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Abstract
This paper presents analyses of a representative sample of US Latinos (N=2540) to investigate
whether family cohesion moderates the effects of cultural conflict on psychological distress. The
results for the aggregated Latino group suggests a significant association between family cohesion
and lower psychological distress and the combination of strong family cohesion with presence of
family cultural conflict was associated with higher psychological distress. However, this association
differed by Latino groups. We found no association for Puerto Ricans, Cuban results were similar
to the aggregate group, family cultural conflict in Mexicans was associated with higher psychological
distress, while family cohesion in Other Latinos was associated with higher psychological distress.
Implications of these findings are discussed to unravel the differences in family dynamics across
Latino subethnic groups.
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Introduction
Family cohesion has been defined as the emotional bonding that family members have toward
one another (Olson, Russell, & Sprenkle, 1982). Within Latino families, cohesion has been
identified as a protective factor against external stressors (Hovey & King, 1996; Salgado de
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Snyder, 1987). The protective factor of family cohesion against distress has been considered
a function of Latino families close knit relations, sharing sense of loyalty, reciprocity and
solidarity among its members (Hovey & King, 1996). In general, a high level of perceived
family cohesion and support has also been identified as the most distinctive dimension of
Hispanic families (Sabogal, Marin, & Otero-Sabogal, 1987). Indeed, there is evidence that
perceived social support from families is related to lower levels of psychological distress
among Latino groups (Rivera, 2007; Vega, Kolody, Valle, & Weir, 1991). The strong
emotional bonds measured by family cohesion are expected to promote family support.

Past literature has also documented the relationship between acculturation and the cohesion
levels of Latino families. Acculturation has been defined as “the acquisition of the cultural
elements of the dominant society” (Lara, Gamboa, Kahramanian, Morales, & Bautista, 2005,
p. 369). Higher acculturation levels have been found to be related to lower family cohesion
(Vega, Kolody, & Valle, 1986). Other studies also find that families with low acculturation
levels are highly connected in comparison to bicultural and highly acculturated families
(Miranda, Estrada, & Firpo-Jimenez, 2000). These studies suggest that acculturation may
disrupt the cohesive bonds of the family and limit their protective nature against distress
(Hovey & King, 1996). Indeed, the literature suggests that low levels of family cohesion are
related to a higher risk of psychological distress (Cohen & Willis, 1985; Dean & Lin, 1977;
Turner, 1981).

In addition to family cohesion, the construct of family cultural conflict has also been considered
by researchers looking at the acculturation process for immigrant families, including Latinos.
Family cultural conflict may be a particular concern for families with members who were born
outside the U.S. as these families integrate the values, lifestyles, and norms of the host society.
Cultural processes, such as acculturation, may lead to conflict in family relations. Gil and
Vega’s (1996) analysis of acculturation and acculturation stress among Cuban and Nicaraguan
adolescent males and their parents found that “high levels of acculturation stress experienced
by parents and adolescents led to negative effects on parent/child relations by increasing the
level of cultural conflicts in the family” (p. 453). Similarly, Portes and Rumbaut (1996) reported
that second generation children experience conflict with their parents due to acculturation.
These cultural conflicts might exacerbate psychological distress and moderate the possible
beneficial effects of family cohesion.

Latino Heterogeneity
Mexican Americans are the largest Latino group in the United States, accounting for about
60% of the Latino population (Guzman, 2001). The proximity of many Mexican Americans
to Mexico, combined with their high rates of immigration, enables a strong cultural base that
serves to reinforce Mexican cultural identity (Guarnaccia & Martinez, 2005). At the same time,
partly due to this proximity, it is common for Mexican men and women to leave their families
and go to the U.S. for work. These immigration patterns often create separation of the family
nucleus and subsequent reorganization of family ties when the family is reunited. The
reunification of the previously absent family member can create tension, comparable to that
of a stepparent incorporating into a new family (Suarez-Orozco, Todorova, & Louie, 2002).
Even for families who move together to the U.S., relocation disrupts social networks (Pilisuk
& Hillier Parks, 1986) and may create more need for companionship and support from
immediate family members, potentially increasing the reliance on these few individuals to meet
multiple needs for support (Sluzki, 1979).

