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Abstract
‘“THERE’'S A PLACE FOR US”: ETHNICALLY-RELEVANT ORGANIZATIONS AS
A RESOURCE FOR IMMIGRANTS TO MANAGE COLLECTIVE IDENTIHS
by
Shaun Wiley
Advisor: Professor Kay Deaux

This dissertation shows how immigrants’ responses to low group status and
uncertainty influence their political incorporation. Drawing on socialtitietheory, |
examined whether intra- and intergroup social creativity strategiéeed as indirect
ways of bolstering collective identity in the face of devaluation (T&jf€urner, 1986),
have inverse associations with collective action. Intragroup respect waseelxjoec
increase support for collective action by bolstering identification with eityielevant
organizations and perceptions of group efficacy. Favoring alternative donsrui
comparison was expected to decrease support for collective action by undgrmini
organizational identification and suppressing perceptions of group efficacgo | al
examined two ways immigrants maintain a sense of certainty (Hogg, 2007 nievthe
context: by emphasizing the familiar norms and values of ethnicallyargie

organizations and affirming the status hierarchy in the new country by favogimerhi

status outgroups. Which strategy they chose was expected to depend on perceptions of

the intergroup context. Immigrants who endorsed meritocracy were hypothsize
identify more strongly with ethnically-relevant organizations, whemasigrants who
perceived low group status would favor higher-status outgroups.

Results from a survey of Dominican and Mexican immigrants recruited from

ethnically-relevant organizations supported these predictions. Intragspgrrevas



associated with greater activist identification among people who thoughgtbep had
low status, which was positively associated with support for collectivena a
relationship mediated by group efficacy. Favoring alternative comparis@amsions, in
contrast, was negatively associated with activist identification for peapd thought
their group had low status and negatively tied to collective action support. This
relationship was also mediated by group efficacy. Furthermore, mergamdgroup
status moderated the relationships between intergroup certainty and orgaalzati
identification and outgroup attitudes, respectively. When immigrants endorsed
meritocracy, a belief threatened by the U.S. status hierarchy, they tareguhically-
relevant organizations to maintain a sense of certainty. Immigrants abbststd
certainty by affirming the social hierarchy through favorable evaluatbhgher-status
outgroups such as Whites and, for some, African Americans. Results illustrate
immigrants’ active role in their political incorporation and give insight into how dnd w

responses to devaluation and uncertainty advance or impede social change.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Hierarchy (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999) and rapid social change (Amiot, de la
Sablonniére, Terry, & Smith, 2007) mark most modern societies. In the United States
economic inequality has steadily increased since the 1980s and people in certain
categories — Whites, the native-born, men — control a disproportionate shaciofess
such as money, jobs, and real estate, as well as educational and occupational
opportunities (Massey, 2007; Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). Individuals and societies across
the globe also face social changes that range from large-scaléionigta nation
building to unstable employment to natural disasters.

Inequality and social change often implicate collective identitiesyelethere as
people’s subjective sense of membership in a social category and the thoughss, belief
feelings, and behaviors that membership implies (see Ashmore, Deaux, & dihtina
Volpe, 2004 for a taxonomy of the construct as well as an argument for the use of the
adjective “collective” in place of the more common “social”). That peogberence
discrimination and devaluation based on social categories is a basic premisalof soci
psychology extending from the early work on prejudice (Allport, 1954; Clark &Clar
1947). Belonging to a devalued social category has been linked to how much people
identify with their social groups (Ellemers, Spears & Doosje, 1997), how gootettley
about them (Crocker, Luhtanen, Blaine, & Broadnx, 1994), and their willingnessdn act
their group’s behalf (Branscombe, Spears, Ellemers, & Doosje, 2002; Simon & Sturmer,
2003).

Furthermore, as people move across national borders and as new nations emerge,

the stable hierarchies by which people understand intergroup relations are ofte



disrupted, leaving them to wonder where their groups stand in society. Theseschang
implicate collective identities because belonging to groups can help provide peopl
clear and stable sense of where they stand in the world (Kinnvall, 2004). , Isoiceat
identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) postulates that a positive social tgentist be
grounded in a consensual status system; that is, beliefs about the group that are
acknowledged, if not shared, by others. This is not to say that all groups must have
equally positive evaluations of their group, but rather that all groups are tiikiehow
their position. Rapid social change can disrupt the consensual systems on which
collective identities are based, leaving people to wonder where their groups stand.
Latinos entering an elite university, for instance, find ways of @bkshing their
identities in the new setting, which provide them a link to some of the earlier social
structures on which they built their self-understanding and also a supportivénpilaee
new context (Ethier & Deaux, 1994).

Category-based inequality and rapid social change raise important gychbl
guestions for those who experience them most acutely. First, how do members of
devalued groups negotiate their collective identities in the face of ltws3taVhile
researchers who have studied this question have established its implicatieffs for s
esteem and physical health (Major & O’Brien, 2005), | will focus on its imjpdica for
collective action. | will consider, specifically, how the experienc@wfdtatus might
influence people’s identification with ethnically-relevant organizationsgarticipation
in actions aimed at changing the societal status quo. Large-scale saagg shaften

spurred on by social movements organized by activist groups promoting gelkection.



Therefore it is important that we understand the psychological processe®iwotheir
recruitment and mobilization.

Second, how do people negotiate their collective identities when they are
uncertain about their group’s position in society? While this question, too, may have
implications for self esteem (Major, Kaiser, O'Brien, & McCoy, 2007), | eohsider its
implications for intergroup behavior. More specifically, | will considermtplications
for identification with the ethnically-relevant organizations that are oftewéehicle for
collective action and intergroup attitudes that are often the foundation for intergroup
conflict and cooperation. Exactly because rapid social change is freqadailynark of
modern societies, it is important to understand the relationship between intergroup
certainty and how those who experience it evaluate the other groups in society.

The case of immigration

One global phenomenon, in particular, offers a window into how inequality and
rapid social change relate to collective identity and intergroup relatransgration.
Immigrants, who make up an increasing proportion of the world’s population, are often
targets of inequality and face uncertainty about where their groups stand imetlieir
societies. In recent years there has been a dramatic increase ingpeapement across
national borders. As of 2005, 191 million people lived outside the country in which they
were born (United Nations Office of International Migration and Developn2005).

Many more are the children of immigrants. In the United States, immigradttheir
children make up an increasing part of the population, representing 23 percent in 2002
(Bean, Lee, Batalova, & Leach, 2004). In cities like New York, immigranstitute an

even greater percentage. In 2000, 36 percent of New Yorkers were born outsele of t



United States (New York City Department of Planning Population Division, 2004).
Adding to this figure their second-generation children, first- and second-generat
immigrants compose the majority of the population in the city (New York City
Department of Planning Population Division, 2004).

Immigrants’ positions in their new societies are hardly secure. Acoosgries,
immigrants have lower status than the native-born population (Berry, Phinney, Sam, &
Vedder, 2006; Lee & Fiske, 2006). In the United States, immigrants of color are
particularly aware that others hold them in relatively low regard (Wilakife &

Deaux, 2008). For many immigrants, the basis for group categorizations anduse stat
structure changes drastically in their new country. West Indians, forpgeaexperience
race-based discrimination in the United States (Waters, 1999). In corsicasst largely
absent from daily interaction in their countries of origin (Vickerman, 1999). dnamis
also receive mixed messages from host societies that celebratethtaeirfhard work,

but are also fearful of them for “stealing” jobs from the native-born (EssesliDpovi
Jackson, & Armstrong, 2001). The result of these two trends of increasing ineguodlit
increasing globalization is that many people experience both low status anthunc
positions in the societies in which they live. Immigration, then, provides an oppodunisti
context in which to understand how people respond to inequality and social change,
devaluation and uncertainty.

Immigration offers a real-world laboratory to extend social psycholbgica
theorizing in several other ways, as well. First, as immigration changegdghic
patterns and increases social diversity, bipolar conceptions of intergroupnlati

modeled on the Black-White dichotomy in the United States must be reconsidered.



Largely as a result of post-1965 immigration, one particular group, Latinos, now
represent a larger proportion of the U.S. population than Blacks. Social psychological
theories of intergroup relations have not always been quick to reflect sudalsocie
changes. Although there are recent examples of research that has comsudigpézl
groups — for example, the effect of contact on attitudes towards various ethups gn
college campuses (Sidanius, Levin, van Laar, & Sears, 2008), the impact ofenultipl
comparison targets on feelings of deprivation and satisfaction (Tropp & Wright,, 1999)
and the positive relationship that feeling one’s group is respected in society has
attitudes toward multiple outgroups (Huo & Molina, 2006) — most social psychological
work has focused on two-party systems of intergroup relations. Studyingriationg
adds to this growing literature on interactions between more than two outgroups.

From a practical perspective, immigrants and their children are likely pe she
U.S. political scene in the coming years. As the recent Democratic @$nar the 2008
U.S. election showed, attitudes between minority groups, particularly Lagittitisdes
towards African Americans, could influence political outcomes such as votiagibeh
As the United States moves from a White-majority society to a majorigiity society
in 2050 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2004), a process hastened by immigration, attitudes
between ethnic minority groups will be increasingly important. Furtherrasréne
immigrant marches across the United States on M&0@6, showed, immigrants —
particularly Latino immigrants — can be a powerful force in U.S. politics.

An overview of theresearch
Studying immigration can help us to understand how people respond to

devaluation and uncertainty and its effects on political behavior and intergroup attitudes



Immigrant political behavior is increasingly important as the number ofgramts in the
United States increases. This research will examine how immigraspenses to low
status and uncertainty influence their political mobilization and their@gsttoward
other ethnic groups. First, | will consider the extent to which diffesecial creativity
strategiesor indirect ways of bolstering collective identity in the face of devialnat
(Jetten, Schmitt, Branscombe, & McKimmie, 2005; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), incthase
development otollective action frameor shared sets of beliefs that explain social
issues and suggest an appropriate collective response (Gamson, 1992). Second, | will
consider the impact of a lack iotergroup certaintyor feeling unsure about where one’s
group stands in society, atentification with the ethnically-relevant organizatichst
are a vehicle for political mobilization and timergroup attitudeshat may impact
relations between diverse groups in society. These analyses are based imip&@ss
that people are motivated to establish a sense of meaning in their social wdrttata
they have many different resources with which to do so (Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 2006).
In addition, this research takes that idea one step further, to examine how specific
meaning-making strategies are related to intergroup relations.
Social creativity and collective action frames

Collective action frames, which provide the foundation for group political
mobilization, are composed of three components: a sense of injustice, a sense of
collective identity, and a sense of group efficacy (Gamson, 1992). Groupslidna be
that their disadvantaged position relative to others is unfair, who identify with other
group members (particularly other activists), and who believe that togk#yecan do

something about their position are more likely to engage in collective actioarn(8im



Klandermans, 2001; van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008). Among immigrants, such
frames are likely to develop in the context of ethnically-relevant orgaomzati
Immigrants rarely enter the political arena alone, but rather througiekhee of
ethnically-relevant organizations (Portes, Escobar, & Arana, 2008). Such otigaisiza
may provide the sense of collective identity and sense of group efficacpamgcEsspur
collective action. In other contexts, identification with specific actyistips, above and
beyond identification with the overall social category, has been an importardtpredi
collective action (Simon et al., 1998). Therefore, in order to understand immigrant
political behavior, it is also necessary to understand how and why immigrantfyidenti
with ethnically-relevant organizations.

What influences the extent to which immigrants identify with such organizations
and participate in collective action? In this research, | argue thattdrg éxwhich
immigrants identify with ethnically-relevant organizations depends on hownthagge
devaluation and uncertainty. Whereas some strategies for managing devalagtion m
increase the sense of collective identification and group efficacyhbedaterize
collective action frames and support collective action, other strategiedengease
them. Within social identity theory, social creativity is the label agpbeandirect
strategies of shoring up collective identities in the face of devaluatigiel(&arurner,
1986). Social creativity strategies can be distinguished from other respsusle as
internalizing negative views of the group, trying to leave the group eithsigally or
psychologically, or actively trying to change the group’s position in so€lajfel &
Turner, 1986). This research will examine two specific social creativatesies: (a)

emphasizing intragroup respect and (b) favoring alternative dimensions of gonpadr



propose that the two strategies will have contrasting effects on immidesmification
with ethnically-relevant organizations and group efficacy and, by extensitettoa
action.

Emphasizing intragroup respect can allow members of low-status groups to
manage their devalued position in society while maintaining collecterdgifatation
(Jetten et al., 2005; Simon & Sturmer, 2003). For immigrants, ethicallyargle
organizations may play a role in this process. Immigrants who experiencetosvia
the United States bracket their position by participating in organizatiahsite oriented
toward the country of origin (Jones-Correa, 1998). As such, emphasizing intragroup
respect may be positively associated with immigrants’ identificati¢im tive
organizations that provide the vehicle for collective action.

Other social creativity strategies may, instead, decrease thibdibelof
organizational identification and political mobilization. For instance, emphgsizi
important group values that are less relevant to the group’s position in the Uates| S
such as family and religion, may help immigrants to feel better about thatwvdintaged
position, while at the same time decreasing their need to identify with orgganszand
rectify their position through political action. In fact, emphasizing dinozissihat are
status-irrelevant, but on which the ingroup compares more favorably to a higher-status
outgroup, has been shown to increase tolerance to inequality (Kay & Jost, 2003).

Thus, whereas some ways of managing low status in the United States, such as
emphasizing the respect one receives from one’s ingroup, are likely to encreas
organizational identification and collective action, others, such as emphasipoigant

group values that serve as alternative dimensions of comparison, are likelyeimsdec



both. One of the main aims of this dissertation is to understand immigrant politica
mobilization from this perspective. | will examine how immigrants dedd loiv status
and uncertainty and the impact this has on their political mobilization.

Intergroup certainty, identification with ethnically-relevant organizations, and
intergroup attitudes

The second aim of this dissertation is to examine the impact of how immigrants
maintain a sense of certainty about their position in the United States on thialpol
mobilization. In this case, ethnically-relevant organizations may also [Biay i@le.
These groups, which frequently draw on the familiar norms, values, and structtives of
country of origin, can help immigrants to establish a sense of their plaseieétys This
may be particularly true for immigrants who endorse ideologies that the haslorder
and make sense, that hard work pays off, and that, in general, people get what they
deserve. In fact one variant of these ideological beliefs, meritocracgpre @omponent
of the American dream, which many immigrants cite as a reason for caortimg Wnited
States (Hochschild, 1995).

Just as individual immigrants rarely enter the political arena as ddig, but
rather as members of groups, so particular immigrant ethnic groups emefytheir
political goals by acting alone, but rather by developing alliances with other groups
Increasingly, social psychologists have acknowledged this fact, as thefocwkective
action and social change have evolved from two-party struggles betweemaupiagd
an outgroup (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) to multi-party struggles in which the groups in
conflict fight to build alliances and gain support from other groups in society (Simon &

Klandermans, 2001; SubasReynolds, & Turner, 2008). This research is informed by
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the latter perspective, proposing that in order to understand immigrant polgiealior

it is important to understand the attitudes of immigrants and the predictors of the
attitudes toward various groups in the United States, most notably Africancamgra
lower-status group, and Whites, a higher-status group. To the extent that imsigeh
warm toward each group they are more likely to actively cooperateheith; to the
extent that they feel cold, they are more likely to actively harm them (C&kke, &
Glick, 2007). In this research | propose that intergroup certainty, or the degrastyf cl
people have about their group’s position in society, is an important positive predictor

intergroup attitudes.

Thus, this research will examine how Dominican and Mexican immigrants’
responses to their low-status and the degree to which they consider theanpogitie
United States uncertain influence their likelihood of political mobilizationgthaically-
relevant organizations) and attitudes towards African Americans and Whitegin blge
reviewing the social psychological literature on different responses tddtwe sor
social creativity, and hypothesizing their relations to identificatioh efiinically-
relevant organizations and collective action. Next, | consider immigranpgngsss to
their uncertain position in the United States and its implications for organidationa
identification and attitudes towards African Americans and Whites.

Dominican and Mexican immigrants in New York City

| will focus on two Latino groups in New York City: Mexican and Dominican

immigrants. Dominican migration to New York has been consistent since 1965.

Dominicans are the largest single immigrant group in New York City (Netk City
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Department of Planning Population Division, 2004), with estimates around 800,000 in the
2000 U.S. Census. In fact, New York has the second-largest number of Dominicans of
any city in the world, following only Santo Domingo, the capital of the Dominican
Republic. Despite their large numbers and historical presence, various sejggest

that Dominicans occupy a relatively low-status position in the citygdttin & Giorguli-
Salcedo, 2005) and face frequent discrimination in the United States based on their
“black” or “mulatto” phenotype (Grasmuck & Pessar, 1991).

Mexicans, in contrast, make up more than half of the immigrant population in the
United States, but a much smaller proportion in New York City, where the U.S. census
numbered them at 250,000 in 2000, making them the city’s third-largest, but second-
fastest-growing, immigrant group (New York City Department of PlannoguRtion
Division, 2004). Mexican migration to New York City is more recent. Largebeusnof
Mexican immigrants began arriving in New York City in the early 1990s. Resesdth
Mexicans outside of New York has shown that the group tends to hold a relatively low-
status position (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001). Mexican immigrants are not categasiz
Black in the United States, but still face discrimination based both on their ‘nudige
or “mestizo” phenotype as well as their association with “illegal” (undootexai¢
immigration.

| chose this sample because of the prominence of both groups in the New York
City immigration landscape, because of my own facility with Spanish, and because both
groups experience threats to their status and a lack of certainty aboubssangn the
city.

Perceived group status and multiple comparison groups
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Status comparisons are complex in a multicultural society. Immigrants can
compare their position in the United States with a variety of groups of varytng,sta
such as native-born Whites and other ethnic groups. Research with Blactenad L
immigrants in New York City shows generational differences in the cosgpagroups
that immigrants favor. First-generation immigrants primarily use tieene country as a
point of reference, a downward comparison in which their current status seems improved,
but only among their ethnic group. Second-generation immigrants, in contrast, have
turned their sights to the U.S. system, using native-born Whites as a point ofcefere
a greater extent (Wiley, Perkins, and Deaux, unpublished data). Asians in London and
Turks and Ausseidlers in Germany prefer comparing with ingroup members and with
their own position in the past, preference that are related to their perceiviedityimnd
high level of contact with their ingroup (Zagefka & Brown, 2005).

What are the functions of different comparisons for intergroup relations?al Soci
comparison theory (Festinger, 1954) can provide a guide. Comparisons with higher
status groups can generate feelings of deprivation and encourage identityemant
strategies and collective action. Comparisons with lower-status groupsitiast, can
bolster how one feels about a group’s position. Consistent with these ideas, Latinos and
African Americans felt more deprived when comparing themselves to Whaesvhen
comparing themselves to other minorities (Tropp & Wright, 1999). Downward
comparison, or making a group’s value conditional on the value of lower-status groups
can increase how positively people feel about their group (Crocker, Thompson, McGraw,
& Ingerman, 1987). In this research | will consider immigrants’ comparisahs

Whites, a high-status group, and African-Americans, a low-status group.
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African Americans and Whites clearly represent opposite statusfpoles
immigrants entering the United States. In order to fully understand how remtsgleal
with low status it is important to consider both groups. First, | expect thagramts
will, on average, believe that they have low status compared to Whites, bat simil
higher status compared to African Americans. Second, comparisons with each diroup wi
serve different functions. Comparisons with Whites will engage identity miaresge
strategies like favoring alternative comparison dimensions or identiyithgmmigrant
organizations that respect them. Comparisons with Blacks, in contrast, will be bnked t
intergroup attitudes, and will be discussed in greater detail below.

