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Figure 1.1 Basic Elements of an Immigration Analysis

Source: Adapted from Pettigrew (1997).
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primarily the domain of political scientists and demographers, respec-
tively; yet insofar as they are part of the lived experience of immigrants,
they must be considered in a psychological analysis as well. Policy and
demographics are clearly interrelated: which people immigrate to a coun-
try and how many people immigrate depend directly on the specifics of
political policy and legislation (for an analysis of Mexican immigration



to consider the impetus for these changes in policy, which can reflect par-
ticular political and social conditions within the country or that can, in the
case of world wars and broad-ranging economic conditions, influence
immigration in many countries simultaneously. On the other hand, it is
important to consider how the enacted changes make the bar higher or
lower for those who wish to enter the country, thereby affecting the immi-
grant flow and the demographic patterns.

Thus, in figure 2.1, the relationship between demographic patterns and
social policy is depicted bidirectionally. Although the move from policy to
population patterns is the most obvious direction, that is, evidence that
raising or lowering the caps on entry will have a direct numerical impact,
the rationale for the other direction is also strong. Once the population
reaches a certain level—whether the level of the country as a whole, the
immigrant share more particularly, or the number of specific types of
immigrants—citizens and lawmakers often become energized in debates
about the need for changes in current policies.

The third element of the triad is somewhat more elusive, or at least less
concrete. Whereas one can look to the legal record for articulation of offi-
cial policy, and to the census data files for a stipulation of numbers, social
representations are less easily pinned down. Yet, this element of the atti-
tudes and images that a community holds about immigration—in general,
as well as about particular groups of immigrants—is a critical member of the
triad. Policies are affected as much by subjective belief as by objective data,
and the social process of interpretation and explanation of events drives
the political actions.
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Figure 2.1 Cultural Elements of Immigration

Source: Author’s compilation.
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Numbers alone do not tell the whole story, however, particularly as we
try to understand how the reality of numbers influences the social repre-
sentations of the phenomenon. Over time, the countries of origin that
account for the major immigrant movements have shifted dramatically. In
the early years of the nation, immigration to the United States was primar-
ily from England and its neighbors. As the nation grew, so did the diversity
of immigrant populations, first expanding to include other countries in
western and then in southern Europe. Between 1882 and 1896, 71 percent of
immigrants to the United States were from the traditional base of northern
Europe; between 1897 and 1914, 75 percent of immigrants came from coun-
tries in southern and eastern Europe (DeLaet 2000). Two centuries of slave
trade, from the early 1600s to its prohibition in 1807, had already shifted the
national demographics (though not, until much later, the citizenship rolls).
Chinese immigration was also substantial at one point in the country’s his-
tory, only to be restricted by the legislation of 1882.

Early in the history of the country, it was clear that the United States
would not remain a British clone, either in its politics or its people. For
some, this was a matter of concern. In 1751, for example, Benjamin
Franklin worried that “the number of purely white people in the world is
proportionably very small” (quoted in Jacobson 1998, 40). His palette was
restricted—even Germans were viewed as “swarthy”—but his preferred
balance was clear, wishing that the number of whites be increased. This
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Figure 2.2 Immigration to United States
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concern for the whiteness of the country continued to be evident more than
150 years later when the Immigration Act of 1924 was formulated. As dis-
cussed earlier, that legislation not only reduced the numbers of immigrants
to the United States but also created selective mechanisms for who those
immigrants would be.

With the 1965 changes in immigration laws, the previous selective mech-
anisms were eliminated and the immigrant population could be drawn
from a much broader population base. The consequences of this change
have been dramatic, as figure 2.3 shows. In this figure we see the propor-
tional representation of immigrants from Europe, the Americas, and Asia
at three points in the twentieth century. As this graph clearly shows, Euro-
pean immigration, which was dominant in the first half of the century, now
represents only a small fraction. In contrast, immigration from other coun-
tries in the Americas, very small at the beginning of the century, is now the
dominant stream. Asian immigration—which includes people from a wide
range of countries in East Asia (for example, China and Korea); Southeast
Asia (for example, the Philippines and Vietnam); and South Asia (for exam-
ple, Bangladesh and India)—is the other growth area in recent years. In
1980, Asian Americans represented 1.4 percent of the total U.S. population,
and in 2000, 4 percent. Of these, 64 percent were born abroad, that is, were
first-generation immigrants (Xie and Goyette 2004).

