
businesses have been there for several years, but the turnover rate is high. During
the warm weather months, one can also see fruit and vegetable sellers offering
their merchandise in the street, which is alive with the sounds of merengue,
bachata, and reggaeton. Doris, a nineteen-year-old second-generation
Dominican who was born in New York and came to Providence with her mother
as a teenager describes it this way: “I love it. I love it when the horns are, you
know, beeping everywhere, everyone is going crazy. I just love that. Yeah?
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Figure 2.1 Dominican Population in Providence Neighborhoods



of the population. This area has been the base for the emergence of African
American community organizations and political mobilization (Conley and
Campbell 2006). As the maps show, Dominicans and African Americans share
parts of south Providence. This has led to tension, given that the political
empowerment of Dominicans has come, to a certain extent, at the expense of
African Americans.3
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Figure 2.2 Latino Population in Providence Neighborhoods



South Providence is not a completely segregated area. As figure 2.4 shows,
whites also have a presence in the southern neighborhoods of the city as well
as being the majority in the upper-middle-class East Side neighborhoods and
the northern parts of the city. The southern presence is the result of three
trends. First, some working-class ethnic whites never moved away from the
area. Second, new European immigrants—particularly Portuguese—settled in
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 10.00 ≤ % pop < 15.00
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Figure 2.3 Black Population in Providence Neighborhoods



southern neighborhoods. Third, there has been a measure of gentrification in
parts of the south side.

During the late 1980s and early 1990s, the Broad Street area was consid-
ered a bad neighborhood. When I arrived in Providence in the mid-1990s, I
was warned by several people not to go to the south side because it was full of
criminals and drug dealers. I did not follow the advice. What I found was, and
is, a working poor area, admittedly with its share of crime and drug dealing,
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Figure 2.4 White Population in Providence Neighborhoods



which are issues of great concern for residents of the area, but also with a
dynamic small business economy and people working hard to improve their
lives and community. Nevertheless, in spite of the work immigrants have done
to revitalize the neighborhood, it is still a poor area. As the map in figure 2.5
shows, the rate of poverty in the Elmwood area is above 30 percent. In parts
of lower south Providence, it is higher than 40 percent—William Julius
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Figure 2.5 Poverty Levels in Providence Neighborhoods



Table 2.1 Dominicans in Selected Places in the United States

1990 2000
First Second First Second

Generation Generation Total Generation Generation Total

New York City 253,394 100,213 353,607 368,466 160,789 529,255
% 1st and 2nd generation 71.70 28.30 69.60 30.40
% Dominican population 67.90 67.80 59.20 58.50
% city’s population 3.56 1.41 4.97 4.71 2.06 6.77

New York State 16,650 7,738 24,388 34,160 18,635 52,795
% 1st and 2nd generation 68.30 31.70 64.70 35.30
% Dominican population 4.50 5.20 5.50 6.80
% state’s population 0.16 0.08 0.24 0.32 0.18 0.50

New Jersey 42,665 15,783 58,448 86,422 33,539 119,961
% 1st and 2nd generation 73.00 27.00 72.00 28.00
% Dominican population 11.40 10.70 13.90 12.20
% state’s population 0.57 0.21 0.78 1.05 0.41 1.46



Florida 28,252 10,333 38,585 63,794 28,643 92,437
% 1st and 2nd generation 73.20 26.80 69.00 31.00
% Dominican population 7.60 7.00 10.20 10.40

% state’s population 0.22 0.08 0.31 0.41 0.18 0.59

Massachusetts 22,877 9,467 32,344 44,977 21,988 66,965
% 1st and 2nd generation 70.70 29.30 67.20 32.80
% Dominican population 6.10 6.40 7.20 8.00
% state’s population 0.39 0.16 0.56 0.73 0.36 1.09

Rhode Island 6,296 3,177 9,473 15,761 7,769 23,530
% 1st and 2nd generation 66.50 33.50 67.00 33.00
% Dominican population 1.70 2.10 2.50 2.80
% state’s population 0.65 0.33 0.98 1.63 0.77 2.40

Connecticut 2,824 1,161 3,985 8,842 3,624 12,466
% 1st and 2nd generation 70.90 29.10 70.90 29.10
% Dominican population 0.80 0.80 1.40 1.30
% state’s population 0.09 0.04 0.13 0.27 0.11 0.38

Source: Author’s compilation based on the 5 percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990 and 2000).



Table 2.2 Population and Employment in Manufacturing

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000

Population
Rhode Island 791,896 859,488 946,725 947,154 1,00,3464 1,048,319
Providence 248,520 207,498 179,213 156,804 160,728 173,618

Foreign Born

Rhode Island 14.32 10 7.49 8.87 9.48 11.38
Providence 15.87 12.54 9.64 13.5 19.62 25.31

Manufacturing*
United States 25.9 27.1 25.9 22.4 17.7 14.1
Rhode Island 44 39.3 32.5 35.1 22.7 16.4
Providence 38.5 34.5 31.7 33 24.1 18.3

Source: Author’s compilation (U.S. Bureau of the Census, various years).
* Percentage with respect total employed sixteen years and older.



and the towns north of it together, the combined weight of the Dominican
population is 6.6 percent, the same as in New York City.2

The table also shows that the second generation constitutes close to 33 percent
of the Dominican population in both Providence and New York City. It shows
too that the second generation is very young. In Rhode Island, the mean age is
eleven years. Across the board, the young adult and adult populations are only a
very low percentage of the second generation. That is, we are looking at only the
beginning of the process of incorporation of second-generation Dominicans.