Social creativity and collective action

How do threats to group value influence identification with ethnically-reteva
organizations and political mobilization? To answer this question, | willréxséw the
literature on social creativity and collective action, arguing that lsor@ativity is likely
to increase collective action only to the extent that it bolsters identficaith
ethnically-relevant organizations and perceptions of group efficacy. Secsitidnbke
the case for the contrasting relationships of two particular social cteatrategies,
emphasizing intragroup respect and favoring alternative dimensions of ceompavith
collective action, arguing that the strategy that one uses to manage lowratatrsthan
the perception of low status itself, influences the likelihood of organizational
identification, group efficacy, and political mobilization. More specificdllyredict that
immigrants who manage devaluation by committing themselves to ethiekdiyant
organizations that respect them are more likely to support collective action than thos

who value alternative dimensions of comparison (even though they may also take part
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the same organizations). | will also argue for the relevance of eatdggtta Dominican
and Mexican samples. Finally, | will present my theoretical model and remjew
hypotheses.
Social creativity and collective action frames

How do members of devalued groups manage their low-status position? When
group boundaries are relatively permeable, members often try to keageoup
physically or psychologically by joining or passing as a member of a hsggieis group
(Ellemers, Wilke, & van Knippenberg, 1993) or selectively emphasizing namatiiged
identities to protect their self-esteem (Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Pittinsky, ShimBady,
1999; Shih, 2004). For many groups, however, whose boundaries are defined by the
impermeable categories of race, sex, or legal status, passing is not an ogtem. W
group boundaries are impermeable, members can establish a positive identity by
changing the way they think about their group and/or fighting to improve their group’s
position in society (Jackson, Sullivan, Harnish, and Hodge, 1996; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).

Within social identity theory, identity management strategies that chaegeaty
individuals think about a group are deemed “social creativity.” They inclueetisel
interpretations of the intergroup context as well as a focus on intragroup factiens ¢let
al., 2005). Selective interpretations of the intergroup context include changing the
comparison object (e.g., comparing to a lower- rather than a higher-status gmbup) a
changing the comparison dimension (e.g., comparing based on a favorable dimension,
like family relationships or religion, rather than an unfavorable dimension like econom
status; Blanz, Mummendey, Mielke, & Klink, 1998). Downward comparisons can

increase how positively people feel about their group (Crocker et al., 1987) and low
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status groups evaluate themselves more favorably on status-irrelevantiolimaéinan do
high-status group members (Ellemers &Van Rijswijk, 1997). Group membeedsma
maintain positive identities by focusing on the intragroup setting. Feebpgated by
other members of an ingroup, for instance, increases identification and wilsrigresst
on the group’s behalf (Simon & Sturmer, 2003) and can suppress the desire to disidentify
with a group in the face of devaluation (Jetten et al., 2005).

Group members can also establish a positive identity through more direct means,
such as collective action, or actively fighting to change their group’sgositsociety
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986). People who perceive that their group is deprived, thates thos
who perceive that their group has low status relative to an important outgroup, are more
likely to engage in collective action across a number of contexts (Mummeneiesiek
Klink, & Mielke, 1999).

But what is the relationship between indirect strategies, such as soatalitre
and more direct strategies, such as collective action? Early fatrand of social identity
theory considered social creativity and collective action to be two distayd of
dealing with threats to group value (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Recently, howsaaa|
psychologists have started to reconsider this relationship on theoreticatlg.

First, social creativity can help immigrants to maintain a positive grouitige
while they wait to reap the fruits of collective action. Collectiveoacis unlikely to be
immediately successful in improving a group’s status in society. In thremnsocial
creativity may bolster collective identification allowing immigratagersist. Consider
the case of the civil rights movement in the United States: members of the emvem

belonged to groups, most notably African Americans, who experienced high levels of
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discrimination and devaluation and low levels of status, as evidenced by segregation.
The movement aimed to change this situation and improve the status of African
Americans in the United States through direct, collective action. But sbeiafje has
not come quickly. In fact, the civil rights movement, which began before the Civil War
(at least), continues to this day. In that period of two centuries, in which African
Americans have attempted to remove prejudice against their group and improve group
status, they also have been faced with the everyday realities of prejutiidevatuation.
Participating in the movement may even make low status more salient araséncre
exposure to discrimination. Immigrants face similar issues while tig/itir social
change. As they fight to improve their group’s status, social creatidtiggites can help
them to maintain the positive identities that make collective action possible.

As Margaret Shih (2004) has written,

“. .. removing prejudices and changing social attitudes is a difficult task.

It will take a great deal of patience and time before this goal can be

realized. In the meantime, stigmatized individuals must find a way to live

healthy, productive lives within these conditions,” (pp. 183).
Given the persistent reality of devaluation, members of low-status groupsegosiate
a positive identity at the same time that they work for social chang¢heTextent that
people are unable to find ways to live “healthy, productive lives,” social movement
participation may be unlikely because people may find it difficult to sustaticipation
in a group that makes them feel bad. Thus, social creativity can be seen astfe bas
the positive collective identity that facilitates collective action.

However, the relationship between social creativity and collective actiat is

clear-cut. Some ways of dealing with a group’s low position in societyne&e
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participation less likely, while others make it more likely. For instantgnlet al.
(2005) write,

“Social creativity strategies can help group members redefine their group

in ways that suppress the negative impact of devaluation, but identification

may be enhanced, paradoxically, at the expense of any motivation to

engage in collective action . . . Social creativity strategies can alseme se

however, as an ideological counterpart to social change strategies. A

greater awareness of groupness and group membership, due to an

emphasis on intergroup differentiation and intragroup respect, may trigger
challenges to the legitimacy of the group’s devaluation (Tajfel & Turner,

1986). In such cases, social creativity strategies could become the driving

force for collective action . . .” (pp. 213-214).

This quote suggests a moderated relationship between social creativity a
collective action. Specifically, those strategies that encourage idetifiavith action-
oriented groups can increase collective action, whereas those st #tegjidecrease
identification with such groups and distract from the need or capability of a group to
change its position in society, may decrease collective action. Givemndtratgeativity
is a likely response to low status, even among people engaged in social changseshis ra
the following questions: (1) what forms of social creativity are likelyntoaase
collective action; (2) what forms are likely to decrease it; and (3) why?

The literature on collective action offers one way to approach these ggestion
Collective action is more likely to the extent that group members develop a@lecti
action frames, or shared sets of beliefs that explain social issues and angges
appropriate collective response (Gamson, 1992). Collective action frames asedm
of three components: (a) a sense of injustice, or a feeling that one is soaggdr@ved

relative to others; (b) a sense of collective identity, that one is aggreatredthers who

belong to a particular group; and (c) a sense of group efficacy, thatgpaefsis able to
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do something about the group’s position. These three factors have been linked to
collective action across a number of studies (see van Zomeren, Postmes, & Sji¥ar
for a meta-analysis).
With respect to the collective identity component of collective action frames
Jetten et al. (2005),
“. .. propose that an important factor in this process is the nature of the
social creativity strategies—the more they strengthen the salience and
clarity of a group’s identity, the more likely collective action is to occur

In contrast, social creativity strategies that weaken a group’s ientit
should make group members less willing to undertake collective action,”

(pp. 214).

It is certainly the case that people who strongly identify with a graapkaty to
maintain membership and even increase efforts on the group’s behalf when grditp id
is threatened and when prospects for the group look bleak. They are also mote likely
engage in collective action (Deaux, Reid, Martin, & Bikmen, 2006; de Weerd &
Klandermans, 1991, Lalonde & Cameron, 1993; Simon et al., 1998; van Zomeren et al.,
2008; Veenstra & Haslam, 2000). But, it may not only be the “salience and’abdrity
the identities that result from social creativity strategies whichenfte their relationship
with collective action; the type of identity that results may also play portient role.
Research on the relationship between identity and collective action sutpgests
“politicized” identities, which are linked to activist groups as opposed to broad social
categories, predict participation in collective action above and beyond icietifi with
the larger social category (Simon, et al., 1998; van Zomeren et al., 2008). While al
forms of social creativity are likely to increase identification with #rgédr social group,

only some may increase activist identification. For immigrants, this essud be
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especially important. Whereas identification with the country-of-origin grcaypbe
high regardless, identification with ethnically-relevant organizations nyaiéa
foundation for collective action.

Jetten et al. (2005) offer some support to the idea that one aspect of collective
action frames, collective identity, plays a role in the relationship betwe&l seeativity
and collective action. Another element of collective action frames, grogp®@ffimay
also play a role, influencing why different socially creativity stgas have different
relationships with collective action. Group efficacy, or the perceptiorptugtle can
work together to achieve their goals through coordinated action, is an important
independent predictor of collective action across studies (van Zomeren et al., 2008).
However, different researchers have thought differently about the relafidretween
group identity, group efficacy, and collective action. Some consider idantitgfficacy
to be independent predictors of action, as in Simon et al.’s (1998) studies of the grey
panthers and gay men’s movements. Others consider an interactive relationsegmbetw
identity and efficacy, such that feeling empowered allows one to identiiyanaw-
status group and feel angry about its position in society (Mackie, Devos, t&, 2900).
Still others suggest that group efficacy mediates the relationshipdsetdentification
and collective action (Mummendey et al., 1999; Reicher, 1996).

| favor the latter explanation for two reasons. First, more than group identity,
which links the self to the group, efficacy implies behavior. That is, believing that a
group will be able to act effectively to improve its position in society imledsvior
more directly than simply feeling a sense of attachment to the group. It fetold

then, that group efficacy would be a more proximal predictor of collectii@abtan
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group identity. Second, empowerment theories of collective action (e.g. Drury &
Reicher, 2005; Reicher, 2001) argue that collective action and identity patitciz
occur when social identities move from mere descriptions of one’s place in tak soci
world (that is, “being”) to what they want their position in the social world to beigha
“becoming”). Conceiving group efficacy as the mediator in the reldtiprizetween
group identity and collective action better represents that transition of ieleftim
“being” to “becoming” than do the other proposed relationships.

Based on theory regarding collective action frames | argue that,gubep status
is low, two factors, identification with activist organizations and perceptionapgr
efficacy, will influence the relationships between strategies of so@ativity and social
change. But which social creativity strategies increase and decodigséive action via
collective action frames? The sociological literature on immigrati@rofome clues as
to which social creativity strategies Dominican and Mexican immigraight use
Below, | consider two forms of social creativity — emphasizing intnggrespect and
favoring alternative dimensions of comparison — both of which have parallels in the
immigration and social psychological literatures and each having eediffieelationship
with collective action frames.

Intragroup respect and collective action frames

Members of low-status groups can maintain positive identities in the face of

devaluation by turning to groups that respect them (Jetten et al., 2005; Simom&I$S

2003). Ethnographic evidence suggests that this social creativity strategyastpr

! Because these group boundaries are marked by the impermeable estefori
phenotype and legal status and leaving the group is not an option (Ellemers, Wilke, &
van Knippenberg, 1993), | focus my analysis on group-based strategies.
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within immigrant organizations. Jones-Correa (1998) writes, “ . . .the issueusf sta
inconsistency . . . is set aside or bracketed — again, as long as immigrantmraienime

the social environs of immigrant organizations,” (pp. 333). Participating in political
organizations tied to the country of origin can help Latino immigrants to managésthr

to their status in the United States (ltzigsohn & Giorguli-Salcedo, 2005; Camesa,

1998) by making them feel respected. ldentifying with ethnically-ratemaanizations,
marked as they are by high degrees of interaction and an emphasis both on the U.S.
community and the country of origin (Portes et al., 2008), allows them to gain a sense of
respect and manage their low-status position. Such identification may alfinmatve

them on a path toward collective action.

Emphasizing intragroup respect, however, may be employed differently by
Dominican and Mexican men than by Dominican and Mexican women in the United
States. Both men and women experience devaluation in this country by virtue of their
overrepresentation in low-skilled, low-wage jobs and belonging to a devalued group. For
men, status is not only low in absolute terms, but also relative to their positiorrin thei
countries of origin (Itzigsohn & Giorguli-Salcedo, 2005; Jones-Correa, 1998; Smith,
2005), due to employment that does not match their previous skills and work experience
and to more equitable gender role expectations. Women, who no doubt also occupy a
low-status position in absolute terms, may, nonetheless, experienceva lialagase in
the United States compared to the Dominican Republic or Mexico. Many join the
workforce and some benefit from their adopted country’s more equitable gender
hierarchy. Because men’s position in their national-origin group is newlyeheshin

the United States, they may benefit more than women from feeling respgcted b
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ethnically-relevant organizations.
Emphasizing intragroup respect and, in turn, identifying with an activist group

can increase collective action because it empowers individuals, giving thesnges
sense that other group members will support them in their actions and that, together, t
group can achieve its goals. Intragroup respect may serve as an index of how much othe
group members will “have one’s back” in the event of collective action. Pargeivi
action support, or that other ingroup members are willing to act to resist an outgroup, is
predictive of collective action (van Zomeren, Spears, Fischer, & Leach, 2004).
Furthermore, the ability to communicate with other ingroup members is also linked to
supporting group norms that are punishable by an outgroup (Spears, Lea, Corneliussen,
Postmes, & Ter Harr, 2002). These studies provide evidence that group members’
support for collective action (particularly punishable action) depends on thety &bili
gauge whether others are willing to support them in their action. Perceiviagroip
respect, in addition to increasing identification in the face of low group statydemn
group members know that they have such action support. In so doing, it likely makes
people feel empowered and believe that the group is more likely to achievalgs g
Thus, | expect that by identifying with an activist organization, immignaaize their
efficacy as a group and take a step towards social change.
Favoring alternative dimensions of comparison and collective action frames

A second social creativity strategy that may be particularlyaelkefor
immigrants is change in the comparison dimension. Reese (2001) has shown that
Mexican immigrant parents criticize U.S. society, in which they feegmalized, in

terms of its morality. Although parents perceive some value in U.S. beliethdike
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endorsement of hard work and punctuality, they believe that people in the United State
are overly permissive with their children and too focused on work, leading to a
degradation of their moral values. They see themselves and Mexicans in general, in
contrast, to be morally superior. Immigrants who perceive their group to hatreety

low status may emphasize that their group excels on dimensions other thanieconom
status, such as family relationships and religion, more than do Americansmalgen

Favoring alternative dimensions of comparison may move one’s attentions away
from the sense of anger and illegitimacy that motivates people to engagkeative
action (Smith, Cronin, & Kessler, 2008). Using alternative, status-irreieWaensions
as a source of group value may lead group members to disidentify with statasire
domains. This might lead them to divert their efforts from aspects of thes;, like
economic status, in which their group is negatively valued, but in which, nonetheless,
their group’s status in society largely depends. Strategies like valusngedive
dimensions may serve, as Kay and Jost (2003) have argued about complementary
stereotypes, a palliative function, making groups more amenable to a sydtaffotda
them low status. At a psychological level, favoring alternative dimensions gacson
and endorsing complementary stereotypes may be indistinguishable.

Thus, favoring status-irrelevant dimensions, like family values and religiore
than status-relevant dimensions, like economic position, is likely to decreassicell
action by decreasing identification with ethnically-relevant orgaioizatand perceptions
of group efficacy, two important aspects of collective action frames. Ragalah
former, while affirming status-irrelevant dimensions may incredeetification with the

larger social category, its similarity to hierarchy attenuating stegy-justifying
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ideologies suggests that they will be negatively related to commitmectivista
organizations. Regarding the latter, favoring status-irrelevant dimensielys |
decreases perceptions of efficacy because it expresses an inability ort tie paw-
status group to change their position, ceding, in essence, that the outgroup ts likel
outperform the ingroup on status-relevant dimensions. The sum of these procésdes is t
while social creativity strategies such as favoring alternatatestiimensions may help
individual group members to manage feelings of low status, they also make thématfeel
their group is less empowered to enact social change, decreasing the likelihood of
collective action. In terms of managing low status, what helps the individual group
member deal with devaluation makes fighting for actual change in grdup kEss

likely.

It is important to note that each of these instances of social creativity and the
attendant associations with collective action should only be present with ceféoen
higher-status groups, such as Whites. As will be described below, comparisons with
lower- (or equal-) status groups, such as African Americans, may infulkeeac
relationship between intergroup certainty and intergroup attitudes, but becauaeethe
less likely to make devaluation salient, they are also less likely to apal sreativity.

Hypotheses 1 through 5

Figure 1 captures the hypothesized relationships between socialityeati
identification with ethnically-relevant organizations, group efficaog, eollective action
(i.e., hypotheses 1-5). The model shows that the relationships depend on the social
creativity strategy that group members use. First, | expect that fomizam and

Mexican immigrants who feel that they have low status in the United Statphasizing
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intragroup respect will increase identification with ethnically rafg\groups (H1). This

is based both on social psychological research demonstrating the effectafeness
emphasizing intragroup respect as a way to manage low group status (Branscalmbe et
2005) and the importance of respect as a predictor of collective identific8troan &
Sturmer, 2003), as well as sociological work demonstrating how ethnicadisarg!
organizations can help immigrants to “bracket their low status in the Unites'Stat
(Jones-Correa, 1998). Also based on the sociological literature (ltzigsolorgduls
Salcedo, 2005; Jones-Correa, 1998; Smith, 2005), | expect that the relationship between
respect and organizational identification will be stronger for men, who expera

relative status loss in the United States compared to the country of origin, than for
women, who sometimes experience a relative status gain (H1a).

Second, | expect that immigrants who perceive that their group has low status w
engage in the social creativity strategy of favoring alternative (atgsstrelevant)
dimensions of comparison, that is emphasizing that their group, in contrast to Arserica
in general, values family and religion over economic status (H2). This hgmoibe
based on the articulation of changing the dimension of comparison as a way to manage
threats to group status within social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986jontrast
to emphasizing intragroup respect, however, | expect that, when immigranisgerce
their status to be low, favoring alternative dimensions of comparison will be vedgati
related to identification with ethnically-relevant organizations (H3).oRayg alternative
dimensions may both decrease the need for individuals to resolve status threats by
interacting with other group members and may also decrease the sengstokif

one’s low position in society that ethnically-relevant organizations address, thbses
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two different socially creative strategies, emphasizing intragragect and favoring
alternative dimensions of comparison, have opposite implications for identifyiing wi
organizations that are the basis for political mobilization among immigrants.

Third, | expect that favoring alternative dimensions of comparison and degtif
with ethnically-relevant organizations will have opposite indirect effettsupport for
collective action. In both cases, | expect that the relationship will be teeédig group
efficacy. Immigrants who identify with activist organizations will berenlikely to
participate in collective action because they believe their group to be apable of
achieving its goals (H4). In contrast, immigrants who favor alterndinmensions of
comparison will be less likely to engage in collective action because theyé#ieir
group will be less capable of achieving its goals (H5).