These patterns of change, both in number and nationality, are interesting
in their own right because they tell the demographic history of the country.
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Figure 2.3 Changing Sources of Immigration to the United States
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Immigration is generally regarded more favorably by those higher in socio-
economic status (Espenshade and Hempstead 1996; Simon 1985, 1987). In
a 1980 Gallup poll, for example, 81 percent of those with only a grade school
education favored halting immigration, compared to only 44 percent of
those with a college education (Simon 1985). Similarly, Kim Mizrahi (2005)
found that more education (but not greater income) was significantly asso-
ciated with positive attitudes toward immigration. Studies in European
Union countries are consistent, showing more positive attitudes among
those with more education (Jackson et al. 2001; Pettigrew 1998). In these
European studies, age served as a marker variable as well, with older
people more likely than younger people to favor sending all immigrants
back to their country of origin (Jackson et al. 2001) or to show both blatant
and subtle prejudice against immigrant groups (Pettigrew 1998).

Ethnic differences in attitudes are often found in U.S. surveys, as are
regional differences, though there is some inconsistency in the patterns
across time and place. In a 1980 comparison of black and white respon-
dents, Simon (1985) reported that blacks were more likely to favor stopping
the flow of immigration than whites were, by a margin of 79 to 64 percent.
Data from the mid-1990s reported by David Sears and his colleagues (Sears
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Figure 3.1 Media Images of Immigration
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A majority of black respondents, however, saw both Asians and Hispanics
as direct competition for them. Hispanic respondents saw Asians as their pri-
mary threat, with blacks of somewhat less concern.

Specifically directing a person’s attention to a potential comparison
group can intensify negative reactions. As an example, participants in an
experimental study conducted in the border city of El Paso, Texas, were
asked to evaluate Mexican immigrants on a set of work-related traits (for
example, hardworking, competitive, punctual). These student participants
were more negative in their evaluations when asked how members of this
group were similar to themselves than when the question was framed in
terms of difference (Zárate et al. 2004). The potential if hypothetical threat
to economic well-being, when heightened by a question about similarities,
led respondents to see more possibility for realistic group conflict and, as
a psychological consequence, to establish more distance between them-
selves and the rival group by downgrading their characters.

More generally, the relevance of the comparison group may help to
explain the survey data that often show more negative attitudes toward

Figure 3.2 An Instrumental Model of Group Conflict

Source: Adapted from Esses, Jackson, and Armstrong (1998, 703).
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In the survey data just described, respondents were forced to choose
between two presumably polar opposites: blending in or remaining distinct.
A somewhat more complex analysis of views on assimilation versus multi-
culturalism draws on a two-dimensional model offered by John Berry (1990,
1997).5 In this construction, attitudes about immigration are assessed by
simultaneously considering positions on two questions. The first focuses on
people’s attitudes toward cultural maintenance, or the degree to which they
want (or are believed by others to want) to maintain aspects of the country
of origin, such as religion, language, and way of life. The second question
concerns contact of immigrants with their new country. To what extent does
the immigrant want to have day-to-day contact with members of the host
society? If these questions are asked on a simple Likert scale of favorability,
which ranges from strong agreement to strong disagreement, it is then pos-
sible to create a 2 × 2 taxonomy by using the mid-point of each scale as a
dividing point. The result of such a strategy is shown in figure 3.3. Integra-
tion is the term applied to those who endorse both positions: maintaining
cultural identity and relationships with other groups. Those who endorse
neither are considered marginalized, unable to connect with either culture.
Assimilation most closely represents the melting pot, as it is typically
conceived, in which a person takes on the values of the host country and
gives up allegiance to the culture of origin. Separation refers to those who
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Figure 3.3 Four Varieties of Acculturation

Issue 1

Is it considered to be of value to
maintain cultural identity

and characteristics?

“Yes” “No”

Issue 2

Is it considered to be
 of value to maintain

relationships with
other groups?

“Yes”

“No”

Integration

Separation

Assimilation

Marginalization

Source: Adapted from Berry et al. (1987). Permission granted by Blackwell Publishing.



Mexicans. Although more specific in their nationality reference, these find-
ings are wholly consistent with more general analyses of the rank ordering
of major ethnic and racial groups (African, Asian, European, and Latino)
that have been reported in a variety of U.S. surveys (Bobo and Massagli
2001; Sidanius and Pratto 1999). Apparently these dominant representa-
tions in the United States are either learned very quickly or are more gen-
erally shared beyond U.S. borders, despite presumed differences in the
extent of previous experience with the various groups.