Figure 2.1 shows that the Dominican population in Providence is concen-
trated in the southern neighborhoods of the city, an area delineated by Broad
Street and Elmwood Avenue. In the figure, these streets are the thick lines that
define the borders of the Elmwood neighborhood—the neighborhood that
includes census tracks 2 and 3. Elmwood Avenue separates from Broad Street
close to downtown, forming a triangle of sorts. Elmwood Avenue is the west-
ern limit and Broad Street the eastern. Between these two streets and on their
sides—in parts of Upper and Lower South Providence to the east of Broad
Street and on the sections of the West End adjacent to Elmwood Avenue,
Dominicans make up between 20 and 30 percent of the population.

Broad Street is the center of Dominican life in Providence. Driving down
this street one soon notices the presence of Dominican businesses—mainly
bodegas, hair salons, restaurants, dancing clubs, and service agencies. Some
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Table 2.3 Dominicans in Providence, Central Falls, 
and New York City

Providence Central Falls New York City

Number 20,995 2,286 546,002

Percent of total population 12.0 1.3 6.8

First generation 14,447 1,520 381,603

Mean age 35 30 38

Second generation 6,548 766 164,399

Percent of Dominican population 31.2 33.5 30.1

Mean age 11 12 23

Percent twenty-four years or older 8.9 15.5 14.5

Source: Author’s compilation based on the 5 percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS)
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).



Table 3.1 Socioeconomic Indicators in Providence, Ages Twenty-Four to Sixty-Four

Dominican, Dominican, Latino/a, Latino/a,
1st Gen 2nd Gen 1st Gen 2nd Gen Puerto Rican Black White

Employed 48.8 65.8 60.0 62.3 41.4 63.2 74.9

Unemployed 8.0 2.9 6.5 6.0 6.6 5.9 3.3

Not in labor force 43.2 31.3 33.5 31.7 51.9 30.9 21.8

Less than igh schoolh 55.3 31.7 56.1 28.9 48.4 26.2 16.5

High school 23.7 20.1 25.7 29.6 27.7 30.9 26.0

Some college or associate’s
degree 14.8 33.5 11.8 28.9 18.8 26.2 25.9

Bachelor’s degree or more 6.2 14.7 6.4 12.6 5.1 16.7 31.6

Below poverty line 35.6 43.6 20.8 27.8 41.03 24.2 9.2

Median income ($1,000) 28.3 27.0 36.6 30.0 19.3 32.9 52.9

Source: Author’s compilation based on the 5 percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).
Note: Numbers in percentages except income.



Table 3.2 Selected Occupations and Industries in Providence, Ages Twenty-Four to Sixty-Four

Dominican, Dominican, Latino/a, Latino/a,
1st Gen 2nd Gen 1st Gen 2nd Gen Puerto Rican Black White

Management, professional, 
and related 10.1 27.5 8.7 32.2 14.3 24.5 38.2

Services 15.1 9.9 11.7 8.0 18.8 31.0 12.5

Sales and office 11.8 40.1 13.1 36.8 17.3 20.3 26.2

Construction, extraction,
and maintenance 7.7 0.0 7.3 4.4 8.0 4.8 8.1

Production, transportation,
and material moving 54.9 22.4 57.6 18.6 37.9 19.2 14.7

Manufacturing 46.4 17.0 51.0 22.0 33.7 14.0 16.5

Education, health, and
social services 14.6 45.4 10.5 22.4 20.5 45.4 31.2

Source: Author’s compilation based on the 5 percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).
Note: All numbers in percentages.



Table 3.3 Socioeconomic Indicators in New York City, Lawrence, Mass., and the United States, 
Ages Twenty-Four to Sixty-Four

Not in Less than Some College Bachelor’s Below Median
Labor High High or Associate’s Degree Poverty Income

Employed Unemployed Force School School Degree or More Line ($1,000)

First generation
New York City 49.7 8.1 42.2 52.9 20.0 18.9 8.2 28.9 33.1
Lawrence, Mass. 56.6 5.5 37.8 54.6 23.3 15.6 6.4 23.2 32.1
United States 53.9 7.1 38.9 48.7 21.5 19.8 10.0 25.1 35.8

Second generation
New York City 62.2 9.3 28.4 22.4 23.0 36.7 18.0 21.8 41.5
Lawrence, Mass. 68.8 10.0 21.2 20.5 26.0 51.2 2.2 28.9 29.2
United States 67.3 6.9 25.8 18.2 21.3 38.7 21.8 18.9 47.8

White
New York City 72.8 3.2 24.0 9.7 20.4 20.4 49.5 9.8 67.0
Lawrence, Mass. 76.4 2.2 21.4 9.8 27.4 25.0 37.8 6.5 71.2
United States 76.3 2.5 21.2 10.3 28.8 31.1 29.8 7.2 58.0

Source: Author’s compilation based on the 5 percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).
Note: Numbers in percentages except income.



Table 3.4 Selected Occupations and Industries in New York City, Lawrence, Mass., and the United States, 
Ages Twenty-Four to Sixty-Four

New York City Lawrence, Mass. United States
1st Gen 2nd Gen White 1st Gen 2nd Gen White 1st Gen 2nd Gen White

Management, professional,
and related occupations 13.3 28.8 52.0 13.1 27.8 45.7 15.0 33.2 39.1

Services 29.4 19.8 10.4 22.0 8.4 9.9 26.5 16.1 10.9

Sales and office 21.4 34.2 24.8 14.6 33.9 24.1 21.6 34.4 25.8

Construction, extraction,
and maintenance 7.5 6.4 6.0 6.8 8.1 7.3 7.9 5.7 10.1

Production, transportation,
and material moving 25.5 8.2 6.0 41.9 21.8 17.4 26.6 8.9 13.5

Manufacturing 14.5 4.3 4.6 35.3 18.6 19.4 18.3 7.9 14.8

Education, health, 
and social services 28.5 34.8 28.8 26.0 22.8 24.0 27.3 31.4 26.2

Source: Author’s compilation based on the 5 percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).
Note: All numbers are percentages.