In sum, in hypotheses 1 through 5 | propose that immigrants’ responses to their
low-status position in the United States (or social creativity straje@iher
emphasizing intragroup respect or favoring alternative dimensions of comparison,
influence their identification with ethnically relevant organizations akasaheir
support for collective action. A further aim of this study is to show that percepfions
group efficacy mediate the relationship between identification with ethpreddvant
organizations and favoring alternative dimensions of comparison and support for
collective action. Those who identify with groups that respect them feel engzbaea
are more likely to engage. Those who favor alternative dimensions of compaitidman w
less likely to identify with ethnically-relevant organizations, feesd ksmpowered, and
will be less likely to engage. Generally speaking, the model suggestediat s

creativity strategies intervene to influence the relationship betweendavs stnd
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collective action, and that how people negotiate their collective identity iad¢beof low
status influences whether they will be willing to fight to change the saiws Overall
these hypotheses are important in that they show that immigrants’ patintdization
depends not only on the degree to which they perceive having low status compared to
important outgroups (i.e., relative deprivation), but also how they respond to their low-
status position.

I ntergroup certainty, organizational identification, and intergroup attitudes

How do Dominican and Mexican immigrants respond to a lack of certainty about

their group’s position in society? Here, too, | propose that people can draw on a number
of resources to establish a sense of certainty about where their group rstsoasty.
To answer this question, | will first review the social psychologicaddttire on
generalized uncertainty and apply it to the case of immigration. | wileattat, for
immigrants and other groups experiencing rapid social change, uncertainiyesl der
from a lack of clarity about where one’s group stands in society. Second, | wileons
the consequences of a lack of intergroup certainty for immigrants’ pbitimailization
and in particular their identification with ethnically-relevant groups, whachserve as
their point of entry into the political arena, and their outgroup attitudes, which can
influence their willingness to cooperate with other groups. Third, | will Mfakeadse
that the effect of intergroup certainty on political mobilization depends on irantgj
beliefs about the status hierarchy. More specifically, | will arguentieaitocracy, a
belief about how the hierarchy operates, and perceived status compared to Africa

Americans, a belief about where one’s group stands in the hierarchy, nedtierat
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relationships between intergroup certainty and identification with ethnicd#yant
organizations and outgroup attitudes, respectively. Finally, | will reviewiypgtheses.
Introducing intergroup certainty

Social psychologists have examined extensively how people respond to
membership in low-status and/or devalued groups. Less studied is how people respond to
membership in a group that has an uncertain position in society. Many groups lack
certainty about their standing in addition to or instead of devaluation. Group members
who are new to a setting — such as immigrants to a new country or subgrougeeafter t
merger of organizations or nations (e.g., East Germany) — face unceatzontytheir
position. Even groups that have long been part of an intergroup context may face
uncertainty. Groups that are targeted by complementary or mixed-coetentgbes,
which value them in some domains but derogate them in others (e.g., Asian Americans
who are seen as cold, but competent; Lin, Kwan, Cheung, & Fiske, 2005), for example,
may also be unsure of where their group really stands.

Immigrants are likely to be uncertain about their position in the UnitedsState
where they encounter hierarchies and classification systems thatfarendifrom those
in their own or their parents’ country of origin. Dominicans who might consider
themselvesndio in the Dominican Republic, for instance, find that Whites lump them
into the category of Black, one that is occupied almost exclusively by kkitighe
Dominican Republic (Itzigsohn, Giorguli, & Vazquez, 2005). Second-generation
Dominicans negotiate a fine line in terms of ethnic identity, distancing gte@ssfrom
the Black-White dichotomy of race in the United States, while still recognihat they

are excluded from White categories (Bailey, 2001). Other groups find thatdtweyyoa
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new position in terms of class, occupation, or ethnic label (e.g., the panethna: Lat
label, which is not widely used in Latin America).

Feeling certain about where one stands in society is also an important datérmi
of intergroup relations. One reason that people join groups is to reduce uncertainty
(Hogg, 2007; Reid & Hogg, 2005). Being a part of a group helps to structure the world
and give one a clear place in it. From the perspective of social identity theory,
establishing a positive collective identity depends upon that identity’s basisléar and
consensual status hierarchy (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; van Knippenberg, 1984). Thus,
intergroup certainty is not only related to identification with one’s own group, kit als
with how one feels about outgroups. In particular, by evaluating outgroups with
privileged positions favorably, people can reaffirm the hierarchy that otdegrsvorld,
reestablishing a sense of certainty (Overbeck, Jost, Mosso, & Flizik, 2004). A
dispositional lack of tolerance for uncertainty and uncertain conditions are both
associated with favoring and identifying with ingroups that provide consensusll @s
favoring outgroups perceived to have higher status (Greive & Hogg, 1999; Overbeck et
al., 2004; Shah, Kruglanski, & Thompson, 1998).

Social psychologists have examined certainty primarily at a giepgychological
level that may be relevant to intergroup attitudes, but does not necessaviyfiaden an
intergroup context. This research has generally used either experimeniallataons
such as time constraints (Shah et al., 1998; Experiment 2), highly complex and
ambiguous tasks (Grieve & Hogg, 1999), or individual difference measures such as the

need for cognitive closure (Shah et al., 1998; Experiment 1 & 3) to examine the
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construct. None of these methods provides a differentiated view of what umtgadai
nor do they capture the kind of intergroup uncertainty illustrated by the above examples

As Mullin and Hogg (1998, 1999) note, lack of certainty can result from who one
is, what one should do, or what one should believe. For immigrants it refers spgcificall
to their group’s position in the United States. One aim of this study is to develop a
measure that captures this construct. A more central aim of this study, howéve
understand the relationship between intergroup certainty and political mobilization;
specifically its relationship to identification with ethnically-relevvarganizations, the
vehicle by which immigrants often enter the political arena, and outgroup attitudes, the
foundation for alliances with other groups. Although I will use my measure of
intergroup certainty with a sample of immigrants in the United States, itdsalsal be
relevant to other national contexts, as well as other contexts in which intergiatignesel
change (either by the addition of new groups or a rapid change in social sjraciare
which groups receive mixed messages about their position (as in the common case of
complementary and/or ambivalent stereotypes).

How do immigrants respond to a lack of certainty about their group’s position in
the United States? Laboratory research has found that one way to reduceézgeneral
uncertainty, particularly for low-status group members, is by increasingogtance of
group identification (Reid & Hogg, 2005). For immigrants, identifying with an
organization marked by high levels of interaction and linking the old social contéw of t
country of origin to the new social context of the country of residence, might provide an
anchor of certainty in the new society. Identifying with ethnically-@a¢wrganizations

linked to the country of origin may function to increase certainty of wheretanéssin
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the United States. Reaffirming the status hierarchy by evaluatihgrisgatus outgroups
might serve a similar function. In fact, those high in social dominance dicgntahich
may reflect a dispositional intolerance for uncertainty, are more likelyat@age it by
justifying the existing status hierarchy (Overbeck et al., 2004).

The relationships between intergroup certainty, on the one hand, and
identification with ethnically-relevant organizations and outgroup attitudeseoother,
may depend on people’s beliefs about the status structure and their position in ite In som
cases, intergroup uncertainty may be influenced by ideological concerns, orgeople
beliefs about how the U.S. status structure functions. It may also refiet sbncerns,
or people’s position vis-a-vis relevant outgroups, and this should be particularly evident
when that status comparison is unclear. For those with strong beliefs about how the U.S.
status structure works, beliefs that may be threatened by everydaypzpeidentifying
with groups that provide ideological clarity may re-establish a clear séose’s place
in the world. In the case of immigration, ethnically-relevant organizatiogist well
serve this function, by drawing on norms and values from the country of origin. A
favorable evaluation of higher-status outgroups might also be tied to a senseimtfycerta
about where one stands as a group member. Whereas some groups, such as Whites in the
United States, have unambiguously higher status compared to Dominican and Mexican
immigrants, the relative status of other groups can be ambiguous. Immigights
disagree, for instance, about their status compared to African Amerieaakiating the
former group favorably should be tied to a greater sense of certainty, wheakesdieg
the latter group favorably should be tied to greater certainty only wheiveedtatus is

perceived as low. | propose, therefore, two moderators of the relationshiprbetwee
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intergroup certainty, identification with ethically-relevant organaaj and outgroup
attitudes. The first, meritocracy, is a belief about how the U.S. statuschiemerates.
The second, status compared to African Americans, is a belief about where one’s own
group stands in that hierarchy.

Meritocracy, intergroup certainty, and organizational identity importance

Meritocracy, the belief that higher status is possible for all and that indiwidua
can get ahead through hard work (McCoy & Major, 2006), is the dominant example of a
status ideology in the United States (Kleugel & Smith, 1986) and is a core compbnent
the American Dream (Hochschild, 1995). It is also an important theme in Afaerica
national story of immigration. Many immigrants enter the United States irslodpe
improving their economic status relative to their country of origin, believingtibat t
American Dream will make this possible (Hochschild, 1995).

For members of poor and devalued groups, however, a belief in meritocracy can
lead to confusion about where one’s group stands in society. For those who do not
believe that people who work hard can always get ahead, there is no contradittion wit
their group’s low status in society. In contrast, for those who endorse meritdbeacy
contradiction can be great. Group members may ask themselves why thednpsst
low, despite their hard work.

Major et al. (2007) examined how beliefs in meritocracy can influence self
esteem in the face of attributions to discrimination. Perceiving dis@atian against
one’s group is positively related to self-esteem among those who rejgcianaey, but
negatively related to self-esteem among those who endorse it. Group-based

discrimination threatens the worldview of people who think that those who work hard can
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get ahead, because it implies that the world is not fair and just. Being virouigtiae
way the world works, in turn, decreases self-esteem. In contrast, grag-bas
discrimination confirms the worldview of those who reject meritocracy bectuse i
implies, in line with their expectations, that the world is unfair. Being right aheut
way the world works makes them feel better about themselves.

Meritocracy may also moderate the relationship between intergroamtgend
identification with ethnically-relevant organizations among DominicahMexican
immigrants. Those who endorse meritocracy, who believe the world is fair anddust a
hard work can improve one’s status, may experience contradictions of thosedrelefs
daily basis. Immigrant organizations may be a context in which, even if cativadi
are not resolved, a sense of certainty can be restored. Such organizations camprovide
sense of place in a new society, linking the country of origin to the country ofneside
and offering a community in which social norms from the country of origin are
understood, if not endorsed and applied. In others words, such organizations can function
to give immigrants a clearer sense of their place in society. For thosejetio r
meritocracy no such needs exist and their identification with other groups wilenot
linked to feelings of intergroup uncertainty.

Intergroup status, intergroup certainty,and outgroup derogation

Attitudes toward higher-status outgroups might also function to establishea sens
of intergroup certainty. Immigrants may impose structure on the social world by
endorsing existing status hierarchies and evaluating groups with prd/pegéions
favorably. These intergroup attitudes, in turn, can form the foundations for mutual

support and alliance.
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To examine the relationships between intergroup certainty, status comparisons,
and outgroup attitudes, it is first necessary to consider Dominican and Mexican
immigrants’ perceived status compared to different groups in U.S. soogtseaond
their attitudes towards these different groups. Immigrants’ position gethpasome
groups in society, most notably Whites, should be relatively clear and consensuil. Mos
Dominicans and Mexicans likely believe that their group has low status compared t
Whites. It is unlikely that there is the same consensus about immigranis’ &tatpared
to other outgroups in the United States, most notably African Americans. Second-
generation Dominicans, for instance, do not see themselves as Black, but they do
recognize that they are excluded from the White category (Bailey, 2001) ayd ma
believe that others see them as Black (ltzigsohn, Giorguli, & Vazquez, 2005). This
suggests that Dominicans might differ in their beliefs about whetherpihgiion
relative to African Americans is low, equivalent, or high. Whereas they do ntitesee
position as similar, many recognize that others do.

Sociologists have also painted a complex picture of Latinos’ relationships with
African Americans in the United States. Among Mexican immigrantsnftamce, some
of whom share schools and neighborhoods with native-born Blacks, attitudes towards
African Americans vary widely (Smith, 2005). Whereas some identify withessib$
the African American community in New York, adopting, for instance, an oppositional
stance to Whites in terms of political beliefs, music, and fashion, others actpeyate
themselves from African Americans and assume their low position in U.Stystoche

justified.
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Overall this sociological work gives evidence for relative agreenmeaohg
Dominican and Mexicans regarding their low status compared to Whites, diivtalgl
less agreement about their status compared to African Americans. Intecgrtaipty
may help explain some of the variation in attitudes for Dominicans and Mexicans who
believe they have low status compared to African Americans. | hypotheataeetrly
all Dominicans and Mexicans believe their group has relatively low statapared to
Whites. Because of this consensus, certainty has a direct effectusheattowards
Whites and does not interact with perceived status. The surer Dominicans andridexi
feel about their position in the United States, the more favorable their attibuitiés t
higher-status group (Overbeck et al., 2004). In contrast, there is unlikely to be such
consensus about immigrants’ status compared to African Americans. Whengxkrceiv
status is low, the relationship between certainty and intergroup status should follow a
pattern similar to that of Whites, a higher-status group. Greater certainty Slectigd
to more positive attitudes. When perceived status is high compared to African
Americans, in contrast, evaluating the group positively will not clearlynatie status
structure and no relationship should be evident. In sum, | expect that the effects of
uncertainty depend on relative and perceived group status.

This research addresses the paucity of social psychological researchgnouipter
attitudes among members of different minority groups. Most work has examined
attitudes between minority and majority groups. However, as the diversity diescie
increases, it is increasingly important to examine intergroup attitudesdretliféerent
minority groups. Recently some research has addressed this question, extdraining

effects of contact on intergroup attitudes among members of different groups cega coll
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campus (Sidanius et al., 2008) and the impact of multiple comparison targetbrnys fee

of (group and personal) deprivation and satisfaction (Tropp & Wright, 1999). The work
here considers Dominican and Mexican immigrants’ comparisons with andiegtit
towards multiple outgroups.

Hypotheses 6 through 9

Some immigrants lack certainty about their group’s position in their new country.
Based on the above analysis, | make several predictions about the relationsegnbetw
this intergroup certainty and political mobilization, specifically idécdiion with
ethnically-relevant organizations and outgroup attitudes. | also propose toglefa
these relationships, based on beliefs about the status hierarchy. Fipsitlteat
intergroup certainty will be positively linked to outgroup attitudes, speltifitavards
Whites and African Americans in the United States (H6).

Further, | expect that people’s beliefs about the U.S. status hierarchy, both in
terms of how it operates and where one’s group stands in it, will moderate the essociat
between intergroup certainty, identification with ethnically-relevantrorgéions, and
outgroup attitudes. With respect to the former, | expect that intergrogin¢gdnd the
importance of identification with ethnically-relevant organizations wilpbsitively
related among immigrants who endorse meritocracy, an ideology about how the U.S.
status hierarchy functions (H7). For those who endorse this ideology, such drgasiza
can provide a sense of ideological clarity.

With respect to immigrants’ beliefs about where they stand in the U.S. status
hierarchy, | expect first that Dominican and Mexican immigrants edltheir status as

low compared to Whites, but as roughly equivalent to African Americans (with



37

significant variation above and below that similar position) (H8). Seconggkeihat
perceived status compared to African Americans will moderate the impeettainty on
attitudes toward this outgroup. For those who believe that they have low statius tela

this group the pattern observed with Whites should hold, such that greater certainty about
one’s position should result in more favorable attitudes. For those who believe they have
higher status compared to African Americans, there should be no relationshiprbetwe
certainty and intergroup attitudes (H9). Positive outgroup evaluations will be lmked t
greater intergroup certainty only when those outgroups are perceived to haare high

status and when favoring them can reinforce the existing status hierarchy.

These hypotheses regarding intergroup uncertainty are novel in several ways.
First, they offer a differentiated view of uncertainty by considering &péat variety of
the construct that, while psychological in nature, derives from the intergrowgxtont
Uncertainty can vary depending on whether it is examined at the level of the indaridua
the group just as do other social psychological constructs such as self gstbtmen
& Crocker, 1992), attributions to discrimination (Major, McCoy, Schmader, Gramzow
Levin, & Sidanius, 2002), and relative deprivation (Gurr, 1970). This researchemtgres
a first step in examining this possibility.

Second, these hypotheses are novel in that they differentiate the moderators of the
relationship between intergroup uncertainty, as a predictor, and ingroup ic¢iotifiand
outgroup derogation as outcomes. Other research has differentiated thesestwesva
(see McGregor, Haji, & Kang, 2008 for an example); however, to my knowledge, no
work has considered that the moderators of each relationship may be different.

Specifically, | expect that whereas ingroup organizations can be a resouraeagem



38

ideologically-based uncertainty, outgroup derogation, particularly to aboigigroups
such as African Americans, can be a resource to manage status-basethtyncerta

Correspondingly, these hypotheses are unique in that they consider that the status
of the outgroup, in this case Whites versus African Americans, can impact ttteoéffe
uncertainty on intergroup attitudes. Whereas | expect that perceptions ¢&losy s
compared to African Americans, a similar-status outgroup, will moddratetationship
between certainty and intergroup attitudes, | expect no such relationship srofdow
status compared to Whites, a higher status outgroup. As | argue with regardity ident
management strategies, as societies become increasingly divexae;hieg) the effects
of comparisons with multiple outgroups becomes increasingly important.

Finally, these hypotheses also have important practical implications is ¢érm
immigrant politics. Because ethnically-relevant organizations are tievehicle by
which immigrants enter the political arena and because intergroup attitagiéaynthe
foundation for conflict and cooperation between society’s different subgroups, this
research promises to shed light on both the shape and scale of immigrantsil politic
mobilization.

Summary

This research examines how Dominican and Mexican immigrants respond to low
group status and lack of intergroup certainty, with an emphasis on how these responses
influence identification with ethnically-relevant organizations, ctillecaction, and
outgroup attitudes. Specifically, | propose that if immigrants perceatdhhir group
has low status compared to Whites, their feeling of being respected biast a

organization will be tied to increased identification with the activist grénmontrast,
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favoring alternative dimensions of comparison will be tied to decreased iciatnbifi.
Similarly, identifying with activist organizations will be linked to incredgndorsement
of collective action goals, whereas favoring alternative comparison donenaill be
linked to decreased endorsement of such goals. In both cases, these relatioth&l@ps w
explained by perceived group efficacy. Generally these hypotheses point tatheaide
the relationship between identification and collective action depends on therc#at
collective action frames, that is, responses that increase ties totagbups and
feelings that together the group will be able to achieve its goals.

In addition to examining the relationship between social creativity and socia
change, this study will explore responses to lack of intergroup certaintyctprgdin
line with previous research (Grieve & Hogg, 1999; Jetten, Hogg, & Mullin, 2004), tha
perceptions of uncertainty will be tied to greater identification withiagnte groups (in
this case ethnically-relevant organizations) and more positive attitmdasdthigher-
status outgroups. | also propose that meritocracy and perceived statusetbtopa
African Americans moderate these relationships. Specifically, | prapasetergroup
certainty will be tied to greater levels of identification only among thdszendorse the
belief that people who work hard will get ahead, and that certainty will bedlbokenore
positive attitudes toward African Americans only among those who believagtbap
has relatively low status in comparison. This provides initial support for the more
specific construct of intergroup certainty, which derives from the intergroup>tarid

is influenced by one’s beliefs about the status structure.
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CHAPTER 2. METHODS

The main aim of this research was to understand how Mexican and Dominican-
American immigrants negotiate their collective identities in the éhdew group status
and uncertainty in the United States and the implications of these identity nmeama.ge
strategies for social change and intergroup relations. This reseasatesigned to
establish, first, that how immigrants deal with low status influences théigmiess to
participate in collective action. Specifically, the methods of this study ineended to
examine the proposition that immigrants who manage low status by committing
themselves to ethnically-relevant organizations are more likely to suppexttoa
action than those who value alternative dimensions of comparison. A further aim of the
study was to show that the effects of different social creativity gtesten collective
action are mediated by perceptions of group efficacy; that is, identifyihgetinically-
relevant organizations increases support for collective action becauseasesione’s
sense of empowerment as a group member, whereas emphasizing alternativemsmens
of comparison, while managing low status, decrease support for collective actmséde
it diminishes this sense of empowerment.