SOURCES AND INFLUENCES ON 
IMMIGRANT STEREOTYPES
If differences between immigrant groups are so widely believed to exist,
how are they explained? Perhaps the most ready explanation is to point to
the country of origin as determining the nature of immigrant stereotypes,
drawing from “old country” soil to account for “new country” manifesta-
tions. Thus, it would be said, Polish immigrants are like they are because
Poles are that way, or Mexican immigrants are simply a transported case
of what Mexicans in general are all about. Park and Miller (1921) suggested
this causal explanation in their classic analysis Old World Traits Transplanted,
invoking both heredity and environment to explain the predispositions
they noted. At one point they suggested that the character of an immi-
grant group “may be connected with their original, inborn, temperamental

Images and Actions 71

Figure 4.1 Favorability Ratings of National Groups

Source: Author’s compilations.
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warm, and competence, assessed by ratings on traits such as confident and
competent, constitute the two dimensions of this model, which when jux-
taposed yield four distinct quadrants, as shown in figure 4.2. As Fiske and
her colleagues have shown in their research, these four quadrants are asso-
ciated with different kinds of affective judgments. Admiration is felt for
those groups in the upper right quadrant, and contempt for those in the
lower left quadrant (low in both competence and warmth). Pity and envy
characterize the upper-left and lower-right quadrants, respectively, both
indicating some ambivalence in affective tone. Lisa Leslie and her col-
leagues (2005) used this framework to obtain judgments of the seven ethnic
groups from the original Katz and Braly set, and their results are shown in

Figure 4.2 Spatial Mapping of Ethnic Group Stereotypes
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Source: Adapted from Cuddy, Fiske, and Glick (2004); Leslie et al. (2005).



experiences. Although we do not have the data to compare academic out-
comes, we have collected data on the degree to which students of immi-
grant backgrounds (in a New York City public university) report expecta-
tions of and anxiety about rejection based on their ethnic group membership.
Our study included both first- and second-generation immigrants from one
of four ethnic-national groupings: African descent (primarily from the
Caribbean), Latino (a majority from the Dominican Republic), Asian and
Pacific Islands (including a variety of national origins), and white (pri-
marily from eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union). Figure 4.3
shows the scores on a measure of RS-race for each of the four groups,
reflecting a significant difference between the groups. Students of African
descent reported the highest scores on the measure and white students
showed the lowest. Latino and Asian students fell between the two
extremes. It is worth noting that men and women in the sample did not dif-
fer in their scores, nor was there any difference between first- and second-
generation students. Thus, the experiences surrounding discriminatory
experience are remarkably similar within a particular demarcated group.
Time spent in the United States does not seem to be a critical factor in one’s
experience with discrimination—for those subject to it, the climate sets in
very quickly and becomes a constant part of lived experience.
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Figure 4.3 Anxious Expectations of Race-Based Rejection Among
Immigrant Groups

Source: Author’s compilations.

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

African Descent Latino Asian or
Pacific Islander

White



these terms are much more variable than this simple characterization
suggests.3

Perhaps the best-known version of this combination framework is John
Berry’s acculturation model (1980, 1990, 1992, 2001), which I introduced
briefly in chapter 3.4 As a total framework, Berry’s model recognizes the
broader domains of demography, economics, and politics as well as social
psychological factors such as acculturation and intergroup relations (Berry
2001). In practice, however, the emphasis of this model has been on the
combinations defined by two contrasting orientations—first, the extent to
which a person wants to maintain the cultural identity of origin, and sec-
ond, the extent to which a person wants to interact with members of the
host society. It is assumed that these two dimensions are independent, such
that a person could adopt both or neither, as well as one or the other. The
result of this bidimensional analysis is a typology, represented here in
figure 5.1, that characterizes four acculturation strategies.5 Two of the
cells—separation and assimilation—represent cases in which only a single
identity is maintained, rather than any form of combination. The integration
cell represents the additive case, where both origin and host are combined.

A more recent version of an additive model is the work of Benet-Martínez
and her colleagues on what they call bicultural identity integration (2002;
Benet-Martínez and Haritatos 2002). They define this concept as the degree
to which people “perceive their dual cultural identities as compatible and
integrated” versus “oppositional and difficult to integrate” (Benet-Martínez
et al. 2002, 496). Conceptually, both those who see themselves in hyphen-
ated terms and those who offer a more fused identity definition can be
considered high in bicultural identity integration (Benet-Martínez and
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Figure 5.1 Berry’s Model of Acculturation
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Table 5.1 Elements of Ethnic Identity

Self-Categorization
Identifying oneself as a member of, or categorizing oneself in terms of, a particular
social grouping
“I am, like my father, Mexican.” (Casares 2003)

Importance
The degree of importance of a particular group membership to the individual’s
overall self-concept
“I am a Croat, and this means everything to me.” (Timotijevic and Breakwell

2000)

Evaluation
The positive or negative attitude that a person has toward the social category in
question. Evaluation can be further divided as being based on favorability judg-
ments made by people about their own identities (Private regard) versus favora-
bility judgments that one perceives others, such as the general public, to hold
about one’s social group (Public regard).
“I feel the Serbian side much more . . . [but] I don’t like the Serbian mentality.”