Migration patterns of Puerto Ricans are unique compared to other Latino groups. Given Puerto
Rican’s status as United States citizens, they are able to move freely between the Island of
Puerto Rico and the mainland U.S. This back and forth migration may create tension on the
family as Puerto Ricans are constantly dismantling and rebuilding their social and communal
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networks, and adjustment to new environments can create stress that fuels conflict in family
relationships (Ortiz, Simmons, & Hinton, 1999). Further, ties to a unique Puerto Rican culture
are weaker than other Latino group’s cultural identities, as more than a century of American
dominance has transformed their culture (Guarnaccia & Martinez, 2005). This diffusion of
cultural identity combined with the ease of movement across the U.S. and Puerto Rico is unique
among Latino groups. For the majority of Puerto Rican families in the U.S, socieoeconomic
factors are a more significant source of family stress. Puerto Ricans have the highest level of
unemployment (9.6%) and the highest percentage of people living below the poverty level
(26.1%) of all Latino groups (Ramirez & Patricia de la Cruz, 2002).

Cubans, as a group, have high socioeconomic status and while they have the highest retention
of Spanish in their everyday life (Portes & Stepick, 1993), by the second and third generation
Cubans are more likely to speak only English in the home than Mexicans (Alba, Logan, Lutz,
& Stults, 2002). The status of Cubans as political refugees and their strong family ties has not
only encouraged their migration to the U.S., but also led to more stable migration patterns with
less back and forth transitions between Cuba and the U.S. Loyalty and unity characterize Cuban
family relationships; for Cubans, family cohesion has been found to be a protective factor for
positive well-being (Bernal & Shapiro, 2005).

Lastly, the Latino community in the U.S. has rapidly diversified, including peoples from the
Dominican Republic, Central and South America; these groups make up sizable local
populations, such as Dominicans in New York City and Central Americans in Washington,
D.C. This group of “Other Latinos” is very heterogeneous, although many Central Americans
came to the U.S. escaping civil and military conflicts in their home countries (Guarnaccia &
Martinez, 2005). Dominican migration has been termed “transnational” as there is constant
movement between the U.S. and the Dominican Republic (Duany, 1994). Even if living in the
U.S., Dominicans often keep ties and social relations with family and friends in their home
countries. Migration separates parents from their children for a long time and creates tension
when the family reunites. Dominicans usually live in extended family formations, mostly due
to their low socioeconomic status in the U.S (Hernandez & Rivera-Batiz, 2003). Similar to the
other Latino groups, upon migration, these groups often need to assume unaccustomed roles,
such as women working to support the family, which can threaten the traditional hierarchical
structure of power within the family.

Present Study
In this paper we explore the relationship between family cohesion, family cultural conflict, and
psychological distress, particularly whether family cohesion moderates the effects of family
cultural conflict on psychological distress among Latinos. We hypothesize that for Latinos in
the aggregate family cultural conflict is associated with greater psychological distress only
under circumstances of low family cohesion. However, we also hypothesize that the interaction
between family cohesion and family cultural conflict differs across the Latino subethnic
groups. As indicated in previous sections of this study, there is a strong indication that although
these Latino groups shared a common ancestry, they also shared a plethora of social, historical,
and familial differences. For Mexicans, the pattern of separating from one’s family to find
work in the U.S. may greatly impact the experience of family cohesion, while women working
in the U.S. may disrupt traditional family structures and create greater conflict for this group.
The Puerto Ricans have unique socioeconomic challenges that may exacerbate psychological
distress; Puerto Ricans are also highly mobile between the U.S. and the Island, which may
negatively impact the power of family cohesion to buffer family conflict in this population.
Cubans have the most tightly knit family structures, suggesting that the experience of family
cohesion for this group may be particularly strong. Lastly, the Other Latinos experience high
levels of social instability due to poverty, transmigration patterns and, for Central Americans,
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a history of political unrest. These experiences may both fuel family conflict and create
situations that foster low patterns of cohesion.

Methods
Description of the Study

The National Latino and Asian American Study (Alegria et al., 2004) is one of the largest
population-based surveys of Latinos and Asian Americans ever conducted in the United States.
The NLAAS provides national information on the similarities and differences in mental illness
and service use of Latinos and Asian Americans. Accordingly, the NLAAS is more than another
psychiatric disorder prevalence study of separate Latino and Asian American populations.
Rather, this study seeks to assess the role of ethnicity/race, socioeconomic status and
environmental context in explaining potential mental health and service use differences
(Alegria et al., 2004). It brings a renewed focus to social and environmental determinants of
disease that may shed light on how to intervene at the population or regional level, rather than
only at the individual level. The aims are: (a) to estimate the lifetime and 12-month prevalence
of psychiatric disorders and the rates of mental health services use for Latino and Asian
American populations and (b) to examine the association of social position, environmental
context, and psychosocial factors with mental disorders and service use among Latinos and
Asian Americans.