Table 3.5 Middle-Class Occupations of Dominicans, Ages Twenty-Four to Sixty-Four

Self-Employed
Unincorporated Incorporated Managers and and Related Middle-Class

Business Business Professionals* Occupations Occupations**

First generation
Providence 2.8 3.1 1.2 10.1 14.8
New York City 6.2 2.6 0.9 14.2 22.1

Lawrence, Mass. 3.5 1.5 1.2 13.1 16.9
United States 5.5 2.6 1.4 15.0 21.7

Second generation
Providence 11.1 0.0 0.0 27.5 38.6
New York City 2.1 2.3 1.7 28.8 31.5
Lawrence, Mass. 14.2 0.0 10.4 27.8 31.6
United States 2.7 1.6 1.6 33.2 35.9

Source: Author’s compilation based on the 5 percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).
* As a percentage of those members of the group in the labor force.
** Managerial or professional occupations plus self-employed, less those who overlap these two categories (third column of the table).

Management,
Professional,
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Table 3.7 shows that second-generation women do better professionally
than men. Nearly 50 percent of second-generation women are in management
and professional occupations, a rate 14 percent higher than that of men.
Interestingly, the table indicates that the transition to the service working class
is much more pronounced among women than among men. The proportion
of second-generation Dominican men in manufacturing is much higher than
that of women. For men, manufacturing appears to still be an employment
option, whereas very few women work in the sector. The opposite is true in
sales and office occupations. Finally, table 3.8 shows that the proportion of
women working in middle-class occupations is 17 percent higher than that of
men. Women also have higher rates of self employment.

Tables 3.6 and 3.7 indicate that the paths of incorporation are indeed gen-
dered and that the trends of stratified incorporation identified in this chapter
are much more pronounced for women than for men. Women seem to make
use of the opportunities offered by the American educational system and
labor market much more than men. This is certainly good news in terms of
challenging the established patterns of gender stratification. Yet the very low
median household income of women suggests that they also experience a

Table 3.6 Socioeconomic Indicators for Second-Generation
Dominicans in Providence, Ages Twenty-Four to Sixty-Four

Men Women

Employed 57.9 74.4

Unemployed 0.0 6.1

Not in labor force 42.1 19.6

Less than high school 38.6 24.2

High school 21.4 18.7

Some college or associate’s degree 36.2 30.5

Bachelor’s degree or more 3.8 26.5

Below poverty line 50.9 42.2

Median income ($1,000) 46.8 23.0

Source: Author’s compilation based on the 5 percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS)
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).
Note: Numbers as percentages except income.
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much stronger polarization than men. The differentiation between those who
are succeeding and those who are staying behind seems more pronounced
among women than among men. This is in part the result of the higher
achievement among second-generation women, but also suggests that women
who are not doing as well are in a difficult position. Still, women clearly show
more upward mobility than men.

We are at the early stages of the incorporation of the second generation and
need to see whether this pattern of incorporation consolidates over time. It is
important to point out, though, that the findings here coincide with those pre-
sented by Nancy López (2003) and Cynthia Feliciano and Rubén Rumbaut
(2005). It remains the task of future work to see how these trends in gender
stratification affect gender subjectivities and gender relations. What is impor-
tant to emphasize is that the trends described here represent a potential chink
in the structural armor of gender inequality.

RACE, CLASS, AND MOBILITY
The assumption of the various forms of assimilation theory is that over time
immigrants learn the ropes of American society and enter educational and
labor market institutions that open for them avenues for upward mobility.
Scholars working within this framework interpret the very real improvements
of the second generation as an indication that new immigrants are follow-

Table 3.7 Selected Occupations and Industries for Second-Generation
Dominicans in Providence, Ages Twenty-Four to Sixty-Four

Men Women

Management and professional 19.7 34.0

Services 16.0 4.9

Sales and office 31.6 47.2

Construction, extraction, and maintenance 0.0 0.0

Production, transportation, and material moving 32.7 13.9

Manufacturing 28.6 7.4

Education, health, and social services 23.8 63.3

Source: Author’s compilation based on the 5 percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS)
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).
Note: Numbers as percentages.
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ing the same path of incorporation as southern and eastern European immi-
grants during the first half of the twentieth century (Bean and Stevens 2003;
Perlmann 2005). The vision of American society that underlines this assump-
tion is one in which the boundaries of accessing the middle class are, in Richard
Alba’s words, blurred (2005). The data reviewed indicate that this is in part
the case, but also that the possibilities of mobility are limited and that immi-
grants become part of a racialized class system.

In raising the question of the future of the third generation the authors of
Inheriting the City argued that “there are many reasons to be concerned what
the future will hold for the young people we are studying. Household incomes
are becoming more unequal, unionized manufacturing and other blue-collar
jobs are dwindling, and labor market insecurity is on the rise” (Kasinitz et al.
2008, 203–04). They suggested the possibility of a segmented assimilation
downward mobility scenario of sorts but played out in the third generation. Will
the Dominican third-generation socioeconomic position improve in respect
to the second generation? Or will the pattern of stratified ethnoracial incorpo-
ration continue across generations?

