout control variables.
All sample of Italians and foreigners.

Linguistic abilities Friendships with peers Sengbealonging in ltaly
: Without With Without With Without With
Generations control control control control control control
variables variables variables variables variables variablesl

Gl.5 -2.586** -2.095%** -1.169%** -0.306** -1.618*** -0.928x**
G1.75 -0.265 -0.103 0.003 0.202 -0.861*** -0.673%**
G2 0 0 0 0 0 0
G2.5 -1.153** -0.632x** 0.434** 0.225 0.018 0.110
G3 0.895** 0.721%* 2.227%* 1.1171%= 3.325%** 1.735%**
LR chi2 test 1,830.96 2,794.21 2,604.22 3,477.02 4,811.02 5,449.92
cutl -3.899 -1.825 -2.257 0.378 -1.740 -0.828
cut2 -1.651 0.705 -0.599 2.168 -0.525 0.513

(l) Control variables: see table 2, excluding macrgiom, including parents' birth country and the atteo
dependent variables (friendships with peers, sefselonging in Italy, self-perception of schootfpemance)
Note: "p<0.1; “p<0.05; ™ p<0.01

Source: our elaborations on Itagen2 data



Table 5 — The determinants of the three dimensianof similarity. Ordinal logistic
regression coefficients (*) and p-value. Studentsith at least one foreign parent.

R i . Sense of
Variables Categories ngl_u_stlc Fr!endsh|ps belonging in
abilities with peers italy

- GENERATION G1.5 -2.127* -0.331 *+* -1.200 ***
G1.75 -0.185 0.186 -0.741 ***
G2 0 0 0
G2.5 -1.111%* 0.220 *** -0.091

- GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS

Gender Male 0 0 0
Female 0.202* -0.077 0.080 *

Age at interview (cont.) -0.023 -0.112 *** -0.073 ***

- FAMILY AND PARENTS

Familiar proximity Absent 0 0 0
Weak 0.242%** 0.136 * -0.077
Strong 0.372%* 0.069 0.047

Household Couple with one child 0 0 0
Couple with 2 or more ch. 0.022 -0.013 -0.210 ***
Mono-parental -0.20% -0.136 -0.113
Extended -0.376** -0.282 *** -0.382 ***

Parents' education Low 0 0 0
Middle 0.441 *** 0.167 ** 0.100
High 0.418** 0.242 *** 0.145 *

Parents' occupation Low or unemployed 0 0 0
middle 0.232%* 0.287 *** 0.174 ***
high 0.972%** 0.381 *** 0.464 ***

- WEALTH

Mean n. of objects possessed (cont.) 0.691 0.763 *** 0.012

- SCHOOL

Self-perc. of school perf. Not so well 0 0 0
Ok 0.268 *** 0.140 *** 0.236 ***
Pretty well — Very well 0.587** 0.242 *** 0.281 ***

No. of hours to make homework (cont.) 0.024 0.023 * -0.010

- TV AND SPORT

Watch Italian TV No 0 0 0
Yes 0.507*** 0.846 *** 0.211 ***

Sport activities No 0 0 0
Yes 0.045 0.147 *** 0.100 **

- SIMILARITY INDICATORS

Linguistic abilities Low level - 0 0
Medium level - 0.679 *** 0.979 ***
High level - 0.565 *** 0.780 ***

Friendships with peers More foreign friends 0 - 0
More or less the same
number 0.746%* - 0.426 ***
More ltalian friends 0.824** - 0.843 ***

Sense of belonging in Italy No 0 0
I don’t know 0.293*** 0.370 ***
Yes 0.641** 0.813 ***

LR chi2 test 3,432.53 2,151.23 1,389.02

cutl -1.953 -0.722 -1.919

cut2 0.312 0.822 -0.457

Note: p<0.1; " p<0.05;" p<0.01

() All the models include the variable parents'tbicbuntry as well (see table 6).

Source: our elaborations on ltagen2 data



Table 6 — Ranks of the origin countries accordingd the three dimensions of
similarity. Ordinal logistic regression (*). Studerts with at least one foreign parent.

Parents' birth country Ling_u_i;tic Fri_endships Sensg of belonging Mean of the
abilities with peers in ltaly ranks
- EAST EUROPE
Albania 5 3 10 6
Romania 2 10 9 7
Yugoslavia 13 13 14 13
Macedonia 3 12 8 8
Other East Europe 4 6 6 5
- ASIA
China 16 16 11 14
Philippine 8 15 13 12
India 14 11 3 9
Other Asia 10 14 4 9
- AFRICA
Morocco 7 2 12 7
Tunisia 15 7 2 8
Other Africa 9 8 5 7
- LATIN AMERICA
Ecuador 12 4 15 10
Peru 11 9 16 12
Other Latin America 6 5 7 6
- DEVELOPED COUNTRIES 1 1 1 1

(*) Data come from the three regression modelsibfet 5. To facilitate the readabilityanks replace
the regression coefficients, that are available on request.
Source: our elaborations on Itagen2 data



Table 7 — Ordinal logistic regression models by theéhree dimensions of similarity. Predict probabiliies (per cent) and std. errors of

interaction between origin country an generation wih control variables. Students with at least one f@ign parent.