(Timotijevic and Breakwell 2000)

Attachment and Sense of Interdependence
The emotional involvement or the degree to which the person feels at one with
the group. Aspects of attachment include the perception of common fate with
the ways that members of one’s group are treated in society.
“Talking to another West Indian . . . growing up, the similarities are there you

know, things like that. It’s why you’re West Indian. You share a common experi-
ence.” (Gilkes 2004)

Social Embeddedness
The degree to which the collective identity is embedded in the person’s everyday
network of ongoing social relationships
“In the family parties, the funerals, the baptisms, the weddings and the birth-

days, our private lives continued to be Mexican.” (Dublin 1993)

Behavioral Involvement
The degree to which the person engages in actions that directly implicate the eth-
nic identity category in question. This element can include language usage, cul-
tural practices and political activities.
“I . . . can’t be said to be really Chinese. Because I hardly talk Chinese, and I

can’t write Chinese.” (Verkuyten and de Wolf 2002a)

Content and Meaning
The associations and meanings that an identity has for the person, including
traits and dispositions associated with the category; ideological reference to
experience, history, and position in society; and narratives about the group and
one’s place in that group.
“I was exactly what they came up with when they designed the [Yugoslavian]

system . . . Raised to be like if somebody attacked your country from outside you
would just go . . . I think if somebody attacked the country I would have joined
the military at the time and defended the country.” (Bikmen 2005)

Source: Adapted from Ashmore, Deaux, and McLaughlin-Volpe (2004).



who the immigrants are—where they come from and where they go. Thus,
in the case of Latino immigrants, we know that more than half are from
Mexico, and that others come from Puerto Rico, Cuba, the Dominican
Republic and, increasingly, from countries in Central and South America
such as Colombia, Guatemala, and Ecuador (Saenz 2004). In terms of des-
tination, Latino immigrants traditionally have been concentrated in Califor-
nia, New York, Texas, and Florida (Portes 1998; Waldinger and Lee 2001),
but recent migration patterns are much more diverse, including sharp
increases in the numbers of Latinos throughout the southeastern United
States (Saenz 2004). Similarly, one can chart the paths of Asian immigrants,
documenting separate tracks for immigrants from China, the Philippines,
Korea, or Vietnam (Waldinger and Lee 2001). Gender patterns of immi-
grants have also been documented, both past and present (Foner 2000;
Hondagneu-Sotelo 2003; Pessar 1999). In interaction with nationality, dif-
ferences in the male-female ratio of immigrants can be charted as well,
showing substantial divergences between countries such as the Philippines
(more women) and Mexico (more men).

Social and demographic analyses focus not only on who the immigrants
are, but what skills and experience they bring with them. Consistent with
an emphasis on outcomes such as educational attainment and occupational
placement, demographic analyses record education levels, job skills, and
English-language proficiency (López 1999; Massey 1999; Raijman and
Tienda 1999; Waldinger 2001). Again, these patterns are broken down by
demographic categories, so that one can focus specifically on the skills of,
for example, Filipino nurses (Choy 2000) or high tech workers from India
and Mexico who work in the Silicon Valley (Alarcón 2000).

Demographic analyses are useful in establishing general patterns and
associations between who a person is, what marketable skills a person
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Figure 6.1 Key Questions for Identity Process Analysis
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(LaLonde and Cameron 1993). First-generation immigrants from the
Caribbean, China, Greece, and Italy, who on the average were forty-seven
years old when tested, and their children, all of whom were enrolled in col-
lege and most of whom were second-generation immigrants, completed a
questionnaire assessing collective orientation. This scale, the same one we
used in our study, includes items such as: “I feel that there should be a
stronger representation of my ethnic group in the political sector” and “I
would lobby the government to improve the position of my ethnic group.”
Within the Canadian context, immigrants from China and the Caribbean
are considered at a greater social disadvantage than those from European
countries such as Italy and Greece. Accordingly, it is consistent to find that
immigrants from the Caribbean and China were more likely to endorse col-
lective action than immigrants from Italy and Greece. Another interesting
aspect of these data was the generation difference. Overall, first-generation
parents were more likely than their (second-generation) children to endorse
collective action (paralleling a difference in strength of ethnic identification
as well), suggesting that the group concerns of those who first come to a
country may dissipate with their children, who have been more successful
at incorporation on an individual basis. Also interesting is the fact that this
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Figure 6.2 Orientation to Collective Action
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parent-child difference was greatest in the Italian sample, reflecting the
greater ease with which second-generation Italian immigrants are able to
pass into the larger society, compared to what might be considered the
more ethnically distinctive groups from China, Greece, and the Caribbean.