This research was also designed to establish the importance of intergroup
certainty as an influence on immigrants’ attitudes toward their own gralpward
high- and low-status outgroups, and to explore how the impact of certainty on group
identity and intergroup attitudes could be moderated by common ideological begefs (e.
endorsing meritocracy) and status concerns (e.g., position of the group rel#fviedn

Americans.



41

To examine these propositions, | first identified and recruited Dominican and
Mexican organizations to participate in the study. Immigrants and other meeafbew-
status groups do not generally enter politics on their own, but more often through the
vehicle of ethnically-relevant organizations that provide the basis for cediesttion
(Portes et al., 2008). To understand the context of the organizations in New York City
and their main goals and challenges, | conducted participant observatian atfites,
at meetings, and at rallies and demonstrations, speaking at length with drgaalza
leadership about their concerns regarding membership, funding, and strateggdly, Fi
to test the hypotheses laid out in the introduction, | recruited members of these
organizations to complete a paper-and-pencil questionnaire that | developed based on
focus groups, social psychological theory, and existing measures and éxhimgiaboth
English and Spanish.

Recruitment

| recruited members of three Dominican and four Mexican ethnicallyaele
community organizations (that is, organizations whose mission statements tteesysle
and/or flyers made some reference to a common “Dominican” or “Mexican’rdesce
culture) to complete a paper-and-pencil survey in the first half of 2008. | iddntif
groups by following the procedures of Portes, Escobar, and Radford (2007), obtaining
lists of immigrant-serving organizations from the Dominican and Mexicarnutzias,
from pan-immigrant groups like the New York Immigration Coalition, and from e N
York Mayor’s Office of Immigrant Affairs. In addition, | contactedeaschers and
centers that have links to Dominican and Mexican communities in New Y orkeCity

the Dominican Studies Institute at City College) to draw on their networks.
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Once | had identified several organizations, | contacted them by phone, visited
their offices in person, or attended events they held that were open to the pghle (e
talk at Hunter College on the Antorcha Guadalupana, a religious event organized by
Tepeyac, a Mexican American group). | provided them with letters that destirébe
research, offered to volunteer, and explained that members would be paid $10 for
participating in the study, which they could keep for themselves or donate to the
organization. | also told them that | would like to share with them the results of the
research — if they were interested — without identifying any individual mesmBdéree
organizations asked me to share my results, each in a different format, in ways that
complemented their specific goals and needs.

To different extents, all of the organizations asked me to volunteer. For some this
meant being at the office to file papers, answer the phone, and call memberstiogse
for others it meant giving presentations on community organizing, teachingl&sles,
and designing a flyer for a fundraiser. Volunteering allowed me to attenchgsedtlk
with members, staff, and Executive Directors and to get a sense of how gacization
functions, their main challenges, and the main concerns of their administration and
membership.

Of the nine organizations | contacted, two opted not to participate. One was
undergoing an audit and was concerned about having an outsider present in the office on
a regular basis. Another declined because their resources were stretgttath\and
they did not believe that participating would be worth the effort for members.

In the seven organizations that agreed to participate, | recruited membkrs to f

out the questionnaire in a variety of contexts. Some completed questionnairesat gene
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meetings, before or after events or classes, or over lunch. Others completed the
guestionnaire while they waited for services provided by the organization, such as
citizenship assistance, tax help, and tutoring. | initially attempted tdbdistrsurveys at
large events such as rallies and performances; however, these settefg W
distracting, and | did not pursue this strategy. In all cases participantsehation of
completing the questionnaire in Spanish or English, and someone who spoke both
languages (either myself or a research assistant) was present ¢o angwuestions they
had.

All of the organizations included in my study are formal non-profits with 501(c)3
status. As a result, they tend to be larger and (relatively) better funded thanothe
Dominican and Mexican communitfesOf the groups with which | worked, two of the
Mexican organizations were of medium size (under 100 members and occasional
members) and two were large (with more than 500 members and occasional members)
one Dominican organization was small (with fewer than 50 members) and two were
large.

All of the groups involved in my study were active in both domestic and
transnational arenas, focusing their efforts in the United States aswebhair
countries of origin. For example, one Dominican organization had recently hosted the

President of the Dominican Republic and one Mexican organization had recently hosted

% Previous research has identified differences between Dominican and Mexican
organizations in the northeastern United States (Portes et al., 2007). Dominican
organizations tend to be larger and better funded than their Mexican counterparts. Two
reasons for this are the greater proportion of well-heeled social-segeeies in the
Dominican community and the greater number of home-town associations in theuMexic
community. Home-town associations, which are particularly common among Mexica
with low levels of education, tend to be small and informal.
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the Mexican first lady. Another organization had organized a drive to send contputers
schools in the Dominican Republic; still another was starting a program to pregale |
assistance to people who had recently been deported. At the same time, ocogahizati
goals were very much aimed at the U.S. context, participating in protests enesna

and offering English classes and citizenship assistance. This fits wiés leoal.’s

(2008) finding that differences between transnational and U.S.-based origasiza¢
exaggerated and that most ethnic organizations are involved in both contexts.

All of the organizations that agreed to participate in this research weré¢als
varying degrees, involved in civic, cultural, social service activitiesquenmtly
organizations started by focusing on one area, adding others as they grewhand as t
needs of funders and their communities changed. Esperanza del barridbegan as a
group of Mexican street vendors who want New York City to raise the cap on vending
licenses and to protect vendors from harassment by police. As it sought extedivag f
Esperanzavas obliged to add social services that are priorities for funders, such as
English classes, tutoring, and tax assistance. The second-generatiowlyowtere part
of the tutoring, in turn, encouraged an emphasis on culture, painting murals in the
community and starting a video project to document their lives in the United States and
their visits to their parents’ country of origin. Similarly, another Mexigaoup,

Calpulli, started as a folk-dance company. In an effort to link with the Mexican
community in New York, it started traditional dance classes for youth ofddexi
descent. As the program has grown, it has become more political, making pi@sentat
at schools that celebrate Mexican identity and give Mexican studerdsegositive

view of their culture that combats their experience of discrimination in thedJSiates.
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Currently, they are seeking funding to run after-school programs throughoutlythe ci
This process of development, by which funding pressures and opportunities, healthy
growth, and changing needs in the community have led organizations to add to or divert
from their original mission, is a common theme. As a result, all of the organizations
perform multiple roles, from encouraging civil society, to celebrating
Dominican/Mexican culture, to providing important social services.
Participants

Information on the participants in this study offers insight into the nature of
immigrant organizations in New York City. Relatively little research tadied
Mexican and Dominican organizations in the city (or, for that matter, in geaecdthe
research that has examined them has either not made a demographic descrimion of t
membership a point of emphasis (Jones-Correa, 1998; Smith, 2005) or has gathered
information from organizational leaders as opposed to contacting memberny direct
(Portes et al., 2007). The accuracy of such information may be questionable. My
experience volunteering with the various organizations in my study showed that ma
have trouble keeping detailed and updated records of their membership. Furtheg they ar
often (understandably) motivated to overestimate their membership numbers for funding
and public relations purposes. Such fudging is a classic strategy of community
organizers (Alinsky, 1971) and is something executive directors discussed ogénly wi
me. They may overstate numbers of members whom funding agencies seek out (e.g.,
youth) and understate other membership groups in order to protect them and gain
political favor (e.g., undocumented members). The demographic informationtpcese

here, while by no means representing a random sample of Dominican and Mexican
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organizations in New York City, is nonetheless instructive for understanding who
belongs to these groups.

A total of 210 people agreed to participate in the study. After excluding
participants with significant amounts of missing data (including demogralakéa on
own and parents’ countries of origin), 198 useable surveys remained (95 Dominican
Americans, 93 Mexican Americans, 10 other). Participants were assignedhaiah e
category on the basis of their participation in an ethnically-relevant oeg@mmztheir
and their parents’ country of origin, their self-categorization as Dominarican, or
some combination of each with American in an open-ended measure, and their
completion of the identity subscale of the Collective Self-Esteem (C&lI€e) €rocker et
al., 1994) implicating Dominican or Mexican identityBy categorizing participants on
the basis of these variables, | can have at least some level of confitente tabels |
use here, in my analyses, and throughout the paper, have some basis in participants’ own
self-categorizations. Because questionnaires were oriented towardDathaicans or

Mexicans, the ten individuals belonging to the “other” category, which was composed

% It is with some trepidation that | use the term “ethnic” as opposed to “cultural” or
“national” to describe participants’ categorizations. My use of the tetimit® and the
procedures by which participants’ categorizations were chosen is supportegehdy
the criteria laid out Zagefka (in press). She argues that, “. . . ethnic groemps- dut not
always — adhere to beliefs about a common culture and myth of common descent. There
often — but not always — exists a geographic territory important for thup'grself-
definition, and there are often other characteristics that coincide witartiegroup
delineations, e.g. language and/or religion. Ethnicity necessarily presuppadses tha
members self-ascribe to the ethnic group.”

* Participants also completed a version of the CSE scale implicatingoamédentity.
Although scores for American identity importance (M=3.90, SD=1.44) were lower
overall than were scores for Dominican/Mexican identity importance (M=4.80,
SD=1.39)t(187),p<.001, it is still at the midpoint of the scale, suggesting that, at least
on average (but of course to varying degrees), respondents saw themselves as both
Dominican or Mexican and American.
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(on the basis of self-categorization and their or their parents’ countriegiof) afi
Ecuadorans, Cubans, and Puerto Ricans, were excluded from the analyses, leaaling a tot
of 188 respondents.

First-generation immigrants represent 83.4% of the sample (n=156) and/éisere
a slightly higher proportion of first-generation Mexican (89.1%) than Domin(ic&.9%)
immigrants? = 4.27,p < .05. This difference is to be expected given that large-scale
Mexican immigration to New York City is a more recent phenomenon than Dominican
immigration and thus the proportion of second-generation Mexicans in the city isrsmal
Previous research on Dominican and Mexican organizations in the northeastech Uni
States has estimated similar numbers of second-generation immigraninizatigns,
ranging from four to fourteen percent (Portes et al., 2008). Although generational
differences are not a focus of this research and thus the low number of gecenation
immigrants is not a major issue, the small number of second-generation immagrests
limit my analyses. For this reason, | chose to combine the 1.5-generation (i.e.,
immigrants who came to the United States before age 10) and second-generation
immigrants in all generational analyses, following Smith (2005). Using this tit&fini
the proportion of first-generation immigrants dropped to 68.4 % (n=128), and there was
no significant generational difference between Mexicans and Dominj¢an3.50,ns
Although earlier research has not addressed the proportion of 1.5-generatioraimsnig
in Mexican and Dominican organizations directly, it has found that three-cqugrtere,
for Dominicans) of members have lived in the United States for more thaagden y
(Portes et al., 2007). One would expect that some proportion of those members fall into

the 1.5 category.
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Women represented 62.4% of the sample (n=116). This proportion was
significantly higher among Dominicans (71.0%) than among Mexicans (53(8%)

5.86,p < .05, but did not vary across immigrant generatighs,.57,ns This gender
difference is also reflected in the leadership of different organizations. awan all

three of the Dominican organizations that agreed to work with me, compared to only two
of the four Mexican groups. Although this difference is not a major focus of my
research, it represents an interesting finding in its own right.

Why might women make up a greater proportion of members and leaders of
Dominican, as opposed to Mexican community and cultural organizations? One reason
may be the different characteristics of female migrants from eacip.g In Mexico,
female householders show low levels of outmigration compared to men, whereas in the
Dominican Republic female householders, particularly those who are unmamied, ar
more likely than men to migrate to the United States (Massey, Fiscli@apéferro,

2006). Marriage practices, furthermore, tend to be less patriarchal in the Daminica
Republic than in Mexico, in general. Massey et al. (2006) found that the rates of legal
marriages among Mexican women (81.1%) were nearly double that of Dominicanwom
(45.1%) among those samples, whereas the rates of consensual unions were almost five
times as high among Dominican (26.3%) as compared to Mexican (5.4%) women. These
data present very different pictures of the attachments of Mexican and Daominica

women. Dominican women, who are more likely to be part of less traditional (alyd like
less patriarchal) partnerships than their Mexican counterparts, are akstkalyrto

enter the United States unencumbered by spouses. The combination of coming from

what Massey et al. (2006) have labeled matrifocal societies and of berag m
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independent in the United States increases the likelihood that Dominican womehehave
time, freedom, and gender ideologies that would support participating in and leading
community and cultural organizations.

Questionnaires could be completed in either Spanish or English. 75.5% of
respondents completed the questionnaire in Spanish. There were differencesad selec
language according to ethnicity and generation. Mexicans (86.0%) were kebtreHan
Dominicans (65.3%) to complete the questionnaire in Spayfishl10.96, < .001.

Again, this probably reflects the longer history of Dominican migration to New York
City and the higher levels of education among Dominicans in the city. Firetag®sn
immigrants (81.2%) were also more likely to complete the questionnaire in I$aenns
were their second-generation counterparts (62.42%),7.48p < .01. There were no
gender differences in language choice.

It should be noted that a small but substantial number of immigrants were unable
to complete the questionnaire because of low levels of literacy. This wiasllpagt
noticeable among Mexicans. For instance, as | recruited at one meetikigpican
organization, | noticed that about a quarter of the 60 members present were unable to fill
out the survey because they were not sufficiently literate in either Spartsiglsh. In
a handful of cases this was because of their indigenous background — Nahuatl, not
Spanish, was their first language.

The average age of participants was 33.16 (SD = 11.01). (Thirteen participants
refused to give their age.) Overall, participants who were born outside tleel Sattes
had lived in this country for an average of 16.02 years (SD = 10.84, n = 130), having

come to the United States on average at age 19.21 (SD = 9.42, n = 136).
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Participants rated their level of education on the following scale: 0="hass t
high school”; 1= “High school”; 2="2-year college”; 3="4-year college”;
4="Postgraduate.” Respondents’ average level of education was betweechoigh s
and a two-year college (M=1.72, SD=1.35), although the range of educational
experiences was quite large and differed for both ethnicity and generatbomnifans
(M=2.11, SD=1.26) had higher levels of education than Mexicans (M=1.31, SD=1.32),
F=8.72,p<.01, and second-generation immigrants (M=2.17, SD=1.25) had higher levels
of education than first-generation immigrants (M=1.50, SD=1F4},18,p<.01.

Neither difference is particularly surprising given Dominicaneater establishment in
New York City and second-generation immigrants’ better language skillsh wiayg
give them greater access to the U.S. education system. Furthermoret, tiat fac
Dominicans’ levels of education are higher than that of the Mexican populatamre(S
2004), whose social capital is relatively low, has been well documented (Viksdary,
& Duran, 2002).

Participants rated their socioeconomic status on the following scaleyl="M
family has a hard time buying the things we need,”; 2="My family has just énoug
money for the things we need,”; 3=“My family has no problem buying the things we
need and sometimes we can also buy special things,”; 4="My family has enough money
to buy pretty much anything we want.” Overall, participants believed thattue
enough money to buy the things they need (M=2.29, SD=.93). There were no differences
according to ethnic group, gender, generation, nor were there interactionsrbétere
three variables.

Questionnair e development
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In the process of developing this research plan, | arranged four sepauate foc
groups in which first- and second-generation Dominican and Mexican imtggra
discussed in English issues of group membership and collective action, transisational
discrimination, and reference groups. These discussions establishedvhecelef the
issues that | wished to explore for the population of interest. | also asked rmahbe
those groups to go through a preliminary version of the questionnaire and to discuss their
reactions to that material. As a result, several additions and revisionsa@ego the
guestionnaire. The need for cognitive closure scale, for instance, which | planned to us
to examine the need for certainty, appeared vague to participants, andd retadeetter
assess the underlying construct of interest, participants’ certaintytheougroups’
positions in the United States (see the measures section). In sum, the focusgimegs
me create a questionnaire that more realistically represents tlggongestructure in
which Dominican and Mexican immigrants live.

Once | had finalized the English version of the questionnaire, it was texhalad
back translated by two professors of Spanish literature. A native-Spanish Spmaker
Mexico translated the survey and a native-English speaker from the Statted back-
translated it. | then made minor changes to the Dominican version of the quesionnair
based on conversations with a native-Spanish-speaking Dominican resestantass
ensure that the Spanish translation was equivalent for Mexican and Dominican Spanish
speakers.

Measures
Organizational Identification.This four-item scale was adapted from the identity

subscale of the Collective Self-esteem scale (Luhtanen & Crocker, 19925 It
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included: “Overall, my organization has little to do with how | feel about hyse
(reverse-scored) “The organization | belong to is an important reikectiwvho | am,”
“My organization is unimportant to my sense of what kind of person | am,” (eevers
scored) and “In general, belonging to my organization is an important part offmy se
image.” All items are assessed on seven-point Likert scalesrfivgist disagree; 7=
strongly agree). The reliability of the scale for this sampleaas70.

Intragroup Respecthis three-item scale devised by Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi, and
Cotting (1999) assesses the value, respect, and treatment one receives from other
members of one’s organization. The items are as follows: “In generdiiafaed by
others in my organization,” “Others in my organization treat me positively,” afeel‘]
respected by others in my organization.” All items are assessed on sevenkasint
scales (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). Reliabilithi®stale was. = .82.

Group Status.Based on the procedures of Zagefka and Brown (2005),
participants were asked to compare the status of their group to the status ofanthites
African Americans in the United States on two single-item measures.fi&gggithey
were asked, “Compared to [Whites/African Americans] in the Unite@StBominicans
in the United States have. . .” Responses were assessed on seven-point Lésefl scal
very low status; 4 = same status; 7 = very high status). The two items had a elpderat
positive correlationt (187) = .33p < .001.

Favoring alternative comparison dimensions.this measure, adapted from
Blanz et al. (1998), participants were asked to rate how important they thougloff eac
several comparison dimensions was to their ethnic group and also to Americans in

general. The measure includes economic status, a dimension relevant toausuprst
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which group disadvantage is, in part, based (Tajfel, 1978). It also includes family
relationships and religion, two dimensions that were identified in focus grougketd re
important ingroup values, but that are not relevant to the group’s standing in the U.S.
hierarchy. Specifically, my aim was to assess the extent to which eécippat
believed that their group, in relation to Americans in general, favoredatitey (or
status-irrelevant) dimensions of comparison to status-relevant dimensionsndeis
was obtained, by first calculating a difference score between thegawatue of the
importance of the two alternative comparison dimensions (i.e., family relaifpsrend
religion) and the status relevant dimension (economic status) for the pattgmpan
group and for their perceptions of Americans in general. Once these two sc@es we
obtained, ratings of how much participants thought Americans favored akliernati
dimensions over status-relevant dimensions was subtracted from ratings of hlow muc
participants thought their own group valued alternative comparison dimensions over
status-relevant dimensions. The resulting score indicates the degreeh@articipants
think their own group values alternative dimensions of comparison compared to how
much they think Americans favor alternative dimensions of comparison. Higher scores
indicate greater value of alternative dimensions relative to stalegant dimensions for
their own group relative to Americans in general.