Sample Design
The NLAAS is based on a stratified area probability sample design that is briefly described
here (for more details please see Heeringa et al., 2004). The survey populations for the NLAAS
study included all Latino and Asian American adults, 18 years of age and older, in the non-
institutionalized population of the coterminous United States. This paper reports only on the
Latino sample. Latinos were divided into four strata of interest based on eligible adults’
ancestry or national origin: Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban and all Other Latinos. This
stratification of the NLAAS survey populations relied on self-reports by household members
at the time of the household screening. The final sample consists of 2554 Latino respondents:
868 Mexican, 577 Cuban, 495 Puerto Ricans and 614 Other Latinos. The response rate for the
combined Latino NLAAS sample of primary and secondary adult respondents was: 75.5%. To
provide a nationally-representative sample of all Latino origin groups regardless of geographic
residential patterns, the sampling strategy included both an NLAAS Core sample, as well as
high density (HD) supplements which were designed to over sample geographic areas with
moderate to high density (≥5%) Latino households. Weighting reflects the joint probability of
selection from the pooled Core and HD samples, providing sample-based coverage of the full
national Latino population.

Procedures for Data Collection
The University of Michigan’s Institute for Social Research (ISR) conducted data collection
between May 2002 and November 2003 (see Pennell et al., 2004, for a detailed description of
the data collection procedures). Eligibility criteria for the Latino sample of the NLAAS
included age (persons 18 years or older), ethnicity (persons who were of Latino, Hispanic or
Spanish origin, specifically, Cuban, Puerto Rican, Mexican or Other Latino), and language
(persons who spoke English or Spanish). Recruitment into the initial NLAAS interview began
with an introductory letter and study brochure mailed to the sample households. All study
materials were translated into Spanish for the substantial proportion of non-English speaking
respondents. Interviewers then conducted screening procedures, scheduled, and conducted
interviews with eligible respondents. Professional lay interviewers administered the NLAAS
battery averaging 2.6 hours. As a measure of quality control, a 10% random sample of each
interviewer’s completed interviews was re-contacted for validation.
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Measures
Family cohesion—This is assessed by three questions, including whether family members
like to spend free time with each other; family members feel very close to each other; and
family togetherness is very important. The possible response options ranged from (1) Strongly
Agree to (4) Strongly Disagree. A higher scale value means higher family cohesion (α=0.822
for total Latino sample, with scores ranging from 3–12).

Family cultural conflic—This is a measure that includes five questions drawing from a
subscale of the Hispanic Stress Inventory (HSI) that tap into conflict that might arise because
of the tension of fitting into the cultural norms of strong family ties and achieving more personal
goals. This scale demonstrated good psychometric properties for Latinos, with an alpha of
0.787 for the Latino sample. Some items included are as follows: You have felt that being too
close to your family interfered with your own goals; because you have different customs, you
have had arguments with other members of your family; your personal goals have been in
conflict with your family. Response options were: (1) Hardly Ever, (2) Sometimes and (3)
Often. Higher scale values indicate more cultural conflict, with a score range of 5–15.

Psychological distress—This scale, referred to as the K-10 (Kessler et al., 2002), was
constructed using the answers to the following ten questions: During the last thirty days, how
often did you feel depressed; did you feel so depressed that nothing could cheer you up; did
you feel hopeless; did you feel restless or fidgety; did you feel so restless that you could not
sit still; did you feel tired out for no good reason; did you feel that everything was an effort;
did you feel worthless; did you feel nervous; and did you feel so nervous that nothing could
calm you down. Scoring options ranged from (1) none of the time to (5) all of the time. The
raw variables were reverse coded so that a higher score on the K-10 scale indicates greater
levels of psychological distress (α=0.921 for Latino sample, with scores ranging from 10–50).

Ethnicity—The study participants were divided into four subethnicities: Mexicans, Puerto
Ricans, Cubans and Other Latinos. This last category included people from different
Caribbean, Central and South American ethnicities.