Further analysis of our own data shows some interesting patterns among
the variables of ideology, ethnic identification, and orientation toward col-
lective action. As a general rule, strength of ethnic identification mediated
the relationship between ideology and orientation toward collective action.
However, the pattern of this relationship differed by race/ethnicity, as well
as by immigrant status, as illustrated in figures 6.3 through 6.6. Among
those who were born in the United States, the critical predictor was endorse-
ment of social inequality. The direction of this relationship was diametrically
opposite for the two groups, however. For U.S.-born whites, acceptance
of social inequality was positively associated with group identification
and, in turn, with orientation toward collective action. In contrast, the
relationship was negative for U.S.-born blacks and Latinos: that is, less will-
ingness to accept social inequality is associated with stronger group iden-
tification, which in turn propels an orientation toward collective action.
Members of each native-born group are showing a similar concern with
having their group be in a favorable position, but the nature of the moti-
vation depends on the group’s current status. Among the higher status
white group, preserving their position in a self-serving hierarchy is the
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Figure 6.3 Influence of Ideology and Identification: U.S.-Born Whites
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Figure 6.4 Influence of Ideology and Identification: White Immigrants
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Figure 6.5 Influence of Ideology and Identification: U.S.-Born Blacks
and Latinos
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Figure 6.6 Influence of Ideology and Identification: Black and 
Latino Immigrants
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motivation for group activity. When group status is lower, as it is for the
blacks and Latinos, it is the refusal to accept inequality that motivates
group action.

Among immigrant groups, beliefs in social diversity, rather than social
inequality, motivate collective action. In the case of white immigrant groups
(see figure 6.5), social diversity predicts ethnic group identification, which
in turn is related to collective orientation. The same pattern is generally true
for the black and Latino immigrants (see figure 6.6). Thus, even though the
absolute level of endorsement of social diversity differs for white and black
or Latino immigrants, with the former less favorable, the pattern of rela-
tionship between the variables is similar. In other words, though white
immigrants may be less likely to endorse social diversity, when they do so
it creates the same tendencies toward collective action, similarly mediated
by the strength of their ethnic identification.9

The difference between immigrants and native-borns observed in these
data suggests a different ideological basis for those who are newly arrived
versus those who are well settled. Belief in the virtues of pluralism may be
a positive draw for immigrants, particularly for those who see themselves
as divergent from a primarily white norm. For this latter group, blacks and
Latinos in the present case, it is a sense of possibility that encourages group
action. We could think of the ideology of cultural diversity as being a pull
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work, in defining identificational assimilation as the development of a host
identity that would replace the identity of origin. This unidirectional move-
ment was not inherent in the original Park and Burgess definition, which
referred to “interpenetration,” an idea that was for the most part lost in
later theoretical and empirical analyses.

In positing a multidimensional concept of assimilation, Gordon was able
to deal, at least in part, with some of the troubling inconsistencies that had
plagued earlier investigators when they discussed the ways in which immi-
grants adjusted to their new country. At the same time, his scheme was more
a descriptive taxonomy and less a theoretical guide as to how and when the
various processes might causally link (Alba and Nee 1999; Hirschman et al.
1999). Further, though relatively few have questioned the relevance of any
of the dimensions proposed by Gordon, the dimensions have not received
equal attention from subsequent generations of researchers. Measures of
structural and marital assimilation, both easily measured at the group level
with large-scale census tracts, are typically taken as indices of assimilation.
Measures of prejudice and discrimination, which require some shift in per-
spective to include host as well as immigrant target, have been more often
the subject of general discussion than of careful analysis. Civic assimilation
has also not attracted much empirical work outside of simple accountings
of voting behavior. Psychological measures of individual identification
have only recently begun to emerge in immigration discussions (see, for
example, Portes and Rumbaut 2001). Thus the empirical base needed to test
Gordon’s theoretical framework is lacking.