Group Efficacy. The group efficacy measure is adapted from van Zomeren et al.
(2004). It includes four items that assess the degree to which people beliegeoinir
will be able to improve its position in society. Examples are, “I think together owpgr

will be able to change our situation,” and “My group will be effective in improving our
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position in society.” All items are assessed on seven-point Likertsgdatestrongly
disagree; 7= strongly agree). Reliability for this scale was86.

Collective Action GoalsSeven items adapted from Lalonde and Cameron (1993)
concerned how important it was for participants to act to address a varissyes i
relating to Dominicans’ or Mexicans’ social position in the United States. eTitezas
were: “. . . getting more Dominicans/Mexicans elected in U.S. government,’sharing
Dominican/Mexican culture with people from other groups in the United States,” “. . .
making sure others treat Dominicans/Mexicans with respect,” “. . . getimeg

Dominicans/Mexicans in high positions of U.S. companies,” “. . . showing people the
ways in which Dominicans/Mexicans are like other Americans,” “ . . . fightiag bi
against Dominicans/Mexicans,” and “. . . increasing the power of Dominicans/duhexi
in the United States.” All items were assessed on seven-point Likies $ta not at all
important; 7 = very important).

To make sure that the items on the scale formed a single, reliable méesure,
were first subjected to a principal components analysis. Each item widsargly
correlated with every other item, but none of the correlations were greate®tha
suggesting reasonable factorability and making it unlikely that problenhd anse
because of singularity. Furthermore, the determinant of .075 is greater than .0001,
suggesting that multicollinearity is not a problem for these data. The KHaAeser-

Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was .88, above the recommended value of
.6 and great according to the standards set forth by Hutcheson and Sofroniou (1999).

Bartlett's test of sphericity was also significagft,(21) = 470.41p < .001, rejecting the

null hypothesis that the original correlation matrix was an identity matfine first
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factor had an eigenvalue of 3.71 and explained 52.96% of the variance. All other
eigenvalues were less than .78 and the scree plot showed a leveling off after the firs
factor, suggesting a one-factor solution. For this reason no rotation was pdrforme
Loadings on the single factor ranged from .62 to .85 and together formed a relible sca
o =.84.

Intergroup certainty. This scale is adapted from the most commonly used
individual difference measure of uncertainty, the Need for Cognitive Closalee sc
(Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). Whereas the original scale addressesouaed need
for certainty as an individual, my modified version addresses how sure one is about
where one stands in the United States in terms of group position, understanding important
values, and being sure of how others view one’s group. The scale was composed of five
positively-worded items: “I am confident about how I fit into U.S. society,” “I kivdvat
kind of person | want to be in the United States,” “| am certain of where | stand in the
United States,” “| have a good sense of the core values of U.S. society,” and “l am
confident in knowing how Americans view my group.” All items are assessed on seven
point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree).

Once again, | conducted a principal components analysis to ensure that the new
scale formed a single, reliable construct. The five items composing teevsca all
significantly correlated with each other, but none greater than .9; the deterofirz22f
was greater than .0001, allaying concerns about multicollinearity. Theisgmpl
adequacy was good (KMO = .73) and Bartlett's test of sphericity was sagtifi” (10)
=206.93p < .001. Only one factor had an eigenvalue greater than one (2.45), explaining

49.0% of the variance; a scree plot illustrated that eigenvalues leveldtepthe first
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factor. As such, no rotation was performed and a single-factor solution wagdetai
Item loadings on that factor ranged from .58 to .79; together, the items formedble re
scalea = .73.

Meritocratic ideology. Meritocratic ideology was measured with an eight-item
scale developed by Levin, Sidanius, Rabinowitz, and Federico (1998). The measure is
defined by two subscales. The first assessed the belief that individual adeaboem
U.S. society is tied to hard work and includes the following four items: “If people work
hard in the United States they almost always get what they want,” ‘Mogie who
don’t get ahead in the United States should not blame the system; they rgalig\anl
themselves to blame,” “In the United States, getting ahead doesn’t alwaysl depleard
work,” (reverse-scored) and “Even if people work hard in the United States, théy don’
always get ahead,” (reverse-scored). The second assessed tha badiwidual mobility
and included the items: “The United States is an open society where all indiddoals
achieve higher status,” “Advancement in U.S. society is possible for all indisjdual
“Individual members of certain groups have difficulty achieving higher statine
United States,” (reverse-scored) and “Individual members of certaipgare often
unable to advance in U.S. society,” (reverse-scored). All items arsedsasseven-
point Likert scales (1= strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree). Becawseusreesearch
has found the subscales to be highly correlated (Levin et al., 1998; Major et al., 2002),
because there was no theoretical reason to separate the scales indtdb,rasd
because the eight items taken together resulted in a reliablerseal, a single scale

score was used rather than two separate subscales.
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Intergroup Attitudes.Intergroup attitudes were measured using three separate
feeling thermometers (Haddock, Zanna, & Esses, 1993) for the participaymntaip
(either Dominicans or Mexicans) and for African Americans and Whitesuati®ns
read, “Imagine that your feelings are arranged on a thermometer Whezans you feel
very cold or unfavorable toward the group and 100 means you feel very warm or
favorable toward the group. Temperatures in the middle mean different levelsyof wa
or cold feelings toward the group. Place a check to the left of the thermometecabeindi
your personal feelings.” Respondents were then provided with an image of a
thermometer and asked to indicate how warm they felt to each group on a scalerpf O (ve
cold) to 100 (very warm).

Demographic information.The questionnaire also contained various
demographic indicators including own and parents’ country of birth, age, age at

immigration, languages spoken, level of education, and socioeconomic status.
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CHAPTER II1: RESULTS

The results are organized into three sections. Section one examines the
descriptive statistics for the study’s key variables, as well agdiites in their means
according to ethnicity, gender, and generational status. Section two tesitsesgs
related to social creativity and collective action, that is, how the gieatenmigrants use
to manage their low-status position in the United States relate to theirgdolitic
mobilization. Section three tests hypotheses related to intergroup gestaint
intergroup attitudes, specifically, how immigrants manage being unsure o thiegr
stand as group members in their new society and the relation of certanyntification
with ethnically-relevant organizations and outgroup attitudes. Unless othaotest all
statistical tests are two-tailed.

Intergroup beliefs, social creativity strategies, and political incorporation:
Comparing group means

An analysis of the means of the key variables in this research, as well as how they
differ by ethnicity (Dominican, Mexican), generation (first, 1.5 & seconedegr, and
their interactions, sets the stage for understanding the relationshipgheswonl
creativity and collective action, intergroup certainty and intergroup atsitubfieans of
all key variables broken down by ethnicity, generation, and gender are presented in
Tables 2a-c. Degrees of freedom may vary as a result of missing nlai@dition,
correlations for all key variables are presented in Table 1.

The analyses in this section illustrate, first, how different immigrants sitacher
their group’s position in the United States, including how they see their status compared

to African Americans and Whites; how sure they feel about their group’sguositi
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(intergroup certainty); their beliefs about how the U.S. status systentegpera
(meritocracy); and whether their group can work together to addrespdiséion (group
efficacy). They show, second, the degree to which immigrants employ soatalitye
strategies to manage their low-status position, including emphasizing aupagspect
and favoring alternative dimensions of comparison. Third, they paint a picture of
immigrants’ political incorporation. This includes how much they identify with
ethnically-relevant organizations that serve as an entrance into thegbaliéna, how
much they support collective action on behalf of their ethnic group, and how positively
they feel about other groups in the United States, specifically Africagriéams and
Whites. In sum, these descriptive data illuminate the intergroup beliefs of those
Dominican and Mexican immigrants who participate in and use the services ch#yhni
relevant organizations.
Beliefs about group position: Group status, intergroup certainty, meritocracy, and group
efficacy

How do respondents think and feel about their group’s position in the United
States? The analyses below address this question in four parts. First, how do they see
their status relative to outgroups, particularly Whites and African AmmesceSecond,
how certain do they feel about their group’s position in society? Third, how do they
understand the way the U.S. status hierarchy operates? Specifically, do theg dmelo
American-dream belief that individual members of groups can improve their position
through hard work? And finally, do they believe that, together with other group
members, they can do something to change their group’s position? In answering each of

these questions, | examine the social categories and experiences thaeorgani
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immigrants’ lives: ethnicity, gender, and immigrant generation. As such vaaiable
was subjected to a 2 (ethnicity: Dominican, Mexican) x 2 (immigrant geaer first,
1.5 and second) x 2 (gender: women, men) ANOVA. Means and standard deviations for
these variables can be found in Table 2a.

Evaluation of group status was analyzed compared to a high-status targes, Whit
and a lower-status target, African Americans. Overall, respondentstitbagtheir
groups had roughly equal status to African Americang£@3.81, SD =1.50). There was
a marginally significant main effect of ethnicity on status comparedrioaf
AmericansF(1, 176)=3.54 p=.06, such that Dominicans (M=4.09, SD=1.43) believed
that their group had somewhat higher status compared to African Americans than did
Mexicans (M=3.53, SD=1.52). No additional main effects or interactions were evident,
Fs<2.04,ns Respondents, overall, believed that their groups had somewhat lower status
than Whites (G = 2.73, SD =1.63). In this case, Levene’s test for homogeneity of
variance was significang(1, 176)=3.10 p<.01, indicating that error variance on status
compared to Whites differed across groups. Inspection of the frequencies detedr@stra
positive skew in the data (the modal score was 1, accounting for 28% of responses,
followed by 2, accounting for 25 % of responses). To account for this and so | could
compare mean differences across groups on this variable, | performedrsgtiare
logarithmic, and inverse transformations, which are appropriate for positkeed
data. None of the transformations succeeded in decreasing the valabafe the level
of significance, making it impossible to conduct means testing. Overall, theldeail

statistics showed that on average Dominican and Mexican immigrants behavéukeir
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status was somewhat lower than that of Whites and roughly equivalent to African
Americans.

Understanding where one’s group stands in the social hierarchy is one important
set of intergroup beliefs. Also important is how sure one feels about where one stands.
This is especially relevant for immigrants, many of whom are adgafian unfamiliar
hierarchy based on conceptions of race and class that operate differenthethda in
the country of origin. Overall, respondents felt somewhat certain, as mevhbiees
ethnic group, of their position in the United Stateg£6.41, SD=1.11), although there
was a marginally significant interaction for ethnicity and generafi@h,177)=3.37,
p<.07. Decomposing the interaction shows that second-generation Dominican
immigrants (M=5.07, SD=1.21) are somewhat less certain about where they stand tha
their first-generation counterparts (M=5.59, SD=1.30). There is no corresponding
difference between first- (M=5.40, SD=.91) and second-generation (M=54304
Mexican immigrants. A Tukey HSD post hoc test found no significant difference
between those in the Dominican second generation and all other gsu@s. A
difference between first- and second-generation Dominicans was apparesatehow
employing LSD, a less conservative tggt,05. There were no significant mean
differences according to ethnicity, generation, gender, or any otieeactions (all other
Fs<1.76,n9).

While not much should be made of this unpredicted and only marginally
significant difference, it should be noted that it is consistent with the socialogic
literature on which my theorizing was based. | argued that intergroup ungemaghit

result from not knowing one’s position in reference to the Black-White dichotomy in the
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United States. Whereas not much work has examined this question, Bailey (2001) found
evidence for a similar phenomenon among second-generation Dominican immigrants
who don't believe themselves to be Black, but also recognize that others catdgorize t
that way. This is the same group who appears to score slightly lower on intergroup
certainty. More research with a larger, more representative sampkt beonecessary,
however, to establish this effect.

| also examined respondents’ beliefs about how the U.S. status system operates,
specifically their endorsement of meritocracy, the American DréaarbElief that by
working hard individuals can get ahead regardless of their group membershipll Overa
respondents neither endorsed nor did not endorse meritocracy, as is evident froth a gra
mean that is located on the midpoint of the scalg=%91, SD=1.15). Mexicans
endorsed meritocracy less than Dominick(ls 177)=5.64p<.05, women less than men
F(1, 177)=16.25p<.001, and second-generation immigrants less than the first generation
F(1, 177)=5.65p<.05. These main effects were qualified by a marginally significant
two-way interaction between ethnicity and generatigt, 177)=3.50p=.06, and a
significant two-way interaction between gender and generd&{an177)=7.12p<.01.
Neither of the other two interactions reached significaRs€1.67 ns

Post hoc analyses (Tukey’'s HSD) demonstrated the importance of genérationa
status in endorsement of meritocracy, particularly among Mexican imntsgand
immigrant women. Specifically, the marginally significant intéacbetween ethnicity
and generation showed that second-generation Mexican immigrants (M=2.95, SD=1.18)
endorsed meritocracy less than first-generation Mexicans (M=4.24, S[p=<.001),

whereas there was no corresponding difference among first- (M=4.10, SDg1.a21)
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and second-generation Dominicans (M=3.67, SD=h$4, Similar analyses on the
significant interaction between gender and generation showed that secondigenera
women (M=3.12, SD=1.29) endorsed meritocracy less than first-generation women
(M=4.18, SD=1.06p<.001), whereas there was no parallel difference between first-
(M=4.13, SD=1.02p<.001) and second-generation men (M=3.88, SD+§2, These
unexpected findings speak to the importance of generation in influencing leigigmiz
ideologies, particularly for Mexicans and women.

Fourth, and finally, | considered how respondents understood their group’s
position in society by analyzing the degree to which they thought that tbap gould
improve its status. With respect to group efficacy, there were no difer@acording to
ethnic group, generation, gender, or any of their interacke(ls 175)<2.58ns
Overall, respondents were somewhat confident that their groups would be able to do
something about their status in the United States, as is indicated by a geandfra20
(SD = 1.45).

These analyses paint a picture of first- and second-generation Dominican and
Mexican women’s and men’s beliefs about the U.S. status hierarchy, areas) those
who participate in ethnically-relevant organizations. Overall the groupssiraitar
beliefs about their lower-status position compared to Whites and their equivalent (but
somewhat more ambiguous) position relative to African Americans. TheYealls
somewhat certain about where they stand in the United States and about thetoadlit
something about their position. The groups do differ with respect to their beliefs about
how the U.S. hierarchy operates. Here generation plays an important role.a¥Vhere

those in the first generation are neutral about the idea that by working hard individual
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group members can get ahead, those in the second generation, particulacgnislaxd
women, seem to have rejected such beliefs or been disabused of them by virtue of
growing up in New York City. These beliefs set the stage for later asaly@geaddress
how perceptions of the U.S. status hierarchy interact with immigrants’ lgameétive
responses to influence their intergroup attitudes.
Social creativity strategies: Intragroup respect and alternative comparison dimensions

The second set of analyses concerned the degree to which different immigrants
employed the social creativity strategies of intragroup respect anghnigadternative
dimensions of comparison. Both strategies were subjected to a 2 (ethnicity: Rominic
Mexican) x 2 (immigrant generation: first, 1.5 and second) x 2 (gender: women, men)
ANOVA to examine differences based on relevant social categories pedesces.
Means and standard deviations for these variables can be found in Table 2b. While no
specific hypotheses were made about whether different groups would favardiffer
strategies, it should be noted that sociological support for the use of the intragroup
respect strategy was culled from research with Dominican immigiiéngsohn &
Giorguli-Salcedo, 2005), whereas sociological support for the use of alternat
dimensions of comparison came from research with first-generation Mexi@arar
(Reese, 2001). These previous findings allow for the possibility that spé@tiegses
may vary with respect to ethnicity and generation.

There were no significant differences with regard to ethnicity, geoey@r
gender, nor were there any two-way interactions with intragroup redpedtst of the
social creativity strategiegs<1.46,ns. Respondents generally felt respected by their

organizations (& = 5.65, SD =1.37). A marginally significant three-way interaction
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emerged among ethnicity, generation, and geR@ker175)=3.54 p=.06, however. Not
much weight should be given to this interaction given small sample sizes in sellsral ¢
(e.g., only 10 second-generation Dominican and Mexican men). The pattern of
relationships, however, suggests that first-generation Dominican women (M=6.14,
SD=1.27) feel more respected by their organizations than do first-genddatiinican

men (M=5.39, SD=1.58), whereas there is no corresponding difference between
Dominican women (M=5.39, SD=1.37) and men (M=5.50, SD=1.57) in the second
generation. A similar pattern is evident among Mexicans, although the geme et
reversed. Whereas first-generation Mexican women (M=5.31, SD=1.41) and men
(M=5.67, SD=1.41) do not differ in how respected they feel by their organization,
second-generation women (M=5.98, SD=.86) feel somewhat more respected than do
second-generation men (M=5.47, SD=1.29). These results, at least in the &ratigan

are consistent with the demographic finding that Dominican organizations have more
women than men, that the women occupy leadership positions more often, and that the
organizations are more likely to have more matrifocal than patriarchal gded&rgies
(Massey et al. 2006). It could be that demographic and ideological differences lead t
first-generation women feeling more respected by their organizations er@ddé that
disappears in the second generation as women and men across groups adapt to a U.S.-
based gender system. The samples here, however, are extremelp snealiexican

second generation with only 14 women and 10 men.
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Regarding the second strategy, favoring alternative dimensions of ceanpari
Mexicans (M=2.08 SD=2.61) believed that their group valued religion and family
relationships over economic status more than Americans in general toea grait
than did Dominicans (M=1.11, SD=2.46)1, 176)=12.44 p=.001. In addition, second-
generation immigrants (M=2.16, SD=2.82) believed that their groups valued aternat
comparison dimensions more than Americans in general to a greater extahitittteose
in the first generation (M=1.31, SD=2.4E)1, 176)=4.90 p=.05. There was also a
marginally significant main effect for gendé&i(1, 176)=3.28 p=.07, such that women
(M=1.73, SD=2.70) believed that their group valued alternative dimensions of
comparison to a greater extent than did men (M=1.33, SD=2.35). None of the remaining
interactions were significas(1, 176)<2.83ns. This pattern of results, particularly
with respect to ethnicity and generation, is consistent with the sociolatgcature
supporting the use of this strategy, in which first-generation Mexican parents
acknowledge their lower-status economic position vis-a-vis White Americans, but
emphasize the moral superiority and cultural values (Reese, 2001).

To varying degrees immigrants participating in ethnically-relegegdnizations
from both groups, both generations, and both genders make use of the social creativity
strategies of intragroup respect and favoring alternative dimensions of csonpafrhe
extent to which they use each appears to depend on their access to community and

cultural resources. For instance, those in the first generation, with tbhegest links to

® Scores approaching 0 mean that participants believe that their ethnic gnoes val
alternative dimensions of comparison to the same extent that they believieakmén
general do. Positive values signify that they believe that their group \zlessative
dimensions of comparison more than do Americans in general and negative values
signify that they believes their group values such dimensions less than do Amiericans
general.
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cultural the values of the country of origin, are more likely to draw on tiesseirces to
reframe their position in the United States. Likewise Mexicans, whose(phal)
cultural values emphasize familial respect and obedience to authorggdiet al.,
2006; Reese, 2001), draw on these resources to a great extent. Previous reélsearch fa
offer a clear guide to understanding the marginal difference betm@®en and men,
which will be discussed in the next chapter. Taken together these results sudgest bot
psychological similarity, with respect to the use of social crégthirategies, and
contextual variation in the extent to which different strategies are engpldgpending
on ethnicity, generation, and gender.
Political incorporation: Organizational identification, collective action goals, and
intergroup attitudes

The final set of means analyses concerned political incorporation. \Whieeca
first two sets of variables illuminated how immigrants understand the U.$ stat
hierarchy and their place in it, as well as their use of social creatvittegies, this final
set considered how immigrants’ behavior can feed back on the status hierarchy.
Specifically, | examined whether Dominicans and Mexicans, men and womeirsénd f
and second-generation immigrants differed in the importance they attached to
identification with the ethnically-relevant organizations that can seraepmint of entry
into politics, the degree to which they support collective action, and the positivityrof thei
intergroup attitudes, which can influence whether immigrants form allianckésra
distance themselves from other groups in society. Means and standard deviations for

these variables can be found in Table 2c.