Other Covariates—We decided to include other covariates known to have an impact on
distress including: Sex coded (1) for males and (0) for females as females have been found to
be at a higher risk of suffering distress (Mirowsky, 1989), especially among Latino groups
(Vega & Rumbaut, 1991). Education was measured as years of education. Income was divided
into four dummy variable categories (less than $15,000, $15,000 to $34,999, $35,000 to
$74,999, and over $75,000). These socioeconomic indicators are of vital importance since past
literature suggests a relation between low SES and higher psychological distress (Aneshensel,
1992; Robert, 1999). Marital Status includes two dummy variables, never married or divorced,
with married status as the reference category since it has been shown to be linked with lower
psychological distress (Ross, Mirowsky, & Goldsteen, 1990). Nativity was measured by
whether the respondent was foreign born (1) or born in the U.S. (0). Age of arrival into U.S.
was coded into four age categories: 0–6 years, 7–17 years, 18–24 years and over 25 years, with
U.S. born included under the 0–6 years category. These acculturation proxies are of special
interest to Latinos since high acculturation levels have been found to be related to higher
psychological distress (Cervantes, Padilla, & Salgado de Snyder, 1991; Hovey & King,
1996) and as suggested in the literature, might influence family cohesion and family cultural
conflict (Miranda & Matheny, 2000; Vega, Patterson et al., 1986).

Analytic Strategy
We began our analysis with descriptive statistics of the study variables by Latino subethnicity.
Significance tests for differences in the weighted proportions across the subethnic groups were
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conducted using Rao–Scott statistic for the Pearson chi-squared test for contingency tables
(Rao & Scott, 1984; Rao & Thomas, 1989; StataCorp, 2004). Then we examine the effect of
family cohesion and family cultural conflict on psychological distress while adjusting for other
socio-demographics factors (i.e. gender, education, income, marital status, and nativity) that
have been related to psychological distress using weighted multivariate regression analyses
adjusting for the sampling design through a first-order Taylor series approximation.
Significance tests were performed using design-adjusted Wald tests (StataCorp, 2004). We
include an interaction term between family cohesion and family cultural conflict to examine
whether family cohesion moderates the effect of family cultural conflict on distress. We fit
separate models for each Latino subethnic group to allow us to examine potential subethnic
group differences in the effect of family cohesion and family cultural conflict on psychological
distress. We also present a model that looks at Latinos as an aggregate group to demonstrate
how results could be misleading when subethnicity is not considered.

Results
Descriptive

The weighted mean and standard errors for all study variables appear in Table 1. There was
considerable variation in level of education, marital status, nativity and age of arrival into the
U.S. across Latino subethnic groups (all p<0.01). We see trends of Cubans having higher levels
of education, Mexicans and Cubans having higher percentage of married individuals, and more
Cubans entering the U.S. after age 25. There were significant differences in family cohesion
(p<0.01) and family cultural conflict (p<0.01) by Latino subethnicity with Puerto Ricans
having lower levels of family cohesion and higher levels of family cultural conflict. We also
found differences in psychological distress among Latino subethnic groups (p<.001) with
Puerto Ricans reporting higher levels.

Multivariate Analyses
Table 2 presents results of the weighted multivariate regression models for psychological
distress with sociodemographic variables, family variables, and family variable interaction as
covariates. The results for the aggregated Latino sample indicated family cohesion was
significantly associated with lower psychological distress (B= −0.43, p<0.05). There was a
significant interaction between family cohesion and family cultural conflict (B= 0.06, p<0.05)
suggesting that although strong family cohesion was associated with lower psychological
distress, having strong family cohesion in the face of family cultural conflict relates to greater
psychological distress. To understand the effects of family cohesion and family cultural conflict
on psychological distress and how they can vary by Latino subethnic group, we discuss the
results by different Latino group membership (Puerto Rican, Mexicans, Cubans, and Other
Latinos).

Puerto Ricans
The results of the regression model for Puerto Ricans revealed no significant associations
between the family variables and psychological distress, including the interaction term. The
socioeconomic covariates, on the other hand, are significant correlates as expected for Puerto
Ricans, with those reporting a household income of less than $15,000 associated with greater
psychological distress when compared to those reporting a household income greater than
$75,000 (B= 2.72, p<0.01), and those with higher education reporting lower psychological
distress approaching significance (B= −0.20, p<0.10). There were also marginally significant
differences in age of arrival into U.S. with those arriving between ages 7 and 17 reporting
greater psychological distress compared to those who were 0–6 years of age at arrival and the
U.S. born (B= 2.94, p<0.10).
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Cubans
Surprisingly, strong family cohesion (B= 1.48, p<0.10) and high levels of family cultural
conflict (B= 3.20, p<0.05) were both associated with greater psychological distress. However,
consistent with our hypothesis, the negative coefficient of the interaction term showed that
strong family cohesion in the event of family cultural conflict helped diminish the negative
impact on psychological distress (B= −0.24, p<0.05). In contrast to the Puerto Ricans, gender
and marital status were significant correlates with females reporting greater distress than males
(B= 1.56, p<0.01), and those who were divorced marginally associated with higher distress
than those who were married (B= 1.20, p<0.10). Cubans who were never married had
marginally lower distress (B= −0.97, p<0.10). Socioeconomic characteristics functioned
similarly to Puerto Ricans with higher education associated with lower distress (B= −0.34,
p<0.01) and those in the lower income brackets more likely to report distress than those who
make more than $75,000 per year (B= 2.55, p<05; B= 2.51, p<0.01, B= 0.79, p<0.10).