Table 6.1 Dimensions of Assimilation

Type of Assimilation Process

Cultural or behavioral assimilation Change of cultural patterns to those of 
host society

Structural assimilation Large-scale entrance into institutions 
and social networks

Marital assimilation Large-scale intermarriage
Identificational assimilation Development of host identity, replacing 

identity of origin
Attitude receptional assimilation Absence of prejudice
Behavior receptional assimilation Absence of discrimination
Civic assimilation Absence of value and power conflict; no 

challenges to normative stance

Source: Adapted from Gordon (1964).
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for different paths taken by immigrants. Even the term itself is being ques-
tioned: Bean and Stevens, to take one example, use the term incorporation to
refer to “the broader processes by which new groups establish relationships
with host societies” (2003, 95), of which assimilation can be one mode. Ana-
lyzing which particular mode of incorporation will be the most likely expe-
rience for any particular immigrant group, they point to the influence of two
factors: socioeconomic status and skin color. In their model of incorporation,
which is presented in table 6.2, the resources represented by socioeconomic
status provide or limit the opportunities that a particular immigrant group
is likely to have. At the same time, the likelihood of discrimination and prej-
udicial treatment, linked to skin color, constrain those opportunities for
those of darker skin (a factor represented as dichotomous in the Bean and
Stevens figure, but which is certainly assumed to be a continuous variable).
For those who are lighter in skin and have considerable economic resources,
ethnicity can be more symbolic, in the ways that Gans suggested. In contrast,
Bean and Stevens propose that those who have darker skins and limited
resources are more likely to accept and assert their ethnic identity in reaction
to the limited opportunities and external barriers they experience.

Other analyses point to social networks as an explanatory factor in
assimilation patterns. The work of Min Zhou and Carl Bankston (1998) in
the Vietnamese immigrant community is one example, in which the authors
attempt to explain differences within a single immigrant group, as opposed
to differences between ethnic groups. They find that while some young
Vietnamese stick with the ethnic communities established by their immi-
grant parents, benefiting from its social structures and family support sys-
tem, others choose the more Americanized route that often leads to down-
ward mobility and criminal behavior. To interpret their findings, they
propose a model of ethnic social relations, in which social networks and cul-
tural identification become key factors in predicting which path of assimi-
lation is followed.

I find these developments in sociological theories of assimilation very
welcome. Not only do the newer models give recognition to the consider-

Table 6.2 Model of Incorporation

Skin Lighter Skin Darker

High SES Symbolic ethnicity Selective assimilation
Middle SES Straight-line assimilation Bumpy-line assimilation
Low SES Straight-line assimilation Reactive ethnicity

Source: Bean and Stevens (2003).



article by Albert Raboteau for a New Jersey newspaper illustrates a type of
language-based discrimination that immigrants may face, not because they
cannot speak English but simply because they sometimes speak in a lan-
guage other than English. “No habla Espanol at the Mercer County Geriatric
Center,” the article in the Trenton Times begins, and goes on to describe the
formal warning that one worker received for speaking Spanish on the job
(“When Speaking Spanish is Taboo,” April 8, 2004, p. A1). The claim of 
the employer was that by speaking in a language other than English, the
worker was indicating disrespect for residents of the center, causing insult,
and leading them to feel excluded. This same belief that immigrants, by
speaking in a language other than English, are themselves the cause of any
discriminatory treatment, is reflected in comments reported by Fennelly as
well. As one participant in her Minnesota focus groups said, ”if somebody’s
speaking Spanish or Somalian or whatever . . . you’re not gonna join in. So
they’re kind of creating their own isolation once again there” (2004, 12).

It is important to note that discriminatory treatment does not come only
from whites. In the Kasinitz, Mollenkopf, and Waters (2002) study, the
majority of Chinese immigrants who reported discrimination at school
pointed to African Americans as the source of the treatment. Even within
the same general ethnic group, biases by one regionally defined group (for
example, immigrants from mainland China) toward another (for example,
immigrants from Hong Kong and southern China) have been found (Taryn
Tang, personal communication, February 2005). Thus, as immigrant groups
come in contact with one another, a condition that a majority-minority city
makes highly likely, groups that are jockeying with one another for posi-
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Table 6.3 Immigrant Experiences of Prejudice (Percentage Who
Report Experiencing at Each Location)

Shops, From Looking 
At Work Restaurants Police At School for Work

Chinese 14 41 13 25 12
Colombia, 
Ecuador, Peru 20 41 22 17 17

Dominican 19 37 25 14 20
Puerto Rican 26 40 22 15 22
Russian Jew 8 12 8 11 9
West Indian 30 57 35 17 26
Native black 35 55 34 15 33
Native white 14 15 6 9 6

Source: Kasinitz, Mollenkopf, and Waters (2002).



support for status inequalities. White immigrants in our sample were the
least likely to favor diversity and the most likely to accept inequality in the
system—not only in comparison to other immigrant groups, but even
(though not significantly so) in comparison to native-born whites.