68

Being part of an ethnically-relevant organization was marginally nngperitant
to the identities of Mexican (M=4.99, SD=1.42) than Dominican (M=4.53, SD=1.43)
respondents;(1, 175)=3.74 p=.05. There were no significant differences for the
importance of organizational identification by generation, gender, or any of thielpos
interactiong=s<1. For members of all groups, organizations were only somewhat
important to their identities (= 4.75, SD =1.44), despite the fact that they were
recruited from the organizations themselves. This is consistent with the diosetivat
while many who are involved in the organizations are active members, manyooiimers
to offices and attend meetings only to have their taxes done, deal with ticketérom
police, sign up for citizenship classes, or learn English. It is also consitethev
demographic finding that nearly a quarter of respondents describe themsednds a
occasional members and 42.6 % of respondents date their membership to a year or less.

The picture is different, however, with respect to collective action goals.
Respondents, overall, found addressing collective action goals to be impogiant (G
6.05, SD =.97). With few exceptions, variations in support were on the upper end of the
scale, ranging from somewhat to very important. If anything, this caestnvariance
might lead one to underestimate the effects of the hypothesized predictorkeotiveol
action. Regarding mean differences among ethnicity, generation, gamdiénea
interactions, Levene’s test for homogeneity of variance was signifle@ght175)=3.13 ,
p<.01, indicating that error variance differed across groups. Inspection oéthuehcies
demonstrated a negative skew in the data. To account for this, | inverted thes\amihbl
then performed square root and logarithmic transformations, respectiveli, avhic

appropriate to transformations for negatively skewed data. Neither transéormat
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however, succeeded in decreasing the vallkeaifove the level of significance. Since
mean differences were not of central concern, | proceeded to further anaigdeng

note in interpretations that differences in collective action would be, for theparbst
among people who supported it completely, believing it to be very important, and those
who supported it less than completely, finding it to be at least somewhat important.
Because collective action requires such high degrees of time and energyethowe
seemingly small variations on a scale may make the difference betwesnaadi

inaction.

Intergroup attitudes towards African Americans, Whites, and one’s own ethnic
group, which may provide the foundation for future alliances and conflicts, paint an
interesting and complicated picture. First, a repeated measures ANQN farget
group (African Americans, Whites, Ingroup) as a within-subjecteifastd ethnic group,
generation, and gender as between subjects factors shows, as might be ekpécted, t
attitudes towards one’s own group (M=84.28, SD=17.24) are warmer than attitudes
towards Whites (M=67.48, SD=23.89), which are warmer than attitudes towardsnAfric
Americans (M=59.47, SD=29.393(2, 344)=59.25p<.001. This is qualified by a target
group by generation interaction, the means for which are presented in Table 3. SNherea
there are no significant effects of generation on attitudes towarckAfAmericans or
one’s own ethnic group, there is a significant generation effect for Whites, such that
attitudes towards this group are much cooler in the second than in the first generati
F(1, 173)=11.28p=.001. Examining the between-groups effects for Whites by
themselves in a three-way (ethnicity, generation, and gender) factorial ANOifies

the main effect for generation with a marginally significant interactiidim @hnic group.
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First-generation Dominicans (M=75.36, SD=22.15), it appears, have more positive
attitudes toward Whites than their second generation (M=57.43, SD=26.61) counterparts,
Tukey HSDp<.01.

There were also significant main effects of gender on attitudes towatds/énid
on one’s own ethnic group. Women (M=69.63, SD=22.97) felt marginally warmer
toward Whites than men (M=64.24, SD=25.3§)1, 173)=3.38p=.07, a result
consistent with social dominance theory (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999). There was a0 simil
main effect for gender on attitudes toward African Americk(k, 175)=2.05ns a
lower-status outgroup. Women also felt significantly warmer towards theietdwic
group than did merk (1, 175)=4.58p<.05, a main effect qualified by an interaction with
immigrant generatiorf;(1, 175)=10.06p<.01. Second-generation men (M=73.50,
SD=18.14) had significantly less warm attitudes toward their own group in the United
States than either second-generation women (M=88.46, SD=12.26), or first-generation
women (M=83.29, SD=19.62) and men (M=86.25, SD=14.53). This finding should be
interpreted cautiously, however, due to the relatively small number of secoadhten
men (n=20) included in this sample. No other significant main effects or interactions
were observed regarding intergroup attitudes;2.68,ns

Through their identification with activist groups, support for collective action, and
intergroup attitudes, immigrants feed back on the U.S. status hierarchy, auysoatal
change, building alliances, and/or sowing the seeds of conflict. Wherea8ddgofi
with activist groups and support for collective action were similar acrosighni
gender, and generation — and quite high in the case of collective action — attitudes

towards ingroups and outgroups varied sharply. Second-generation immigrants had
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much less favorable attitudes towards Whites, a higher-status outgroup, perhaps
reflecting their socialization into the American racial hierarchy. Mgamore, women
had marginally warmer attitudes toward Whites and significantly waattiardes toward
their own group, perhaps reflecting the gendered nature of race-based dismminat
Summarizing the results of means analyses

Means analyses paint a picture that is largely similar for first- eacahsl-
generation Dominican and Mexican men and women who are part of ethnicallrtelev
organizations. In general they see their status compared to Whites as lowirestdttie
compared to African Americans as roughly equivalent. They feel somewbailsout
where they stand in their new country and are confident that they can do something to
improve their standing. All groups employ social creativity strategiestiigevith
ethnically-relevant organizations, and support collective action. In addbtibese
overarching similarities, there are also differences that aredetathe experiences and
resources afforded by different members’ positions in society. AttitudesdMilaites
and endorsement of meritocracy are lower in the second than in the first generati
presumably as a result of their different experiences with status hiesainc the United
States and their countries of origin. Similarly, social creativityeggras that employ
alternative dimensions of comparison are endorsed more strongly in the finsttigene
likely due to these immigrants’ greater ability to draw on cultural ressdirom their
countries of origin. These differences, however, underscore some of the broad
similarities between how the groups understand their position in the United States

manage that position, and choose to respond.
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Having set the stage for how Dominican and Mexican immigrants recruited from
ethnically-relevant organizations understand and manage their position in tee Unit
States, it is now possible to consider how these beliefs and perceptions rdlate to t
support for collective action and their intergroup attitudes. In the next tworsgdti
examine these questions. In the first section | consider how and why diffeogat
creativity strategies are inversely linked to support for collectiveractin the second
section, | examine how immigrants manage a lack of intergroup certainty and its
implications for identification with ethnically-relevant organizations androufy
attitudes.

Social creativity and collective action: Hypotheses 1 through 5

Hypotheses 1 through 5 concerned ways in which Dominican and Mexican
immigrants manage their low-status position in the United States and theaitiopis of
these social creativity strategies for collective action. Inqaai, | investigated the
relationship between two strategies that appear both in the social idewlitiptrand the
immigration literature, emphasizing intragroup respect and favoring aitezn
dimensions of comparison, and two components of collective action frames,
identification with ethnically-relevant organizations and perceptions ofpgetficacy, as
well their association with support for collective action goals. Togethee tihygotheses
predicted that support for collective action depends not only on the degree of group-based
disadvantage one perceives, but also on how one manages it.

Intragroup respect and organizational identification
The first hypothesis concerned the relationship between a particular social

creativity strategy, drawing respect from the ingroup, and a proposed antsafede



73

immigrant political behavior, identification with ethnically-relevantasigations.
Specifically, | predicted that intragroup respect would be positively linked to
organizational identification only for those who believe that their group hasedldow
status compared to Whites. For these immigrants only, emphasizing intragroup respec
would help to negotiate a threatened identity, reinforcing the importance of
organizational identification. For those who believe that they have relativedy bettus
compared to Whites, intragroup respect should have no impact on organizational
identification. In a corollary to this first hypothesis, | also predictatddkender would
moderate the relationship between intragroup respect and organizational iaksorific
Specifically, | expected that Latino men, who experience a relativelteyrioss of status
in the United Status as compared to Latina women, would turn more strongly to
organizations for respect. Both hypotheses emphasize the important role obugragr
respect as a social creativity strategy to manage perceptions gfdap status, as well
as its link to ethnically-relevant organizations, which may serve as the tmmfta
immigrant collective action.

To examine the hypotheses that status compared to Whites as well as gender
would both independently moderate the impact of intragroup respect on the importance of
organizational identification, | conducted a three-step hierarchicaksegneanalysis
following Aiken and West (1991). In the first step, | regressed intragroup testatas
compared to Whites, and gender on importance of organizational identification. Both
continuous predictors were mean-centered. The three predictors in Step 1 adoounted
5% of the variance in the importance of organizational identificafi(8),179)=3.41,

p<.05. Intragroup respe@=.23,t(185)=3.00p<.01 was a significant predictor of
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importance of organizational identity. As expected, immigrants turn to etlynicall
relevant organizations as a source of respect. Neither status compared 8 /a&h@de,
t(185)=-1.10nsnor gender$=-.16,t(185)=.744 nswere significant predictors of the
importance of organizational identification.

In the second step, | added to the model the three two-way interaction terms.
These products explained an additional 5% of the variance in the importance of
organizational identification (3, 176)=3.31p<.05. As predicted, status compared to
Whites moderated the relationship between intragroup respect and the importance of
organizational identificationj=-.11,t(185)=-2.20p<.05. Figure 2 shows the
relationship between intragroup respect and organizational identification sitamikard
deviation above and one standard deviation below the mean of group status compared to
Whites. Analyses of the simple slopes show that when immigrants beligvestielow
status compared to Whites, emphasizing intragroup respect positively preelicts t
importance of identification with ethnically-relevant organizatigfrs,41,t(185)=3.91,
p<.001. When they believe that they have relatively higher (that is, sistidus
compared to Whites, there is no such relationghs2,t(185)=.21,ns This lends
support to hypothesis one, that the social creativity strategy of emphasizagyoup
respect is positively related to identification with ethnically-rateéngroups, which may
provide a point of entry for immigrants into politics.

Also as predicted, gender independently moderates the impact of intragroup
respect on organizational identity importange,29,t(185)=1.86p=.07, although the
effect is only marginally significant. As shown in Figure 3, analyséiseo§imple slopes

show that intragroup respect is positively related to the importance of orgamazat
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identification for immigrant men3=.41,t(69)=4.05,p=.001, but not womer=.10,
t(115)=.91,ns Immigrant men, but not women, turn to organizations as a source of
respect.

In the third step, | entered the three-way interaction of intragroup respac, sta
compared to Whites, and gender. No three-way interaction was hypothesized and none
was found. The addition of the three-way-interaction term did not explain any additiona
varianceAF(1, 175)<1 and was not a significant predictor of organizational identity
importance=.04,1(185)=.34ns

Drawing on social comparison theory, | also predicted that perceived status
compared to Whites, a high-status group, but not African Americans, a |l@ugs-st
group, would moderate the positive relationship between intragroup respect and
organizational identification. To examine the second half of this proposition, | computed
a two-step hierarchical regression. In step one, | regressed statusembiop&frican
Americans and intragroup respect on organizational identification. Both esriable
mean centered. In step two, | added the product term of the two predictor variables. The
two predictors in step one accounted for 5% of the variance in the importance of
organizational identificatiorf;(2, 182)=4.50p<.05. As in the previous analysis
intragroup respect=.23,t(185)=2.98p<.01 was a significant and positive predictor of
importance of organizational identity. Status compared to African Americasnsot
related to organizational identificatigfs-.04,t(185)=-.54ns The addition of the
interaction term in step two did not account for additional variakgé, 181)=2.13ns
and was not a significant predictor of organizational identity import#wed7,t(185)=-

1.46,ns Whereas status compared to Whites, a high status group, moderates the positive
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relationship between intragroup respect and organizational identificatitug sta
compared to African Americans, a lower status group does not.
Favoring alternative comparison dimensions and organizational identification
Hypothesis 2 predicted that those who believed that their group had relatively low
status in the United States would engage in the social creativity strategiyeing
alternative dimensions of comparison, such as family relationships and religion, over
status-relevant dimensions of comparison, such as economic status, to aegteater
than do Americans in general. The hypothesis was derived both from research on social
creativity within the social identity tradition as well as qualitativeaesh with Mexican
immigrants. Furthermore, | hypothesized that the relationship would only kantle
with reference to upwards comparisons with Whites, which would be threatening to
group value, and not with reference to horizontal or downward comparisons with African
Americans, which would be less threatening.
To examine hypothesis 2, | conducted a two-step hierarchical regredsithe
first step | regressed mean-centered status compared to Whites on théextech
immigrants believed their group favored alternative dimensions of comparison.
Consistent with hypothesis 2, there was a significant negative relationshigebehe
variables f=-.54,t(185)=-5.02p<.001 accounting for 12% of the variance in favoring
alternative dimension$;(1, 183)=25.17p<.001. Immigrants who believed that their
group has relatively low status compared to Whites were more likely to singiae
extent to which their group, in contrast to Americans in general, favors akernat
dimensions of comparison such as family relationships and religion, over stattaatel

dimensions, such as economic status. In the second step | added the additidmal varia
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of mean-centered status compared to African Americans to examine whether
comparisons with this lower-status group explained any additional variancesiocibe
creativity strategy of favoring alternative dimensions of comparison.xpecéed, this
variable was not significantly related to favoring alternative dimenstsngg,
t(185)=.65,ns nor did its addition explain any further variarkg@, 182)<1ns

Hypothesis 3 examined the relationship between a social creativity gtrateg
this case favoring alternative dimensions of comparison, and the importance of
identification with ethnically-relevant organizations. Whereas the sisady hypothesis
1 showed that one form of social creativity, intragroup respect, could bolster
identification with activist groups, hypothesis 3 predicted that another form af soci
creativity, favoring alternative dimensions of comparison, woulddggativelyrelated to
organizational identification. It was also expected that just as statymoeato Whites
moderated the effect of intragroup respect on organizational identification hstich t
was evident only among immigrants who believed that their group had relatively low
status compared to Whites, so too would it moderate the negative relationship between
favoring alternative dimensions and organizational identification, although inraesc
the opposite direction. For immigrants who believe they have low status compared to
Whites, favoring alternative dimensions of comparison was expected to be nggativel
related to the importance of identification with an ethnically-relevararozgtion.

Once again to examine these predictions, | conducted a two-step hierarchical
regression. In the first step | regressed favoring alternative dionensf comparison
and status compared to Whites on organizational identification. The two predictors i

step one accounted for 3% of the variance in the importance of organizational
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identification,F(2, 180)=2.69p=.07. Consistent with hypothesis 3, favoring alternative
dimensions of comparisopfi=-.10,t(183)=-2.19p<.05 was a significant and negative
predictor of importance of organizational identity. Organizational ideatifn is less
important the more immigrants believe that their group values alternativasions of
comparison to status-relevant dimensions of comparison more than Americans ih genera
do. Once again, status compared to Whites10,t(183)=-1.45nswas not a significant
predictor of the importance of organizational identification.

In the second step, | added the two-way interaction term to the model. This
product explained an additional 5% of the variance in the importance of organizational
identificationAF(1, 179)=10.29p<.01. As predicted, status compared to Whites
moderated the relationship between favoring alternative dimensions of canpns
the importance of organizational identificati@,09,t(183)=3.21p<.01° Figure 4
depicts the simple slopes of the relationship between favoring alternativestbms of
comparison and organizational identity importance at one standard deviation above and
below the mean of status compared to Whites. Favoring alternative dimensions of
comparison negatively predicts the importance of organizational identhaaiy for
those who believe they have low status compared to Whi#e22,1(183)=-3.80,
p<.001. For those who believe they have relatively higher (that is, simdauys

compared to Whites, there is no such relationgh@7,t(183)=1.06 ns

® Predictors from hypotheses 1 and 3 were also run simultaneously on organizational
identification, yielding nearly identical results, explaining a total 8618 the variance

in organizational identificatiorf(5, 177)=6.43p<.001. Included in the same model,
main effects for intragroup respeft.23,1(183)=3.02p<.01 and favoring alternative
dimensionsf=-.10,t(183)=-2.28 p<.05 maintain their significance in step 1.
Furthermore, the interactions of intragroup respect and status compared tq f#hites
.12,t(183)=-2.47 p<.05 and favoring alternative dimensions and status compared to
Whites,5=.09,t(183)=3.24 p=.001 maintain their significance in step 2.
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Because | also predicted that perceived status compared to Whites, tahigh-s
group, but not African Americans, a lower-status group, would moderate the positive
relationship between favoring alternative dimensions of comparison and origanakzat
identification, | ran a similar two-step hierarchical regression, gutisy] status
compared to African Americans for status compared to Whites. In thedijost s
regressed favoring alternative dimensions of comparison and status compainschto A
Americans on organizational identification. The two predictors in step one did not
account for a significant portion of the variance in the importance of organiait
identification,F(2, 180)=1.69ns, however favoring alternative dimensions of
comparisonp=-.08,t(183)=-2.19p=.07 was a marginally significant negative predictor
of organizational identity importance. Status compared to African Amerjgan83,
t(183)=-.43ns in contrast, did not significantly predict the importance of organizational
identification. In the second step, | added the product of the variables in step one to the
model, which accounted for an additional 2% of the variance and, surprisingly, a
marginally significant increase in the variance explained by the mioiggl, 182)=3.48,
p=.06. Contrary to expectations, the interaction of status compared to African Anseric
and favoring alternative dimensions of comparison was a marginally satifpredictor
of organizational identification§=.06,t(183)=1.87 p=.06.

One possible explanation for this unexpected result is that status compared to
African Americans shares variance with status compared to Whites — indgeakehe
positively correlated(187)=.33,p<.001 — and that, when included in the same model, the
latter may account for the former’s variance. To test this possibility, dmaadditional

hierarchical regression, entering the main effects of status comparedtés V8tatus
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compared to African Americans, and favoring alternative dimensions in stegndrtéga
two interactions in question, as well as the interaction between status conopafeitieis
and status compared to African Americans in step two. The results are ag@xpect
step one, which accounts for only 3% of the variance in organizational impoféBce,
179)=1.79ns only favoring alternative dimensions;-.10,t(183)=-2.19p<.05 is a
significant predictor of organizational identity importance. In step two, whiobuats
for an additional 7% of the varianaei (3, 176)=4.79p<.01, only the interaction of
status compared to Whites and favoring alternative dimensions is a sigmfiedittor,
£=.09,1(183)=3.06p<.01. When the interaction of White comparison and favoring
alternative dimensions is included in the model, the interaction of status conpared t
African Americans and favoring alternative dimensions is no longer evejinaky
significant,=.01,t(183)=.42p=.67.