It is impossible to infer from the data presented here the likely trajectory of
future generations. First, the analysis is based on cross-sectional data. This infor-
mation does not tell us anything about trends over time. Second, the comparison
is between generational groups as wholes. We do not have information about
individual mobility. We do not know if the parents of those in the second gen-
eration who are doing well are doing well themselves or are working class. To

Table 3.8 Middle-Class Occupations for Second-Generation
Dominicans in Providence, Ages Twenty-Four to Sixty-Four

Men Women

Self-employed, not-incorporated 9.7 12.3

Self-employed, incorporated 0.0 0.0

Self-employed, managers and professionals 0.0 0.0

Management, professional, and related occupations 19.7 34.0

Middle-class 29.4 46.3

Source: Author’s compilation based on the 5 percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS)
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).
Note: Numbers as percentages.



Table 4.1 Latinos/as in Providence Public High Schools, 2005 to 2006

Percent Graduation
School Enrollment Latinos/as Rate Latina Rate Latino Rate 2006 School Performance
Central 1647 61.6 64 65 62 Insufficient progress

Classical 1088 30.4 97 95 97 High performing 
and commended

Cooley/HSTA 407 54.8 73 75 86 Moderately performing 
with caution

E-Cubed 364 51.2 84 88 76 Insufficient progress

Feinstein High School 366 61.2 66 75 62 Insufficient progress

Hope Arts 370 54.6 85 90 N/A Insufficient progress

Hope Leadership 363 68.1 80 84 73 Moderately performing

Hope Technology 382 52.6 72 75 65 Insufficient progress

Mt. Pleasant 1321 54.6 60 68 47 Insufficient progress

PAIS 425 79.5 69 85 53 Insufficient progress

Textron Chamber of 225 60.0 95 100 91 High performing 
Commerce Academy and commended

Times 2 Academy 123 50.4 N/A 100 100 High performing 
and commended

Source: Rhode Island Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (Available at: http://www.ride.ri.gov/applications/statistics.aspx).



96 ENCOUNTERING AMERICAN FAULTLINES

data by gender, showing a larger proportion of men than women in the salariat
and the reverse in the services working class. Chapter 3 shows the opposite. In
Providence, the percentage of women in managerial occupations is larger than
that of men. Yet in the survey women constitute a larger proportion among
the students. Because access to higher education is the path of access to salariat
occupations, the larger presence of women among the students brings the sur-
vey closer to the Providence gender occupational structure.

Table 5.3 throws light on the patterns of mobility of the second generation.12

The table shows the class of origin and current class of second-generation
Dominicans who are twenty-four years old or older.13 Overall, the data show
three main intergenerational movements. The first is a moderate upward mobil-
ity trend from working-class positions to the lower salariat. The second is a smaller
downward trend from the petite bourgeoisie to the service working class. The
third is a large movement from the manufacturing to the service working class.

Table 5.1 Class Position

Generation

Class First Second* Total

Lower salariat, petite bourgeoisie 18 18 35
(29.5) (15.0) (19.4)

Services working class 24 51 76
(39.3) (42.5) (41.7)

Manufacturing working class 7 4 11

(11.5) (3.3) (6.1)

Students 6 34 40
(9.8) (28.3) (22.2)

Unemployed, welfare 3 5 8
(4.9) (4.2) (4.4)

Not working 3 8 11
(4.9) (6.7) (6.1)

Total 61 120 180
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Percentages in parentheses.
* Includes people who arrived in the United States at age five or younger.



Looking at the class of origin of the second generation in the sample, we can
see that the modal class of origin is the manufacturing working class (38.1 per-
cent). Yet, there is an important proportion, however, 33.3 percent, whose par-
ents are in the lower salariat and the petite bourgeoisie. Of the fourteen people
in this group, half of the parents’ households are in the lower salariat and half
are in the petite bourgeoisie. The second generation in this sample, then, has a
higher class origin than the Providence second generation. As shown in chap-
ter 3, in Providence only 14.8 percent of the first generation is in managerial,
administrative, or professional positions or in self-employment.

The lower salariat and petite bourgeoisie encompass 35.7 percent of the sec-
ond generation (this proportion rises to 41 percent if we consider only those who
are working). Half of these have an origin in lower classes. Indeed, one-third of
the people with a manufacturing working-class origin, such as Alejandra in the
previous chapter, move up into the lower salariat. On the other hand, one-third
of those with a lower salariat or petite bourgeoisie origin move downward into

Table 5.2 Class Position, Second Generation

All Second
Generation* Twenty-four and Older

Class Women Men Women Men Total

Lower salariat, 8 10 6 9 15
petite bourgeoisie (10.4) (23.2) (24.0) (47.4) (34.1)

Services working class 36 15 12 8 20
(48.6) (34.8) (48.0) (42.1) (45.5)

Manufacturing 1 3 0 2 2
working class (1.3) (6.9) (0.0) (10.5) (4.5)

Students 24 10 3 0 3
(31.2) (23.2) (12.0) (0.0) (6.8)

Unemployed, welfare 3 2 1 0 1
(3.9) (4.6) (4.0) (0.0) (2.3)

Not in labor force 5 3 3 0 3
(6.5) (6.9) (12.0) (0.0) (6.8)

Total 77 43 25 19 44
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Percentages in parenthesis.
* Includes those who arrived in the United States at age five or younger.
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Table 5.3 Class of Respondent by Class of Household of Origin

Class of Respondent
Lower Salariat, Services Working Manufacturing

Petite Bourgeoisie Class Working Class Students Not Working Total

Class of origin

Lower salariat, 7 5 0 2 0 14
petite bourgeoisie (50.0) (35.7) (0.0) (14.3) (0.0) (33.3)

Services working class 1 2 0 0 2 5
(20.0) (40.0) (0.0) (0.0) (40.0) (11.9)