It may be the relative privilege of white immigrants in a society that still
operates from a basis of race that leads them to be less supportive of diver-
sity and more accepting of inequality. For the white immigrant, prospects
of integration into the prevailing hierarchy, anchored at the top by whites,
are obviously greater than they are for immigrants of color. White immi-
grants frequently assume that they can pass, achieving social mobility by
merging with the dominant group.8 The success of this strategy depends
on the permeability of boundaries between groups, a concept developed
within the framework of social identity theory. In the main, this is an indi-
vidual strategy, in which a person succeeds on his or her own merit with
little reflection on the group as a whole.

For black and Latino immigrants, boundaries are less permeable, as race
and discrimination contrive to limit the access of these immigrants to
higher positions in the status hierarchy. From their perspective, beliefs in
cultural diversity become more important and status inequality is less
acceptable. Working with one’s group in some form of collective action
is more likely to be a choice. As Alba and Nee (2003) explain, “when dis-
criminatory barriers block an individualistic pattern of social mobility,
assimilation, when it occurs, depends on collectivist strategies” (45).
Indeed, as shown in figure 6.2, black and Latino respondents in our study
were far more likely than whites to endorse collective action, regardless of
immigration status.

Canadian data also support the conclusion that groups who are at a
greater social disadvantage are more likely to favor collective action
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Table 6.4 Endorsement of Diversity and Inequality

White White Black-Latino Black-Latino
U.S.-Born Immigrants U.S.-Born Immigrants
(n=113) (n=90) (n=114) (n=93)

Social 5.18 4.98 5.30 5.33
diversity (.99) (.73) (.71) (.87)

Social 2.32 2.56 2.15 1.94
inequality (1.19) (.90) (.86) (.80)

Source: Adapted from Deaux et al. (2006) data.
Note: Ratings on a 1 to 7 scale; numbers in parentheses are standard deviations.



Here I sharpen the focus to a particular group of immigrants, namely
black immigrants from the Caribbean, using the previously introduced
framework to describe various levels of analysis (see figure 7.1). Although I
make reference to historical patterns of Caribbean immigration, my analysis
is based primarily on the contemporary case. Similarly, though I make some
comparisons with Great Britain and Canada, the focus is primarily on immi-
gration to the United States, the majority of which, even further narrowing
the lens, is to New York City.

Through this analysis of a particular case of immigration, it is possible
to see more clearly the kinds of interrelationships that exist between
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Figure 7.1 Elements of an Immigration Analysis as Applied to 
Afro-Caribbeans

Source: Adapted from Pettigrew (1997).

Macro: Social Structures
National policy on Caribbean immigration
Emigration patterns from the Caribbean
Social representations of race

Meso: Social Interactions
Stereotypes of black immigrants and black Americans
Discriminatory treatment
Interactions with other minority and majority groups

Micro: Individuals
Ethnic identification
Identity negotiations
Beliefs about equality and diversity
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ratings, that is, a measure on which people are asked to indicate warmth
or positivity toward a group on a thermometer scale that ranges from 0 to
100. As figure 7.2 shows, in general respondents believed that the images
of West European immigrants were the most favorable, with East Euro-
peans, West Indians, and Hispanics all rating lower. Because the sample of
respondents was so ethnically diverse, as is typical of New York City pub-
lic colleges, we were able to look at these data more closely in terms of who
was doing the rating. Of particular interest is the difference between the
views of West Indian respondents and those of white students toward each
of the groups. As figure 7.3 shows, for the most part the views of the two
groups were not very different—except in the case of the views of West
Indians. In this instance, West Indian respondents believed that people in
general held very positive views of West Indian immigrants, virtually
indistinguishable from those toward Western European immigrants and
decidedly more positive than those toward Eastern European and Latino
immigrant groups. White respondents, in contrast, saw West Indian

Figure 7.2 Favorability Ratings of Immigrant Groups 

Source: Author’s compilation.
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immigrants as no different from the Hispanic groups, with both rated far
lower than white immigrants.

Not only do West Indians view their own group more positively in an
absolute sense, but they also often share the negative images about African
Americans that are held by the society as a whole, as the data in table 7.1 indi-
cate. Waters (1999a) described comments made by black immigrant workers
about their African American coworkers in her employment study. As one
worker said: “The majority of the black Americans—what I say is, either
they’re lazy or they don’t like to work. . . . They don’t—the majority of them,
like, they don’t have a plan about what they need with their life. I think this
welfare system encourages it” (1999a, 217). Vickerman (1999) heard similar
comments in his interviews with Jamaican immigrants, but he suggested
that these negative evaluations of African Americans by Caribbean immi-
grants are most typical in the early years of immigration and shift as the
immigrants become more familiar with the system and structure of their new
country (as I will discuss more fully later in this chapter).