Hypotheses 1 through 3 demonstrate that different forms of social cxeativit
emphasizing intragroup respect and favoring alternative comparison dimensiaes — ha
inverse relationships with identification with ethnically-relevant orgtions, one
component of collective action frames. Hypotheses 4 and 5 examine when and why these
different social creativity strategies bolster or diminish support foecile action.
Social creativity, group efficacy, and collective action goals

Hypotheses 4 and 5 examine the relationship between two socially creative
strategies, favoring alternative dimensions of comparison and incredsmtgication
with ethnically-relevant organizations that offer respect and colleativ@egoals.
Specifically, | expected in hypothesis 4 that organizational iderttdicavould be

positively related to collective action goals. Furthermore, | exgehtd this relationship
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would be mediated by group efficacy. In other words, | predicted that identifyingmw
organization increases one’s support for collective action because it excoress
feelings of empowerment as part of a larger group that can take effactive to change
their position. | expected in hypothesis 5, in contrast, that favoring alternative
dimensions of comparison, a different social creativity strategy that isvesfjaked to
organizational identification (see the results from hypothesis 3), would beveggat
linked to collective action goals. Again, | expected that group efficacy wouddataee
this negative relationship. In other words, favoring alternative dimensiomsngiacison
would be related to lower support for collective action is because it emphaaizss st
irrelevant dimensions that make one feel that their group will be lesswdfect
changing their position in society. Findings consistent with these hypothesksland
additional support to the proposition that how immigrants manage low status will
influence their political mobilization. Forms of social creativity thatease
identification with ethnically-relevant organizations and perceptions oifpgetficacy,
two elements of collective action frames, are more likely to increase support f
collective action than forms that decrease them.

To test these hypotheses that group efficacy mediates the positilensdigdt
between organizational identification and collective action, as well as theveegat
relationship between favoring alternative dimensions of comparison and eellaction,
| followed the procedures outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986) for testingistdtist
mediation. The results of these analyses can be seen in Figure 5. Aftedior
variables were mean centered, | conducted a series of four regressiornsl| tdsiead the

relationships between organizational identification and favoring alteenditmensions,
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respectively, and support for collective action goals, hypothesizing that both would be
significant predictors, though the relationship would be positive for organizational
identification and negative for favoring alternative comparison dimensionsthierg
organizational identification importance and favoring alternative comparis@ndians
accounted for 5% of the variance in support for collective action ge@s179)=4.71,
p=.01. Favoring alternative dimensions of comparison was negatively asdogitt
collective action goalg=-.06,t(182)=-2.07 p<.05, such that the greater immigrants’
belief that their groups place greater relative value on religion andl/feetationships
than Americans do, the less their support for collective action. In contrast,zatgaral
identity importance was positively and nearly significantly reladecbtlective action
goals,f=.10,1(182)=1.96 p=.052, such that the more important ethnically-relevant
organizations are to one’s identity, the greater one’s support for collective.a

Second, | tested the relationship between the initial predictor variables and the
mediator, group efficacy. Whereas | expected that organizational iderdifiezould be
positively linked to group efficacy, | expected that favoring alternatimeedsions would
have a negative relationship with group efficacy. Organizational id=xitdn and
favoring alternative dimensions accounted for 16% of the variance in grouggff¢a,
179)=17.07p<.001. As expected, organizational identification was positively related to
group efficacyp=.32,t(182)=4.49p<.001, such that the more important ethnically-
relevant organizations were to the immigrants, the more effective they behevwed t

group would be in improving its status. In contrast, and also as expected, favoring

"It is important to note here that while | am reporting the results of thesttstatistical
tests in these analyses, my directional hypotheses justify one-tsted With an alpha
level of .05, one-tailed, these results clearly support the hypothesis four.
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alternative dimensions of comparison was negatively related to grougcgffic-.12,
t(182)=-3.08 p<.01, such that the more immigrants believe that their group, in contrast to
Americans in general, value alternative dimensions over economic statiessthe

effective they believe their group will be in improving its status.

Third, | examined the relationship between the hypothesized mediator, group
efficacy, and the outcome, support for collective action goals, expecting them t@ have
significant and positive association. Group efficacy was positivelyetktatcollective
action goalsp=.21,t(182)=4.39p<.001, such that the more effective immigrants
believed their groups would be in achieving their goals, the more they supported
collective action. Group efficacy explained 10% of the variance in colleaiiana
goals,F(1, 180)=19.30p<.001.

Finally, I included both of the initial variables, organizational identificaéiod
favoring alternative dimensions of comparison, in the same model as the medatpr, g
efficacy, hypothesizing that, when accounting for group efficacy, the poditect ef
organizational identification and the negative effect of favoring altemdtmensions of
comparison, respectively, would be diminished. In contrast, group efficaléyitadd
remain a significant and positive predictor. Together, the predictor variatteunted
for 11% of the variance in support for collective actie®, 178)=7.29p<.001. When
controlling for group efficacy (which remains positively associated witlecile action,
£=.18,1(182)=3.44p=.001) the effects of organizational identificatigr,04,
t(182)=.81,ns and favoring alternative comparison dimensighs,04,t(182)=-1.31ns
are no longer significant. To test whether indirect effects of organizhititemaification

and favoring alternative dimensions, respectively, on collective actios geajroup
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efficacy is significantly different from zero, | conducted two SobastéBaron & Kenny,
1986; Sobel, 1982). The positive indirect effect of organizational identity importance on
collective action via group efficacy is significant3.13,p<.01, as is the negative

indirect effective of favoring alternative dimensiors2.50,p=.01, offering support for

the hypothesized mediation.

In sum, results from tests of hypotheses 4 and 5 show that group efficacy fully
mediates the positive association between organizational identificatiomwléexatice
action goals, as well as the negative relationship between favoring @egc@mparison
dimensions and collective action goals. Taken together with findingsarétate
hypotheses 1 through 3, these results show that different forms of socialityrbatre
inverse relationships to support for collective action. Specifically, irdrggrespect,
which is positively related to identification with ethnically-relevantamigations and
perceptions of group efficacy, two elements of collective action frampssisvely
related to support for political mobilization. In contrast, favoring alternatweparison
dimensions is negatively linked to elements of collective action framessadeault,
support for political mobilization. More broadly, the results support the idea that how
immigrants manage their status, not just how they perceive it, is relatedt footitecal
attitudes.

Hypotheses 1 through 5 examined the relationship between how immigrants
manage their status position and political mobilization. The next hypothesemexam
how they manage another key element of the immigrant experience, lack gifaager
certainty, and its relationship to intergroup attitudes.

Intergroup certainty and intergroup attitudes: Hypotheses 6 through 9
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In hypotheses 6 through 9, | investigated the impact of a new construct,
intergroup certainty, on intergroup relations. | hypothesized that a lack of intergroup
certainty, defined as clarity about where one stands as a group member inéde Uni
States, has important implications for identification with ethnicallgwaht organizations
and outgroup attitudes. | also considered (a) how ideological beliefs, such as
endorsement of meritocracy or the belief that the world is generallgrfdijust and that
individuals can get ahead by working hard, and (b) how perceived group statuslyelative
to outgroups such as African Americans, can moderate the effects of intergtaumyce
Intergroup certainty, intergroup attitudes, and organizational identification

Hypothesis 6 concerned the relationship between intergroup certainty and
outgroup attitudes. Drawing on theories of uncertainty reduction and systemgtietf
that suggest that favoring (higher-status) outgroups functions to give peoplesenlsa
of their place in the world, | predicted that intergroup certainty would be pdgitive
related to outgroup attitudes.

To test hypothesis 6, | computed two separate multiple regression analyse
Consistent with my predictions, intergroup certainty was positively tetatboth
attitudes toward African American$=6.40,t(181)=3.19p=.01, R=.05, and attitudes
toward Whitesf=5.22,t(181)=3.21p=.01, R=.05. The less certain immigrants felt
about where they stand in the United States as members of their ethnic group, the more
tepid their attitudes toward high- (Whites) and lower-status (Africanrisanes)
outgroups.

Meritocracy, intergroup certainty, and the importance of identification with ethnically-

relevant organizations
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Hypothesis 7 concerned the relationship between intergroup certainty and
organizational identification. Unlike the previous hypothesis, which proposed a direct
link between the variables, in this case | proposed that meritocracy would tedtera
association. Specifically, | predicted that there would be a positiveredaip between
intergroup certainty and organizational identification only for those who endorse
meritocracy. People who endorse meritocracy believe that the world has ordeakaasd m
sense and that individuals can improve their status based on hard work. For these
individuals, belonging to a low-status group such as Dominicans or Mexicans can pose a
conflict. ldentifying with ethnically-relevant organizations may helpgetmlve this
conflict, restoring a sense of certainty about where one stands in society.

To test hypothesis 7, | conducted a two-step hierarchical regression.fifstthe
step | regressed intergroup certainty and meritocracy on organizatienaty
importance. (Both variables were mean centered.) The two predictors did not account
for a significant proportion of the variance in organizational identity import&if2e
183)=1.21ns Neither intergroup certainty=.14,t(186)=1.41ns nor meritocracy,
£=.03,1(186)=.30,nswas a significant predictor. In the second step, | added the product
of these variables to the model, which now accounted for 4% of the variance in
organizational identity importaned=(1, 182)=5.52p<.05. As expected, the interaction
between intergroup certainty and meritocracy was significantly assoigth the
importance of organizational identificatighy.20,t(186)=2.35p<.05. An analysis of
the simple slopes at one standard deviation above and below the mean of meritocracy
(Figure 6) shows that intergroup certainty is positively related to the ianmariof

organizational identity when immigrants endorse meritocygeg7,t(186)=2.68p<.01,
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but not when they do not endorse the ideol@ggy,07,t(186)=-.56,ns In a world filled
with contradictions, organizational identification can offer a degree of certbout
one’s status as a group member, particularly for those who believe the wonlcigifa
just and that by working hard individuals can get ahead.

Relative group status, intergroup certainty, and outgroup attitudes

Hypotheses 8 and 9 examined the relationship between perceptions of intergroup
status, intergroup certainty, and outgroup attitudes. Specifically | proposéavitrable
evaluations of higher-status outgroups can help immigrants affirm the existing s
system and establish a sense of intergroup certainty. Status compared ¢pa@se
such as African Americans, however, is ambiguous. Immigrants may disadcee a
whether they occupy a higher- or lower-status position. In such cases, tlomséiati
between intergroup uncertainty and outgroup evaluation depends on perceptions of
relative group status. When perceptions of relative group status compared to Africa
Americans are high, then certainty would bear no relationship to attitudes. dastont
when they are low, evaluating the group positively can impose a sense of stmdture a
order on the status hierarchy.

To examine these propositions, it is first necessary to consider the difference
between Dominican and Mexican immigrants’ perceived status relativeit@aafr
Americans and Whites. (Similar means analyses reported above, whichtedglgats
Dominican and Mexican immigrants saw their status as lower than Whites gdyrou
equal to African Americans, did not test the difference between these two esriabl
directly.) In hypothesis 8, | predicted that Dominican and Mexican immtgkaould

see their groups’ status as lower compared to Whites than compared to African
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Americans. The results of a paired-samplest support the hypothesi€l87)=-8.22,
p<.001. Immigrants perceive their groups’ status compared to Whites (M=2.73,
SD=1.62) as significantly lower than their groups’ status compared to Africetigéans
(M=3.82, SD=1.49). Underscoring the mean differences is the variation between the
comparison groups on either side of the scale midpoint. Seventy-one percent of
participants thought that they had lower status than Whites, 14.4% thought they had
equivalent status, and 13.8% thought they had higher status. When making a comparison
to African Americans, 22.5% thought that they had lower status than African Amgric
34.8% thought they had the same status, and 26.7% thought they had higher status.
Whereas most participants believed that their group has lower status thas,Whi
participants’ perceptions of their group’s status compared to African Aamsriwvere
more distributed across the scale. This shows that immigrants disagreenashierw
their group’s status relative to African Americans is high or low, whereasagces that
their group has low status compared to Whites.

Finally, to examine hypothesis 9, | conducted a two-step hierarchicassaon.
In the first step | regressed mean-centered group status comparedém Alnmericans
and intergroup certainty on attitudes toward African Americans. The two escdict
step one accounted for 5% of the variance in attitudes toward African AmeR¢2ans,
182)=5.06p<.01. As in hypothesis six, intergroup certainty was significantly and
positively linked to attitudes toward African Americafisf.17,t(185)=3.17 p<.01.
Status compared to African Americans was unrelated to attitudes toward treuputgr

=-.93,1(185)=-.64,ns To test for moderation, in the second step | added the product of

group status compared to African Americans and intergroup certainty to the mbogel. T
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variable accounted for an additional 9% of the varianE€¢], 181)=6.38p<.05 and,
consistent with hypothesis nine, was a significant predictor of attitudesdtéracan
Americans f=-3.16,1(185)=-2.53p<.05. An analysis of the simple slopes (Figure 7)
shows that intergroup certainty is positively related to attitudes towardaAfric
Americans only for who believe that their ethnic group has relatively low status
comparisonf=10.98,1(185)=4.06 p<.001, and not for those who believe their group has
comparatively high statugz=1.59,1(185)=.60,ns When status compared to African
Americans is low, evaluating African Americans positively functionsstal#ish a sense
of intergroup certainty. In contrast, when status compared to African Amerscaighj
outgroup attitudes serve no such function.

| also tested a similar model for attitudes toward Whites, a higaerssgroup.
Once again, only intergroup certaing4.65,1(183)=2.89p<.01, was a significant
predictor of attitudes toward Whites, accounting for 6% of the vari&2e180)=5.80,
p<.01. Group status compared to Whites was unrelatdd55,t(183)=1.45ns The
addition in step two of the product of the two variables from step 1 did not account for
any additional variancaF(1, 179)=1.45ns Furthermore, as expected, the product term
was not a significant predictor of attitudes towards White$,19,t(183)=1.20ns This
suggests that the moderating effect of status compared to low-status groups on the
relationship between intergroup uncertainty and intergroup attitudes is limiteosto t

groups for which status comparisons are less consensual.
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CHAPTER 1V: DISCUSSION

Immigrants and their children now represent one fifth of the U.S. population
(Portes & Rumbaut, 2001); globally, over 191 million people live outside the country
where they were born (United Nations Office of International Migration and
Development, 2005). These demographic realities make immigration one of the most
important social phenomena of our time. Based on their ethnic group memberships,
immigrants face a number of challenges. Some occupy low-status positibreceess
to fewer resources like money and jobs than the native-born and more privileged groups.
Many find the stable hierarchies by which they understood intergroup relatidmesrin t
countries of origin disrupted in the course of migration, leaving them to wonder where
their groups stand in their new society. How immigrants face these challangen
particular, how they engage politically will have the power to reshapdissaeross the
globe.

The present work was concerned with how immigrants manage their low-status
and uncertain positions in the United States and the implications of these srftegie
intergroup relations. Not only does this research illuminate the process of imimigra
political incorporation, it also adds to existing theories of collective idesutitlsocial
change. By examining the operation of social categories in people’s livasunstible
conditions, we can better understand the ways people maintain meaning about their plac
in the social world (Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 2006). The two groups | studied —
Dominican and Mexican immigrants to New York City — both experience déwaiua
and uncertainty related to their group memberships. Due to their sheer numbers, both

groups are likely to play an important role in New York politics in the years te.com
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This chapter reviews the main hypotheses and summarizes the relategisfindi
with respect to how immigrants manage their low-status and uncertain positien in t
United States. In addition, | consider how these results relate tmgxissearch as well
as the directions they suggest for future studies. | then consider the pagaruaple of
immigrants and organizations who participated in this research, focusing on hfferst di
from the Dominican and Mexican population in New York City at large, and what an
emphasis on these groups and organizations can tell us about collective identity and
social change. | finish by considering the study’s limitations and offerimgef
conclusion.

Social creativity and collective action

How immigrants deal with low status, that is, the form of social creativity the
employ, was expected to influence identification with ethnically-relesaganizations
that would serve as the entry point into U.S. politics. Social creativitygwatallow
group members to maintain identification in the face of devaluation (Jetten2€GH),
but few studies have examined their link to collective action.

| emphasized two contrasting ways immigrants can deal with threats to their
group’s status in the United States: emphasizing the respect they recsivbdir
ingroup and favoring alternative dimensions of comparison with outgroups. | reasoned
that intra- and intergroup social creativity responses to devaluation would hawseinver
associations with collective action. Intragroup respect was expected tasmstgport
for collective action by bolstering identification with ethnically-vaet organizations
and perceptions of group efficacy. Because of the high degree of fameetovferaction

involved, these organizations were seen as an excellent source of resppettdd
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furthermore, that the value of intragroup respect as a predictor of organikationa
identification would be greater for men, who experience a relative status dhap in t
United States, than for women, some of whom may experience a relative atatubg
contrast, favoring alternative dimensions of comparison was expected tasgesopport
for collective action by moving one’s attention away from the sense of ander
illegitimacy that may drive one to identify with ethnically-relevardups and thus
suppressing perceptions of group efficacy.

The results of the study supported these predictions. Immigrants who felt their
group had low status in the United States turned to ethnically-relevant orgarszadia
source of respect. This association not only “bracketed” feelings of devalumatian i
intergroup context by focusing on their value in an intragroup context, but it alsodostere
feelings of group efficacy and, through it, support for collective actionhdrpscontrast
to suggestions by political commentators that ethnic and U.S. politics are at odds
(Huntington, 2004), but consistent with sociological research showing that immigrant
leaders see participation in both as complementary (Portes et al., 2007), thése resul
demonstrate that participation in ethnically-relevant organizationges$pect facilitates
immigrants’ entry into the U.S. political arena. Further, the results @fisychological
explanation for why this might be. Organizations help immigrants managesttoeat
their group status in the United States, affirming the group in a world that devalods it
maintaining a sense of meaning about their place in the world. In so doing, they
empower immigrants to support actions that make their political voice heardvolttis
noting that the types of collective action for which immigrants expressed suppus

research were very much tied to the U.S. context. They involved addressingup's gr
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position in the United States through the democratic and non-violent means that are the
cornerstones of U.S. democracy.

Results also supported the different role that ethnically-relevant organzati
play in the lives of immigrant men and women. Intragroup respect was related to
organizational identification for the former, but not the latter. Dominican and Mexica
men and women all experience devaluation in the United States by virtue of their
membership in low-status groups. But men also frequently experience a lo$gf sta
relative to their country of origin, whereas women often find more employment
opportunities and more equitable gender roles in the new c8(hzigsohn & Giorguli-
Salcedo, 2005; Jones-Correa, 1999; Smith, 2005). For men, identifying with ethnically-
relevant organizations that respect them helps to regain some of their lost shatus. T
gender moderates the impact of intragroup respect on identification with #thnica
relevant groups demonstrates that the effectiveness of various sodialtgrstnategies
depends on the position of different group members in society. Immigrant men’s and
women’s use of a given strategy depends on the different challenges, opporturdties, a
cultural expectations that migration affords each group. Collective idetiafiaa not
one-size-fits-all; it is an active negotiation between the individuals and tle avound
them.

As expected, immigrants also made use of a second social creativdytthat
of favoring alternative comparison dimensions. When perceiving low economuig sta

relative to Whites in the United States, immigrants were more likely plnasize that, in

® This may be truer for Mexicans, who come from a highly patriarchal sptiety for
Dominicans, whose society is more matrifocal (Massey et al., 2006). Howeyer, t
current sample size did not permit me to test this possibility.
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contrast to their perception of Whites, family and religion are much more impfatant
them in assessing value than is economic status. This observation offers additional
support to the proposition from social identity theory that people can maintain a positive
identity by changing to a dimension of comparison other than the one on which
devaluation is based (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). As predicted, this social creatastalso
related to collective action, but in the opposite direction as emphasizing intragroup
respect. Immigrants who favored alternative comparison dimensionsmeaffineir

ethnic identity, but they did so at the expense of taking action to improve their group’s
position in society. They were less likely to identify with the ethnicalgvant
organizations, less likely to feel empowered and, as a result, less likely totsuppor
collective action. Somewhat ironically, perhaps, the actions that imnmsged to

reaffirm their group’s value in light of their low-status can prevent them sapporting
action aimed at changing that status. Some forms of multiculturalism kblatate
immigrants’ cultural values without respect to inequality may serve iatpadl function,
similar to that of complementary stereotypes (Kay & Jost, 2003).