Manufacturing 5 8 1 1 1 16
working class (31.3) (50.0) (6.3) (6.3) (6.3) (38.1)

Not working 2 4 1 0 0 7
(28.6) (57.1) (14.3) (0.0) (0.0) (16.7)

Total 15 19 2 3 3 42
(35.7) (45.2) (4.8) (7.1) (7.1) (100.0)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Percentages in parentheses.



the services working class. Upward mobility in the sample is larger than down-
ward, but both trends are present. The largest group in the second-generation
sample—as in the census data presented in chapter 3—is the services working
class. This group comprises 45.2 percent of the sample (a proportion that is
somehow smaller than the percentage of second generation service workers
found in the census). The table shows that the most common form of inter-
generational transition is from the manufacturing to the service working class.
One-half of the people with a manufacturing working-class origin are in that
group. This is what we saw with Luisa, Carlos, and Claudia in chapter 4.

Because class III is the modal group in the sample, as well as in the Dominican
population generally, we ought to look at it in more detail. Table 5.4 presents a
decomposition of this group into higher and lower routine nonmanual occupa-
tions (Goldthorpe’s classes IIIa and IIIb) as well as their classes of origin. It is
interesting to note that the class of origin for those in class IIIa is for the most
part the manufacturing working class, but for those in class IIIb is quite evenly
spread out among all classes, including the lower salariat and the petite bour-
geoisie. A closer look at those who experienced downward mobility shows that
their class origin is in the petite bourgeoisie (Goldthorpe’s class IV). In other
words, the parents of those who experienced downward mobility were self-
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Table 5.4 Class of Origin of Services Working Class

Low Routine High Routine
Nonmanual Nonmanual
Occupations Occupations Total

Lower salariat, 2 3 5
petite bourgeoisie (20.0) (33.3) (26.3)

Services working class 2 0 2
(20.0) (0.0) (10.5)

Manufacturing 3 5 8
working class (30.0) (55.6) (42.1)

Not working 3 1 4
(30.0) (11.1) (21.1)

Total 10 9 19
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Percentages in parentheses.



100 ENCOUNTERING AMERICAN FAULTLINES

employed or small business owners. It seems that the difficulty in reproducing
the social position is in this class, rather than in the lower salariat.

Given the importance of accessing higher education for social mobility, stu-
dents are another group of interest. Table 5.5 shows the class origin of second-
generation students by the type of college they are attending. Twenty-two are
in four-year institutions, five are in community colleges, and six are finishing
high school.14 Among those in four-year colleges, fewer than 30 percent are
children of parents in the salariat or petite bourgeoisie class. That is, at least in
this sample, most students in four-year colleges have a working-class origin,
whether in manufacturing (40.9 percent) or services (22.7 percent). These
numbers suggest a process of upward mobility, because studying in a four-year
college is an avenue to the professions. The data from the survey indicate that
in spite of the difficulties described in chapter 4, many working-class youth
are making it to college—the cases of Alejandra or Miguel, described in chap-
ter 3, illustrate this trend.

This analysis suggests a great deal of fluidity in class positions between the
first and second generations. Even though the point of incorporation of the first
generation is at the bottom of the class structure, upward mobility in the sec-
ond generation is significant. This mobility comes through entering main-
stream institutions and occupations, not through an ethnic enclave. At the same
time, the findings indicate that most of the Dominican second generation finds

Table 5.5 Class Origin of Second-Generation Students

Community College Four-Year College Total

Lower salariat, 2 7 9
petite bourgeoisie (40.0) (31.8) (33.3)

Services working class 1 5 6
(20.0) (22.7) (22.2)

Manufacturing 1 9 10
working class (20.0) (40.9) (37.0)

Not working 1 1 2
(20.0) (4.5) (7.4)

Total 5 22 27
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Percentages in parentheses.



speak in Spanish most of the time, but a large group—almost 40 percent—
expresses a preference to speak in both languages. The pattern of answers for
the second generation is bimodal. Close to half of the respondents prefer to
speak English most of the time and a similar percentage prefers to speak both
languages. Only a tiny minority prefer to speak Spanish. The Latino National
Survey also illustrates the generational language differences. Respondents were
asked if they preferred to conduct the interview in English or in Spanish. The
absolute majority of the first generation, 79.8 percent, chose to answer in
Spanish, whereas ten of the eleven second-generation Dominicans included in
the survey, or 90.9 percent, chose to answer in English.

The qualitative interviews show that, in spite of their strong preference for
bilingualism, second-generation Dominicans are more fluent in English than
in Spanish.

An example is the interview with Claudia—whose story we encountered in
the previous chapter—and her sister Maria (I interviewed them together). The
conversation began in English. At some point in the conversation, the ques-
tion of the language of the interview came up and the sisters told me that they
started talking to me in English because they thought that it was more com-
fortable for me. When I told them that my first language is Spanish, they said
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Table 5.6 Language Preference

Second Generation First Generation

English Spanish Both English Spanish Both

Lower salariat 12 2 4 1 10 7
and petite (66.7) (11.1) (22.2) (5.6) (55.6) (38.9)
bourgeoisie

Working class 19 6 29 5 12 14
(service and (35.2) (11.1) (53.7) (16.1) (38.7) (45.2)
manufacturing)

Students 17 2 15 1 1 4
(50.0) (5.9) (44.1) (16.7) (16.7) (66.7)

Not working 4 3 6 0 6 0
(30.8) (23.1) (46.2) (10.0) (100.0) (10.0)

Total 52 13 54 7 29 25
(43.7) (10.9) (45.4) (11.1) (47.5) (39.7)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Percentages in parentheses.