Clearly variations exist in the views that West Indian immigrants
encounter when they come to the United States or to other predominantly
white countries. Sometimes they benefit from what are seen to be their
advantages and even inherent superiority over the resident African Amer-
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Figure 7.3 Comparison of West Indian Respondents with White 
U.S.-Born Respondents
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studies— +.31 in Deaux et al. (2005) and +.52 in Wiley, Perkins, and Deaux
(2006). Dramatically, however, the association between the two measures
is not significant in second-generation immigrants (+.11 and −.09 in the
two studies, respectively). It is interesting to consider this pattern of find-
ings in conjunction with work by Jennifer Crocker et al. (1994), in which
positive associations between the same two measures were found among
white and Asian samples, but no association was found in the African
American sample.

We thus must recognize that though private and public views of one’s
group may correspond for some groups at some times, self-regard is not
inevitably determined by what others think of one’s group. When one’s
group is devalued by society, as is often the case for black immigrants, the
strategically protective choice is to decouple the private from the public,
maintaining positive evaluation in the former despite devaluations from the
latter. For the Afro-Caribbean immigrant, this decoupling process becomes
a critical part of identity negotiation.

Figure 7.4 Perceived Favorability of Cultural Stereotypes
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tations. In the other case, the test was described as an exercise in test devel-
opment, evaluating the test rather than individual ability. The only differ-
ence between the test-taking conditions for the two groups of students was
thus the emphasis. Numerous studies of the stereotype threat phenome-
non have shown that if a test is described as diagnostic, then the awareness
of negative stereotypes about one’s group will come into play. In contrast,
if the test is seen to be irrelevant to one’s ability, then those same stereo-
types are apparently not salient.

In these studies, the impact of stereotype threat is indicated by the stu-
dent’s performance on the test, specifically the percentage of questions that
are answered correctly. How did the West Indian students do under these
two different conditions? Figure 7.5 shows the results of our study. Although
neither generation nor stereotype threat condition on its own made a dif-
ference, the two-way interaction between generation and diagnostic condi-
tion on performance was significant in an analysis of variance test (F (1,67)
= 4.59, p = .036). When the test was nondiagnostic, there was no difference
between the first- and second-generation students. When it stressed acad-
emic ability, however, and presumably made stereotypes salient, second-
generation students showed a significant decrease in performance compared
to the first-generation students.
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Figure 7.5 Performance of West Indian Immigrants in Stereotype
Threat Study
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immigrants showed little consistency: antonyms were endorsed with equal
frequency (for example, lazy and hardworking, intelligent and unintelli-
gent) and no single attribute was agreed upon by even 25 percent of her
white sample. Black participants, both native-born and immigrant, were
more consistent in their depictions of black immigrants: more than half of
each group listed hardworking as a group characteristic, compared to only
18 percent of white participants who mentioned this trait. These latter find-
ings suggest that black immigrants themselves may have a more positive
view of their group than whites in the host community do.

Additional data support this suggestion. We asked college students at a
public university in New York to judge the favorability of stereotypes of
various ethnic immigrant groups, as they perceived people in general to
believe. We used what is termed a feeling thermometer to obtain these

Table 7.1 Stereotypes of Black Immigrants and Black Americans 
(Percentage Who Mention Each Attribute)

Black Immigrants Black Americans

Black Immigrants

Black Americans

White Americans

Source: Adapted from Thomas (2004) data.
Note: Only categories used by more than 10 percent of respondents are included.

Hardworking (52%)
Good-looking (29%)
Educated, intelligent, 
motivated (24%)

Unintelligent, 
undereducated (19%)

Hard to understand (14%)

Hardworking (52%)
Poor (29%)
Pride in culture (24%)
Unintelligent, 
undereducated (24%)

Family-oriented (19%)
Dangerous (19%)

Lazy (21%)
Hardworking (18%)
Intelligent, educated (12%)
Unintelligent, 
undereducated (12%)

Athletic (67%)
Criminal (48%)
Good dancer, musical (43%)
Lazy (43%)
Unintelligent, 
undereducated (38%)

Creative, artistic (24%)

Unintelligent, 
undereducated (67%)

Athletic (62%)
Lazy (62%)
Good dancer, musical (52%)
Dangerous (52%)
Family-oriented (33%)

Criminal (58%)
Athletic (55%)
Unintelligent, 
undereducated (52%)

Poor (39%)
Good dancer, musical (36%)
Motivated (21%)
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