Parents' birth country-

High linguistic abilities

More Italian friends Belonging in Italy

G15 G1.75 G2 G2.5 G15 G1.75 G2 G2.5 G1.5 G1.75 G2 G2.5
~EAST EUROPE

Albania 46.5 86.4 (0.1) 88.1 (0.3) 67.0 (0.2) 539 63.7 (0.1) 67.2 (0.2) 49.4 (0.2) 223 44.11Y0.67.9 (0.2) 39.2 (0.2)
Romania 457 (0.1) 852 (0.2) - 756 (0.2)  26.0.1( 531 (0.2) - 577 (0.2) 206 (0.1) 518 J0.2 - 498 (0.2)
Yugoslavia 323 (0.2) 738 (0.2) 648 (0.3) 38.7.30 28.0 (0.2) 47.3 (0.2) 30.7 (0.2) 258 (0.2) 811 (0.2) 375 (0.2) 651 (0.3) 12.1 (0.3)
Macedonia 36.7 (0.2) 873 (0.2) 79.7 (0.3) 94.88)0.

Other East Europe

425 (0.1) 864 (0.2) 94.6 (073.7 (0.2)

28.6 (0.2) 33.8 (0.1) 48.0 (0.2) 73.0 (0.4)

317(0.2) 388 (0.1) 53.6 (0.2) 54.9 (0.3)
335 (0.1) 50.2 (0.1) 622 (0.3) 66.5.1f

250 (0.1) 469 (0.1) 71.7 (0.3) 64.0 (0.1)

- ASIA
China

52.6

7.6 (0.1)

0.2)

81.8 (0.2)

252 (0.2) .19(0.1) 247 (0.2) 49.0 (0.2) 237 (0.2) 17.31)0.21.4 (0.1) 52.2 (0.1) 26.6 (0.2)
Philippine 441 (0.2) 627 (0.4) 807 (0.2) 64.5.400 22.0 (0.2) 16.4 (0.4) 34.8 (0.1) 468 (0.3) 8.4l (0.2) 245 (0.4) 495 (0.1) 66.6 (0.4)
India 220 (0.1) 688 (0.2) 78.1 (0.4) 342 (0.4) 233 (0.1) 382 (0.2) 438 (0.2) 17.1 (0.4) 26.8.1) 422 (0.2) 63.1 (0.3) 22.6 (0.4)
Other Asia 222 (0.1) 80.4 (0.2) 90.1 (0.4) 66.7.2Y0 185 (0.1) 421 (0.2) 375 (0.2) 67.5 (0.2) 5.2 (0.1) 337 (0.1) 73.0 (0.2) 77.9 (0.3)
~AFRICA

Morocco 248 (0.1) 815 (0.1) 89.8 (0.2) 842 (0.3) 315 (0.1) 50.9 (0.1) 63.6 (0.1) 61.9 (0.2) 21(@®.1) 261 (0.1) 526 (0.1) 767 (0.2)
Tunisia 175 (0.2) 64.3 (0.3) 69.3 (0.2) 78.1 (0.4) 23.5 (0.2) 442 (0.3) 453 (0.2) 685 (0.3) 18(8.3) 584 (0.3) 58.4 (0.2) 85.1 (0.4)
Other Africa 248 (0.1) 874 (0.3) 876 (0.2) 78(0.2) 315 (0.1) 513 (0.2) 50.8 (0.1) 67.3 (0.2) 25.8 (0.1) 33.9 (0.2) 61.0 (0.1) 69.7 (0.2)
~LATIN AMERICA

Ecuador 344 (0.1) 757 (03) - 414 (0.2) 3721 543 (0.2) - 435 (0.2) 163 (0.1) 305 J0.2 - 402 (0.2)

Peru 26.8 (0.2) 68.0 (0.3) 91.2 (0.5) 68.0 (0.4) 1.73 (0.2) 49.1 (0.2) 49.2 (0.3) 615 (0.3)  14.6.20 29.4 (0.2) 50.2 (0.3) 51.7 (0.3)
Other Latin America  38.6 (0.1) 79.7 (0.2) 91.8 J0.B0.2 (0.2) 329 (0.1) 59.9 (0.2) 60.1 (0.3) 64(8.1)  19.9 (0.1) 284 (0.2) 76.7 (0.3) 63.1 (0.1)
“DEVELOP. COUNT. 23.7 (0.2) 89.5 (0.5) 88.0 (0.45.0 (0.1) 227 (0.2) 67.6 (0.3) 60.0 (0.3) 69(®.1)  33.6 (0.2) 57.4 (0.3) 60.1 (0.3) 80.6 (0.1)
Variation coefficient __ 0.37 0.14 0.10 0.31 028 _ 0.29 0.23 0.33 0.23 0.30 0.15 0.40

Control variables: parents' birth country, gendage at interview, parents' education, parents' getion, familiar proximity, household, mean numbgobject possessed, linguistic
preferences, friendships with peers, sense of gelgrin Italy, self-perception of school performapaumber of hours to make homework, watch Itallnsport activities.

Note: G2 of Romania and Ecuador include less tHastlidents; thus they are excluded from the anslyse

Source: our elaborations on Itagen2 data



FIGURES

Figure 1 — Births from foreign parents (a) and forégn resident minors (b) in Italy (in thousands), peod 1991-
2010.
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Source: our elaborations on ISTAT data.




Figure 2 — Ordinal logistic regression models byhe three dimensions of similarity.
Predicted probabilities (per cent) of generations Vth control variables *. All sample.
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(l) Control variables: see table 2, excluding macrgiom, including parents' birth country and the attwo
dependent variables (friendships with peers, seffelonging in Italy, self-perception of schootfpemance)
Source: our elaborations on Itagen2 data



Figure 3 — Variation coefficient of similarity indexes among countries of origin, by generation (s¢&ble 7).
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