Table 5.7 Experiences of Discrimination

Lower Salariat and Working Class Not
Petite Bourgeoisie (Service and Manufacturing) Students Working Total

Second generation

Experienced discrimination 13 29 23 5 70
due to race-ethnicity (72.2) (53.7) (67.6) (38.5) (58.8)

Believe Dominicans are 16 41 29 9 95
discriminated against (88.9) (75.9) (85.3) (75.0) (80.5)
in the United States

Dominicans are as 9 34 19 6 68
discriminated against (50.0) (63.0) (55.9) (46.2) (57.1)
as African Americans

First generation

Experienced discrimination 16 20 3 3 43
due to race-ethnicity (88.9) (64.5) (50.0) (50.0) (70.5)

Believe Dominicans are 17 23 6 5 51
discriminated against (94.4) (76.7) (100.0) (83.3) (85.0)
in the United States

Dominicans are as 6 16 4 4 30
discriminated against (33.0) (51.6) (66.7) (66.7) (49.2)
as African Americans

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Percentages in parentheses.



Table 5.8 Views on Economic Opportunity

Lower Salariat Working Class
and Petite (Service and Not

Bourgeoisie Manufacturing) Students Working Total

Second generation

In the United States there is discrimination 18 48 30 10 106
against minorities in economic opportunities (100.0) (88.9) (88.2) (76.9) (89.1)

Minorities in America have to work twice as 15 45 21 11 92
hard to get to the same place (83.3) (83.3) (61.8) (84.6) (77.3)

In America there are no barriers to the success 1 11 15 0 27
of black people (5.6) (20.4) (44.1) (0.0) (22.7)

Dominican Americans can do as well as 12 41 20 8 81
white Americans (66.7) (75.9) (58.8) (61.5) (68.1)

First generation

In the United States there is discrimination 16 26 3 5 50
against minorities in economic opportunities (88.9) (83.9) (50.0) (83.3) (82.0)

Minorities in America have to work twice as 17 27 3 5 52
hard to get to the same place (94.4) (87.1) (50.0) (83.3) (85.2)

In America there are no barriers to the success 3 8 2 2 15
of black people (16.7) (25.8) (33.3) (33.3) (24.6)

Dominican Americans can do as well as 13 21 5 4 43
white Americans (72.2) (67.7) (83.3) (66.7) (70.5)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Percentages in parentheses.



Table 6.1 Identities of First- and Second-Generation Dominicans

Second Generation First Generation
Racial Racial How Racial Racial How

General Ethnic Identity Identity Others See General Ethnic Identity Identity Others See
Identity Identity (open) (closed) Self Racially Identity Identity (open) (closed) Self Racially

Hispanic 35 42 42 55 35 16 30 25 29 24
(29.2) (35.0) (35.0) (45.8) (29.2) (26.2) (49.2) (41.0) (47.5) (39.3)

Latino 12 14 8 8 9 9 8 8 7 6
(10.0) (11.7) (6.7) (6.7) (7.5) (14.8) (13.1) (13.1) (11.5) (9.8)

Spanish 6 2 7 3 5 2 0 2 1 1
(5.0) (1.7) (5.8) (2.5) (4.2) (3.3) (0.0) (3.3) (1.6) (1.6)

Hyphenated 0 9 8 5 2 1 4 1 2 2
panethnic/ (0.0) (7.5) (6.7) (4.2) (1.7) (1.6) (6.6) (1.6) (3.3) (1.1)
Dominican

Panethnic 53 65 65 71 51 28 42 36 39 33
total* (44.2) (55.9) (55.9) (59.2) (42.6) (45.9) (68.9) (59.0) (63.9) (51.8)
Dominican 19 33 34 25 8 13 13 18 12 0

(15.8) (27.5) (28.3) (20.8) (6.7) (21.3) (21.3) (29.5) (19.7) (0.0)
Dominican 6 7 6 4 3 0 1 1 0 0
American (5.0) (5.8) (5.0) (3.3) (2.5) (0.0) (1.6) (1.6) (0.0) (0.0)

Dominican 25 40 40 29 11 13 14 19 12 0
total** (20.8) (33.3) (33.3) (24.1) (8.9) (21.3) (22.9) (31.1) (19.7) (0.0)

(Table continues on p. 122.)



Table 6.1 (Continued)

Second Generation First Generation
Racial Racial How Racial Racial How

General Ethnic Identity Identity Others See General Ethnic Identity Identity Others See
Identity Identity (open) (closed) Self Racially Identity Identity (open) (closed) Self Racially

American 3 3 4 2 0 0 0 1 0 0
(2.5) (2.5) (3.3) (1.7) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (1.6) (0.0) (0.0)

White 0 1 2 5 12 0 0 0 1 2
(0.0) (0.8) (1.7) (4.2) (10.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (1.6) (3.3)

Black 1 1 4 9 32 0 0 0 4 22
(0.8) (0.8) (3.3) (7.5) (26.7) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (6.6) (36.1)

Mixed race 1 0 3 3 4 0 0 2 3 2
(0.8) (0.0) (2.5) (2.5) (3.3) (0.0) (0.0) (3.3) (4.9) (3.3)

Other 32 4 0 0 1 19 3 1 0 3
nonracial (26.7) (3.3) (0.0) (0.0) (0.8) (31.1) (4.9) (1.6) (0.0) (4.9)

No answer 5 4 2 1 8 1 2 2 2 1
(4.1) (3.3) (1.7) (0.8) (6.7) (1.6) (3.2) (3.3) (3.3) (1.6)

Total 120 120 120 120 120 61 61 61 61 61
(100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100) (100)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Percentages in parentheses. 
*row presents sum of panethnic answers;  **row presents sum of Dominican answers.