Mexicans
For Mexicans higher levels of family cultural conflict were related to greater psychological
distress (B= 1.13, p<0.01). However, neither the main effect of family cohesion nor the
interaction between family cohesion and family cultural conflict were significant correlates of
psychological distress; for Mexicans, family cohesion neither decreases nor increases
psychiatric distress, nor does it moderate the negative effects of family cultural conflict.
Socioeconomic covariates were not significantly associated with psychological distress for the
Mexicans; except that being female compared to being male (B= 1.02, p<0.01) and being
divorced compared to being married (B= 1.06, p<0.05) were related to greater psychological
distress.

Other Latinos
For other Latinos, family cohesion was significantly associated with lower psychological
distress (B= −0.90, p<0.05). The interaction between family cohesion and family cultural
conflict was also significant and positive (B= 0.18, p<0.01), showing that strong family
cohesion in the event of family cultural conflict could actually exacerbate psychological
distress. These findings suggest that for Other Latinos, family cohesion may not have the same
moderating effects on conflict and distress as was the case with Cubans. Similar to Cubans and
Mexicans, we found that females had significantly higher distress compared to males (B= 1.55,
p<0.01). Also consistent with Cubans, reporting a household income between $15,000 and
$34,999 was significantly associated with greater psychological distress when compared to
those reporting household incomes of $75,000 or more (B= 1.74, p<0.05). Higher education
was related to lower psychological distress (B= −0.16, p<0.05).

Additional Analysis
In order to gain more power in detecting subethnic differences in the moderating effect of
family cohesion on the effect of family cultural conflict on psychological distress, we pooled
all four Latino subethnic groups and ran a regression model that included 3-way interactions
between Latino subethnicity, family cohesion, and family cultural conflict with Mexicans as
the reference group. We found that the interactions between family cohesion and family cultural
conflict were significantly different between Cubans and Mexicans, between Other Latinos
and Mexicans, but not significantly different between Puerto Ricans and Mexicans (results not
shown, but available from authors). These results suggest that the interaction between family
cohesion and family cultural conflict on psychological distress differs between Latino sub-
ethnicities. Further, they add a layer of confidence, as the results are similar to ones discussed
above, with the interaction terms showing both significant and unique patterns for Cubans and
other Latinos.
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Discussion
The findings in this study show that the effects of family cohesion, family cultural conflict,
and the interaction between family cohesion and family cultural conflict on psychological
distress differ by Latino subethnicity. However, the cross-sectional nature of the data used in
this study poses limitations in making causal inferences. It could well be the case that persons
with higher psychological distress have an increased risk of interpreting the actions of other
family members as non-cohesive. Similar arguments could be made for the perceptions of
family cultural conflict, with those reporting more conflict also reporting lower rates of family
cohesion.

The data also restrain us from making further analyses for sub-group variations on the Other
Latino category. We could not test if the differences found were related to the Latino experience
or the experience of being a minority within the social hierarchy of the U.S. Further tests should
extend our analyses to other minority groups as well. In spite of those limitations, our findings
contribute to unraveling the differences in family dynamics across Latino subethnic groups.
When looking at the aggregated Latino group, family cohesion was associated with lower
psychological distress. This result is consistent with previous research (Gil & Vega, 1996; Gil,
1996; Vega, Kolody et al., 1986). When we examined each Latino subethnic group, we found
that family cohesion was significantly associated with lower distress for Other Latinos,
consistent with Latinos as a whole. However, for Cubans, family cohesion appeared to function
differently from the sample as a whole, with higher levels of cohesion associated with increased
psychological distress. Previous literature (Olson et al., 1989), has indicated that high levels
of family cohesion, in comparison to moderate levels, might produce potentially harmful
effects on distress by entailing high levels of family demand. It is possible that the more stable
migratory patterns for Cubans may foster an experience of family cohesion where Cubans are
less able to escape negative family patterns in the U.S. by moving back to their country of
origin or separating from the family, as might be the case for other groups, such as Puerto
Ricans.