Table 6.2 Answers to Identity Questions

Second Generation First Generation
Open and Ethnic and Ethnic and Open and Ethnic and Ethnic and

Closed Racial Closed Racial Open Racial Closed Racial Closed Racial Open Racial
Identities Identities Identities Identities Identities Identities
Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar Similar

Hispanic 35 34 28 20 23 20
Percent who answered 
Hispanic to
both questions (55.5) (53.9) (50.0) (58.8) (63.8) (57.1)

Percent total respondents (19.3) (18.8) (15.5) (11.0) (12.7) (11.0)

Dominican 16 13 17 7 6 8
Percent who answered 
Dominican to
both questions (37.2) (28.8) (34.0) (30.4) (31.6) (34.7)

Percent total respondents (8.8) (7.2) (9.4) (3.9) (3.3) (4.4)

Total 66 58 52 33 31 30
(55.0) (48.3) (43.3) (54.1) (50.8) (49.2)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Percentages in parentheses.



The main difference between the survey and the census is in the proportion
who self-identify as white. In the Providence census answers, this proportion
is 21.2 percent for the second generation and 16.8 percent for the first. In the
survey, the proportion who self-identify as white is lower than that identify-
ing as black. This difference may be related to who is asking the question. The
census represents mainstream society’s demand for identification. In that sit-
uation, many Dominicans—probably those with lighter skins—knowing that
whiteness is the dominant category in the American system of racial classifica-
tion, decide to claim it for themselves. However, when asked by Dominican
interviewers in an academic survey, very few do so.

IDENTITY STORIES
Dominicans self-identify using panethnic belonging and national origin. This
does not imply any form of essentialism or primordialism because these iden-
tities are constructed and interpreted through the process of incorporation.
This section looks more in depth at the understanding that Dominicans have
of these different labels. I rely on the qualitative interviews and my own inter-
actions with Dominicans in Providence in my analysis. First, I look at how
they articulate the two main forms of self-identification: panethnicity and
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Table 6.3 Selected Responses to Racial Identity Question 
in 2000 Census

White Black Other Two or More Races

Second generation
Providence 21.2 9.7 61.0 7.5
New York City 19.4 8.4 63.3 7.8
Lawrence 20.1 1.1 68.3 9.2
United States 24.1 8.3 59.0 9.2

First generation
Providence 16.8 10.6 62.9 9.5
New York City 18.7 8.3 62.3 9.7
Lawrence 16.7 7.4 67.9 6.5
United States 21.7 8.2 57.5 9.2

Source: Author’s compilation based on the 5 percent Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS)
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).
Note: All numbers are percentages.
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THE BOUNDARIES OF DOMINICAN IDENTITY
Empirical research indicates that first- and second-generation Dominicans
indeed build their ethnic identity through the use of a transnational frame of
reference (Kasinitz et al. 2008; Sagas and Molina 2004; Torres-Saillant and
Hernández 1998). The question remains, however, how different generations
and classes differ in their understanding of the transnational boundaries of
the group.

Table 7.1 illustrates the construction of symbolic transnational boundaries.
The first and second rows show that a large majority of both the first and the
second generation agree that Dominican migrants are part of the Dominican
nation and that they should help the Dominican Republic. Not surprisingly,
the proportion is higher among the first generation, but these views are also
embraced by almost 80 percent of the second. The bottom rows of the table
show agreement with the statements that Dominicans in the United States
should participate in Dominican politics and that they are as Dominican
as those who live within the Dominican Republic. The level of agreement
with the second two statements, however, is considerably lower than the level
of agreement with the first and second. Both generations display a strong
sense of attachment and obligation toward the country of origin. At the same
time, that fewer respondents agree with the statements about participation
in Dominican politics and the similarity between Dominicans in the United
States and in the Dominican Republic suggests a sense of differentiation

Table 7.1 Transnational Attitudes in Providence

Second Generation First Generation

Dominican Americans are part 95 52
of the Dominican nation. (79.2) (85.2)

Dominican Americans should 95 56
help the Dominican Republic. (79.2) (91.8)

Dominican Americans should 66 40
participate in Dominican politics. (55.0) (65.6)

Dominican Americans are as 71 47
Dominican as those who live (59.2) (77.0)
in the Dominican Republic.

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Numbers represent agreement with statement. Percentages in parentheses.



Table 7.2 Transnational Attitudes by Class and Generation

Dominican Americans Dominican Americans Dominican Americans Dominican Americans Are as 
Are Part of the Should Help the Should Participate in Dominican as Those Who Live

Dominican Nation Dominican Republic Dominican Politics in the Dominican Republic
Second generation

Lower salariat, 16 14 8 12
petite bourgeoisie (88.9) (77.8) (44.4) (66.7)

Working class 44 45 37 29
(81.5) (83.3) (68.5) (53.7)

Students 26 24 15 21
(76.5) (70.6) (44.1) (61.8)

Not working 9 12 6 9
(64.3) (85.7) (42.9) (64.3)

First generation
Lower salariat, 14 17 12 14
petite bourgeoisie (77.8) (94.4) (66.7) (77.8)

Working class 28 28 22 25
(90.3) (90.3) (71.0) (80.6)

Students 4 5 2 3
(66.7) (83.3) (33.3) (50.0)

Not working 6 6 4 5
(100.0) (100.0) (66.7) (83.3)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Numbers represent agreement with statement. Percentages in parentheses.



the first generation sample sends remittances, versus slightly less than one-
quarter of the second generation who do so. This, however, is quite high for
people born and raised in the United States. Visits to the Dominican Republic
are widespread among both generations, though not surprisingly more so
among the first generation (90 percent) than among the second (70 percent).8

Traveling to the Dominican Republic—similar to traveling to Ticuani in
the Smith account (2006)—is an important element in transnational iden-
tity formation among the second generation, but can also show the bound-
aries of transnational belonging. Doris’s story illustrates this point. We met
Doris in chapter 6. She is nineteen years old, was born in New York City, and
is studying for a professional degree at the Community College of Rhode Island.
She traveled to the Dominican Republic for the first time a year before I inter-
viewed her. Her perception of life there is telling: “Ok, I was like, you know,
I knew that Dominicans were a little crazy but they’re very crazy over
there. . . . They had speed limits, they had names [but] they do not go by that.
They have their own rules, they do what they want and, ahhh, it’s just . . . I don’t
know. It was crazy.”

She says that she really liked the Dominican Republic and that after three
weeks there she did not want to come home. She definitely wants to go there
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Table 7.3 Transnational Practices Among Dominicans in Providence

Second Generation First Generation

Send remittances 28 32
(23.3) (52.5)

Travel to the dominican republic 87 57
(72.5) (93.4)

Economic transnationalism 9 13
(7.5) (21.3)

Social transnationalism 29 30
(24.2) (49.2)

Political transnationalism 3 10
(2.5) (16.4)

Overall transnationalism 33 37
(27.5) (60.7)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Numbers reflect responding in practices. Percentages in parentheses.



Table 7.4 Transnational Practices

Remittances Visits Economic Social Political Overall

Second generation
Lower salariat, 3 10 1 4 0 4
petite bourgeoisie (16.7) (55.6) (5.6) (22.2) (0.0) (22.2)

Working class 19 43 3 15 3 16
(35.2) (79.6) (5.6) (27.8) (5.6) (29.6)

Students 5 25 3 7 0 9
(14.7) (73.5) (8.8) (20.6) (0.0) (26.5)

Not working 1 9 2 3 0 4
(7.1) (64.3) (14.3) (21.4) (0.0) (28.6)

First generation
Lower salariat, 11 18 6 11 7 14
petite bourgeoisie (61.1) (100.0) (33.3) (61.1) (38.9) (77.8)

Working class 15 28 6 13 1 15
(48.4) (90.3) (19.4) (41.9) (3.2) (48.4)

Students 1 5 1 2 0 3
(16.7) (83.3) (16.7) (33.3) (0.0) (50.0)

Not working 5 6 0 4 2 5
(83.3) (100.0) (0.0) (66.7) (33.3) (83.3)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Numbers reflect those who engage in transnational practices. Percentages in parentheses.
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confront. Grace Diaz stressed this point, explaining that she is passionate in
her work on the issues that affect the community because as an immigrant and
as a single mother who had to work hard all her life she understands the
predicament of those in a similar situation.

The proportion of respondents who support this weaker, instrumental form
of ideological panethnicity is higher than those who agree with the stronger
version, but is still a minority position. Almost 50 percent of the second-
generation respondents and 38 percent of the first-generation sample agree with
the statement. The results of the Latino National Survey support these find-
ings. A large majority of first-generation respondents, 68.8 percent, and eight
out of eleven second-generation respondents answered that it is somewhat
important or very important that a candidate is Latino. An even larger per-
centage, however, 96.7 percent of the first-generation respondents and all the
second-generation respondents, argued that is somewhat important or very
important that a candidate share their positions on issues.

The in-depth interviews throw light on the low support for ideological paneth-
nicity. In my conversations with first- and second-generation Dominicans,
I found two basic positions on this issue. The first articulated the weak form
of ideological panethnicity observed in the survey responses. Respondents
expressed their support for panethnic political mobilization and sympathy for
Latinos running for office. They emphasized, however, that their vote depends
on the viewpoints of the candidate rather than on their ethnicity. They argued
that because Latino candidates are immigrant or of immigrant origin they would
probably have a closer understanding of the issues that affect Dominicans. They
added, however, that this cannot always be assumed, and that it is important

Table 8.1 Ideological Panethnicity

Dominicans should Latino politicians represent
vote for Latino candidates interests of Dominicans better
because they are Latinos than non-Latino politicians

Second generation 21 56
(17.5) (46.7)

First generation 19 23
(31.1) (37.7)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Numbers reflect those agreeing with statement. Percentages in parentheses.
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second statement. Class seems to have a limited effect on the panethnic politi-
cal positions of the second-generation sample. It is not clear from these results—
and it is an issue for further research—whether second-generation Dominicans
are more attuned to the weak form of panethnic ideology or are simply disillu-
sioned with the possibilities of effecting change through politics. Probably both
reasons are important in explaining their pattern of answers.

MULTILAYERED PANETHNICITY
In the urban Providence context, Dominicans share social spaces—residence,
work, education—with other Latino immigrants and their children, making
the city a fertile ground for the emergence of panethnicity. As with previous

Table 8.2 Ideological Panethnicity by Class and Generation

Dominicans should vote Latino politicians represent the
for Latino candidates interests of Dominicans better

because they are Latinos than non-Latino politicians
Second generation

Lower salariat, 2 9
petite bourgeoisie (11.1) (50.0)

Working class 11 26
(20.4) (48.1)

Students 4 13
(11.8) (38.2)

Not working 4 8
(28.6) (57.1)

First generation
Lower salariat, 6 11
petite bourgeoisie (33.3) (61.1)

Working class 10 9
(32.3) (29.0)

Students 0 0
(0.0) (0.0)

Not working 3 3
(50.0) (50.0)

Source: Author’s compilation based on survey of first- and second-generation Dominicans.
Note: Numbers reflect those agreeing with statement. Percentages in parentheses.
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