The fact that family cohesion and family culture conflict do not appear to be significant factors
in distress levels for Puerto Ricans, after adjusting for household income and education, suggest
that family dynamics might be strongly influenced by the socioeconomic conditions of the
family. It might also be explained by Puerto Rican’s greater socialization into U.S. society
which might imply the rejection of strong family norms and values that ensure family cohesion
and the dilution of relationships where there is family culture conflict. As such, this might be
related to why Puerto Rican women are substantially more likely to be single heads of
household than their other Latina counterparts, and why psychological distress might be higher
for Puerto Ricans as compared to the other Latino subgroups.

For Mexicans, there are several explanations for why family cohesion neither decreases nor
increases distress, nor does it moderate the negative effects of family cultural conflict. For one,
family cohesion might go beyond the immediate to the extended multigenerational family.
There are many family structures that can be considered among Mexicans as forming the family
cohesion, allowing for incredible variation across Mexicans and no definitive association to
psychological distress. A second alternative explanation is that Mexican families have typically
remained concentrated in Mexican enclaves that reinforce the traditional family structure with
gender roles designated by chores to be able to survive. This rigid family cohesion is not related
to distress but more to task performance. Therefore, it does not protect against family cultural
conflict.

Our other aim was to assess the interaction between family cohesion and family cultural conflict
on psychological distress. We hypothesized that family cohesion would moderate the negative
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effect of family culture conflict on psychological distress. Surprisingly, we found that the
interaction between family cohesion and family cultural conflict was positively associated with
distress when looking at Latinos as an aggregate. Thus, at high levels of family cohesion and
family cultural conflict, distress increases, and family cohesion loses its protective character.
These findings underscore the importance of looking closely at the specific nature of family
cohesion for Latinos and how it interacts with other characteristics, in order to avoid cultural
generalizations that may not apply universally.

Across each subethnic group, the relationships among these variables also varied. We found
that strong family cohesion moderated the negative effect of family culture conflict on distress
for Cubans, consistent with our hypothesis. In contrast, elevated levels of family cultural
conflict and family cohesion were related to increased distress levels of psychological distress
for Other Latinos. This finding is counterintuitive to our proposed hypotheses. It appears as if
strong family cohesion might lose its potential protective character with the Other Latino group.
We speculate that in these cases, the intense family bonds may only serve to increase the
negative impact of the family cultural conflict. There is no significant interaction effect of
family cultural conflict and family cohesion for Puerto Ricans. The mobility of Puerto Ricans
due to their status as U.S. citizens may well diffuse the experience of family cohesion, and
mitigate its ability to moderate the negative effects of family cultural conflict.

Although being female was related to greater psychological distress in the sample as a whole,
for Puerto Ricans, neither of these variables was significantly related to distress. This finding
has been shown in other studies, where the high number of men underemployed and out of the
labor force having high psychological distress may eliminate the gender gap observed in other
groups. Being divorced was also significant for the sample as a whole, but not for Puerto Ricans.
With Cubans, we find being female related to psychological distress. At the same time, being
divorced increased distress, while being never married decreased it. We speculate that cultural
constructions of women’s roles in the Cuban community might account for these elevated
levels of distress experienced by Cuban women (Koss-Chioino, 1999).

For Mexicans and Other Latinos, we also found that female gender was related to greater
psychological distress. We hypothesized that changing cultural constructions of women’s roles
might create conflict with traditional roles and play a significant part in the elevated distress
experienced by Cuban, Mexican and Other Latina females. Given that Puerto Ricans are more
integrated culturally with the U.S., they may be less vulnerable to cultural tensions due to more
flexible gender roles. For Puerto Ricans, Cubans and Other Latinos, however, low education
and low income were associated with increased distress.

These robust and consistent findings in regards to the socioeconomic variables across these
three groups warrant attention given the overrepresentation of Latinos in lower levels of the
social hierarchy in the U.S. Here, the results for Mexicans paint a different picture. For this
group, socioeconomic factors were not significantly related to low psychological distress.
Further investigation of the unique effects of socioeconomic markers and psychological
distress across distinct Latino subgroups is required.

The findings from this study illustrate the complex nature of the relationships among family
cohesion, family cultural conflict, and psychological distress across Latino subethnicities.
Given the distinct migration patterns and sociocultural composition of each of these groups,
we recommend continued research and analysis of the differences in family dynamics among
them, and how these differences impact psychological distress.
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