Together, these results illustrate the importance of the form of soesdivity
response, either intra- or intergroup, in mobilizing collective action. It iusbwhether
immigrants perceive their position in the United States to be low that infludraes t
political support, it ihow they deal with it Immigrants do not passively respond to their
status in the United States; they actively negotiate their colledivdiiies in ways that
have important implications for their political incorporation. Furthermore, how they
negotiate their identities and maintain meaning in the United States depends on the

social position, specifically with respect to gender and generation.
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Several aspects of these results warrant further consideration, macthdi
processes underlying the relationship between the two social crestraiygies and
collective action; the relationship of between social creativity and gréumaiion; the
ways that immigrant women and men manage devaluation in the United States; and the
various forms that immigrant collective action can take. The next four sectidresa
each issue in turn.

Social creativity strategies and collective action

What processes explain the negative relationships between the two social
creativity strategies examined in this study, identifying with etilyiagelevant
organizations that proffer respect and favoring alternative comparison thmshgs=or
immigrants who perceived their group to have low status, favoring alternative
comparison dimensions and identifying with ethnically-relevant organizatiaoes we
negatively related. That is, under threatening conditions, employing orgrauter
social creativity strategy makes the use of another less likely.eldumgested that this
may be because favoring alternative comparison dimensions reduces thefsarger
and injustice that drives people to join activist organizations (Kay & Jost, 2003).

There exists, however, another likely possibility. Different social ietgat
strategies may be substitutable, an important feature of motive systemseiBir &
Leary, 1995). Identifying with ethnically-relevant organizations tharofspect and
favoring alternative dimensions both address the need to establish a posititg ienti
one’s new country. Consistent with Tesser’s (2000) self-evaluation maincemaaie!,
to the extent that one strategy is engaged — and a positive identity is achiegadhet

may become redundant. Future work should examine the mechanisms behind the
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relationship between different social creativity strategies. Aneritbgatively related
because of their effects on intergroup emotions or because they are substtutabl
Answering this question would improve our understanding of the motivational processes
underlying the collective self.

Why do different social creativity strategies have inverse relationsliips
collective action? One reason, supported by the findings in this study, involves group
efficacy. An unintended consequence of turning to an ingroup for support in the face of
devaluation is that one interacts with other group members, increasing thesobfance
successful collaborations and, over time, increasing the feeling thabtifergally can
work together to achieve its goals. In contrast, favoring alternative dimensions of
comparison requires no such ingroup interaction because its focus is on the intergroup
context. In fact, favoring alternative dimensions of comparison effectieekyscstatus-
relevant dimensions to higher-status group members. Because status-difaeastons
are likely to be related to perceptions of competence (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002)
they decrease a sense of efficacy, an important predictor of collactige.

Group efficacy is only one of the predictors of collective action subsumed under
collective identities; the other is a sense of injustice (van Zomeren 2608). Recent
research has shown the important role of intergroup emotions, and in particular
intergroup anger, in mobilizing collective action (Smith, Kronin, & Kessler, 2008). In
this case, as well, it is likely that emphasizing intragroup respect amdnfg alternative
dimensions of comparison will have inverse effects. Focusing on intragroup nesyyect
allow members to reaffirm group value without changing their perceptionto$ sta

relations. Group members can recharge their collective batteries in #gron setting,
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giving them the sense of respect and strength that allows them to focud angfge
about, and effectively face their group’s low-status position. Favoring alternat
comparison dimensions, in constrast, moves one’s attention effectively away from
intergroup inequality, likely decreasing the sense of anger and injusticeaganotivate
collective action. In the future, researchers should examine intergroupaarae
additional mediator of the relationship between social creativity and codlexttion.

This leads to a somewhat ironic conclusion. For low-status groups, collective
action, an intergroup strategy, may be more likely when people manage dewndbyat
turning to their ingroup than when they manage devaluation by focusing on outgroup
comparisons. This may extend beyond the two forms of social creativity addnesse
to other forms, such as downward intergroup comparisons and perceptions of group
entitativity. An examination of other social creativity strategassyell as how people
choose which strategy they will employ, merits future research.

Social creativity and group affirmation

Favoring alternative dimensions of comparison that are rooted in important group
values has similarities with another identity management stratemyp gffirmation.

When people experience a threat to the self, for instance poor performancstpthaye
can restore their sense of integrity and worth by affirming values tedédlathe threat,

for instance focusing on how kind or moral they are (Steele, 1988). These self-
affirmations help them respond to threatening information in a more positive way
(Sherman & Cohen, 2002). Recently, several studies have examined whethera simila
process is present at the group level, linking it theoretically to the soesdivety

strategy of favoring alternative dimensions of comparison (Derks, van Lddlei&ers,
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2006, 2009; Sherman, Kinias, Major, Kim, & Prenovost, 2007). Consistent with the
results of this and other research (Crocker et al., 1994; Schmitt, Branscombe, &
McKimmie, 1999; Wiley, Perkins, & Deaux, 2008), these studies have found that
collective self-worth, like individual self-evalaution (Tesser, 2000), is plasiil that
people can draw on it in numerous ways to respond to identity threats.

More relevant to the current research, however, are the implications of these
studies for the relationship between social creativity and collectivanadtiere the
results are mixed. On one hand, Sherman et al. (2007) found that members of an
intramural basketball team made fewer group-serving attributions follayvowgp
affirmation, accepting responsibility for defeat as much as for victorys rékult is
consistent with the findings of this study. While affirming important group vahass
help individuals to manage threat positively, it may also reduce the “advérsarial
attributions that are necessary to generate the sense of anger and atsgibat
motivate people to engage in collective action (Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Smith et al
2008). On the other hand, Derks et al. (2009) found that when group value was affirmed
in an alternative domain, members were more motivated to work together to improve the
group’s position. Alternative dimensions of comparison, in other words, were an
antecedent of collective action. This is at odds with the results of this study.

What might account for the inconsistent findings? One possibility relates to
operationalization of the social creativity strategies. Drawing oraffélifration
manipulations, Sherman et al. (2007) gave participants the opportunity to write about a
value they deemed important to their group. In contrast, Derks et al. (2009) informed

participants that their group, which had performed poorly on a status-releweamsiton
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of comparison, had performed better on a status-irrelevant dimension. They then told
them that an authority would value both dimensions in performance-related decisions.
Neither experimental manipulation is analogous to the measures used in this
research or to the hypothetical construct described in Social IdentityyT{Tegiel &
Turner, 1986). Group affirmations involve an alternative dimension, but unlike change in
the comparison dimension they do not involve comparison with an outgroup. Future
research may consider whether the outgroup comparisons are necessary otamgione
social creativity responses. Derks et al.’s (2009) manipulation is an even more
significant departure from how changing the comparison dimension has been
conceptualized. In all other studies on the topic, it has been the low-status group
members themselves who favor or affirm the alternative dimension of coorpalis
these studies, in contrast, an authority defines and then affirms thetaleedimension.
What differs iswhoinitiates social creativity and affirms identity — the threatened group
member or a higher-status authority. This difference may explain thestorgraeffects.
Future research should consider the importance of audience reaction to favoring
alternative dimensions as a moderator of its relationship to collectio@adtfho
affirms alternative dimensions of comparison, the ingroup member, an outgroup
authority, or both? When higher-status outgroups acknowledge and value alternative
comparison dimensions, group members may feel invited into the political arena. |
contrast, when they show no regard for them, group members may push away from U.S.
politics. In fact, research with ethnic minorities suggests that respegtolup identities

is positively linked to immigrants’ outgroup attitudes and perceptions of U.Sutiosia
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(Huo & Molina, 2006). It may follow, then, that respect for important ingroup values
engages a similar process.
Gender, social creativity, and social change

Women are often expected to be the carriers of “traditional” and esséntialis
notions of ethnic identity in the context of immigration (Clément, Singh, & Gaudet, 2006;
Dion & Dion, 2001; Mahalingham & Leu, 2005). This role becomes more important in
the second generation as direct links to the country of origin decrease&Dion,
2004) and as identification with the country of residence increases (Clémer2Gael
The results of this study support this perspective, showing that secondtigenscanen
have warmer feelings about their ethnic group than do second-generation men.
However, there may be limits to women'’s positive feelings about their ethnic group.
Whereas women may experience familial pressure to represent egmities in
ingroup contexts, they might react against those identities in public contexes wher
outgroups are present (Clément et al. 2006). Future research should consider the role of
audience in influencing male and female immigrants’ enactment of thaicedentities.

More interesting from the perspective of the hypotheses of this study, however
are men’s and women'’s different use of social creativity strateifies were more
likely than women to emphasize the respect they receive from immiggaminations
when their perceived group status is low, perhaps as a way of “brackéengbss of
status in the United States. This finding is consistent with sociologicarceshat
shows that Latino men turn to immigrant organizations to manage their status (Jone
Correa, 1998). It is also consistent with psychological research with Latmmrants

at an lvy League university. Ethier and Deaux (1990) found that a strong cultural
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background protected Latino men, but not women, from experiencing a personal threat to
their ethnic identity in the early stages of their college experience. ¢dastrong

cultural background, similar to identifying with an ethnically-relevant miiggion, may

afford immigrants the resources to emphasize their respect in an intragrou icotite

face of the loss of status they face in the intergroup context.

Women, in contrast, were slightly more likely to favor alternative comparison
dimensions, such as family values and religion, over economic status and to eephasi
that they endorsed these values to a greater degree than Whites. Thisisrdomigh
research and theory demonstrating that idealizing cultural values retatieeninant
groups is a common response to devaluation, particularly among ethnic minority women
(Mahalingham & Leu, 2005). These values can bolster ethnic pride and resilienc
(Mahalingham, Balan, & Haritatos, 2008).

Idealizing cultural values has both costs and benefits for women, however. On
the one hand, it helps establish a positive ethnic identity relative to their nizegina
status vis-a-vis Whites. On the other hand, it reinforces male privilege atelscaeset
of gendered expectations that no one can live up to (Mahlingham & Leu, 2005).
Idealizing family values can lead women to be less vocal within their comies when
a positive image of the family is violated. South Asian immigrant women whosndor
the “model minority” myth, for instance, are less likely to seek help in cases estiom
violence, lest they tarnish the community’s idealized image of “family sali#doraham,
2006). Furthermore, as this research has shown, favoring the alternative dimehsions
comparison that are based in idealized cultural values can also make pastidipati

collective action less likely. Taken together, then, the use of this sociaergaategy,
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while effective in managing societal devaluation, can have real consequencistfogrw
immigrant women actively fight for a better position within and outside theirathni
communities. The extreme consequences of this analysis call for addiéiseatch on
how men and women deal differently with social marginality and the intigliisait has
for intra- and intergroup relations.

Why do immigrant men and women tend to favor different social creativity
strategies? Just as differences in managing threats to Latinoyidesité not attributable
to the strength of ethnic background in Ethier and Deaux’s (1990) researcharthey c
be attributed to strength of organizational identification in this study. Men ammw
did not differ in terms of the importance of their organizational identifinatiespite the
fact that identification appears to serve a different function for men. Ismgply be
that, in the context of low group status, expectations of men and women are quite
different. In his work with the Mexican community in New York City, Robert Smith
(2005) has noted,

“Men tend to participate more in transnational public life than women do,

while women tend to do more of the everyday settlement work in New

York, especially things like enrolling children in school, and private

transnational life, such as caregiving for the third generation. Setttem

activities can increase women’s power and autonomy in the United States,
while public, transnational activities tend to create institutions that

reproduce or create arenas over which men have power. . .” (pp. 122).

Men can turn to organizations to buffer their devalued position. Women, at least
women who endorse idealized cultural values, experience a very different set of
expectations. They may be expected to attend to the needs of others in theiafamily

their community, performing idealized cultural identities that are expectiemf and

leaving little time for participation in ethnically-relevant organizatiombese activities
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may give them a sense of autonomy and respect in the United States, atethiensaas
they reaffirm essentialized notions of gender. This research is onlyiagspaint to
examine how gendered cultural expectations influence the way that immigyanen
and men manage threats to group status. It calls for more work on the irdessecti
between culture and gender in the process of immigration and social maygsnalitar
to the recent and important contributions of Mahalingham and colleages (2005, 2008) and
Sirin and Fine (2008).
Forms of collective action

Finally, it should be recognized that this research considered a smallafiting
spectrum of collective action. Participants reported on their willingness tgesimga
collective action to improve their group’s position in society. Such action was focused
on the United States (more specifically, New York City), was based in effoup
membership, involved contact with outgroups, and was legal and non-violent.
Understanding this kind of action is undoubtedly important. It is also important to note,
however, that other forms of collective action exist that may have diffetatibnships
to social creativity. Some minority organizations view contact with higharssta
outgroups as the only way to improve their position, whereas others see such sontact a
futile, believing that higher-status groups will only try to co-opt their memfHopkins
& Kahani-Hopkins, 2006). Some forms of collective action are undertaken in the
presence of other group members (e.g., attending a demonstration), whereaarether
taken alone (e.g., writing a letter to a Congressperson). Some forms ofketion
violate laws and social sanctions against violence, whereas others work withitethe

of the game (Wright, 2001). In some cases, how groups enter politics has more important
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implications for social change than whether they enter politics. For thareas
examining how different ways of managing devaluation are linked to thesediffer
forms of collective action is a topic that merits additional research.
Inter group certainty, organizational identification, and intergroup attitudes

Immigrants not only encounter low group status in the United States, but
frequently they also experience a lack of certainty about where tbhep gtands.
Studies on uncertainty reduction (Mullin & Hogg, 1999) and the need for closure
(Kruglanski et al., 1993) have both shown that uncertainty can derive from a lack of
social consensus. In their new country, immigrants often feel detachetréditonal
hierarchies and ways of doing things that bound their community together and gave the
a sense of their place in the world (Kinnvall, 2004). They find that members of the host
society disagree with them about how to categorize the groups they belong toth&here
group stands, and how the society functions. For instance, Dominican immigrants who
areindio in the DR learn that others see them as black in the United States (ltzigsohn et
al., 2005); West Indians discover that privilege that was a matter of cléssaauntry of
origin becomes a matter of race in the United States (Waters, 1999); andantsgho
expected to encounter some version of the American Dream instead have those
expectations called into question by discrimination and devaluation. These es@erie
raise the question of how immigrants maintain a sense of intergroup certainty iwthe ne
country.

In this research | emphasized two ways in which immigrants can managkedd la
intergroup certainty. One is by turning to ethnically-relevant organizatidmsseT

organizations can help immigrants to maintain a sense of certainty by aoaisens
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validating familiar norms and values from the country of origin (Kosic, Kruglanski
Pierro, & Mannetti, 2004; Mullin & Hogg, 1999). Certainty is an important motivation
for group identification, particularly for low-status groups (Reid & Hogg, 2085)
second way that immigrants can manage a lack of intergroup certaintgupgrting
the U.S. status hierarchy (Overbeck et al., 2004). In particular, by englhegher-
status outgroups favorably, immigrants affirm the social system that@sposense of
structure and order on their new society. These different ways of estadplistargroup
certainty — turning to an ingroup or selective perceptions of the outgroup context —
parallel the different social creativity strategies immigranéstasnanage low status. In
both cases social categories can fulfill psychological functions by imdaingergroup
means. These strategies also indicate that immigrants can manageuptergtainty in
ways that affirm the clear meanings and structures of the two differeatieset their
country of origin and their country of residence. They can restore meaning about one
social location by emphasizing their place in another.

A great deal should depend on how immigrants perceive the intergroup context. |
proposed that the way that immigrants manage their intergroup certainty, and its
implications for intergroup relations, depends on their beliefs about how the U.S.
hierarchy operates and their position in it. One common notion regarding the status
hierarchy in the United States is meritocracy, the idea that by workidgihdividual
group members can improve their position (McCoy & Major, 2006). Meritocracy can be
particularly salient for immigrants who arrive in the new country ekpgto achieve
some version of the “American Dream.” In fact the results of this study $tadwirst-

generation immigrants endorse meritocracy to a greater degree than dao these
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second generation. In a society in which individual outcomes are often tied to race,
language, and documented status, however, a belief in meritocracy may loét thffic
sustain. To do so, and to re-establish a sense of intergroup certainty, | expected that
immigrants would strengthen their ties with immigrant organizationh, twéir familiar
norms and values from the country of origin.

Whether favoring outgroups affords a way to establish a clear sense of one’s plac
in the world depends on one’s position in it. Group members adhere to the social systems
that impose certainty and order on the world by valuing outgroups at their pinnacle.
Immigrants to New York City, however, enter a context with multiple outgroinosev
status is not always clear cut. Some groups, such as Whites, clearlydtastahuis.

The status of other groups may be less clear. Immigrants may disage@guie,
about whether their groups’ status compared to African Americans is high, egtiial
low. | expected that the relationship between intergroup certainty and outgitugeatt
would depend on perceived status. Favoring groups that are perceived to have higher
status would be related to greater intergroup certainty. Favoring Whites, Mthought
would be seen as having clearly higher status, would be tied to a greater sense of
intergroup certainty because it reaffirms the existing social higraf€éavoring African
Americans, whose status position is more ambiguous, would only affirm the social
system (and be tied to greater certainty) when their relative statysared to
immigrants was seen as high. Thus, | expected that the implications fgronger
relations of how immigrants manage intergroup certainty — specifically thei

identification with ethnically-relevant organizations that foster colleaction and their
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attitudes towards native-born outgroups — depends on their perceptions of the intergroup
context.

The results of the study consistently supported these predictions. Ethnically-
relevant organizations were a source of intergroup certainty for Domimcakaxican
immigrants who endorsed meritocracy. This suggests that immigrants join these
organizations not only as a source of respect, or to “bracket” their low stahes
United States, but also to help them establish a familiar place in the new cduatsp.
suggests, perhaps somewhat ironically, that immigrants may enter the UiGalpigna
by joining organizations that re-establish the familiar norms and valuesroédbetry
of origin.

Intergroup certainty was also linked to more favorable evaluations of higher-
status groups. With respect to Whites, compared to whom nearly all immigrants
perceived having lower group status, this resulted in a main effect. Favorings\\hit
higher-status outgroup, reaffirmed the social hierarchy that imposes order corldhe w
With respect to African Americans, compared to whom immigrants dishgherit their
status, this resulted in moderation. Evaluating African Americans wasl liokgreater
certainty only when immigrants thought that their status compared to the grelpwa
This shows that it is not the group itself that helps immigrants gain a seres¢agity
about their place, but it is the position that group occupies. Order is restored by honoring
groups that occupy high-status positions. This work shows that the same psyehologi
processes that influence the relationship between intergroup certainty andugergr
attitudes can be applied to multiple outgroups — an important point as our societies

increase in diversity. That these effects were so large also suggesds ldest among



108

immigrants, intergroup certainty is an extremely important predictatefgroup
attitudes. These attitudes may serve as the foundation for future intergroopselat
ranging from cross-group alliances and cooperation to intergroup antagonism and
conflict.
Immigration and intergroup certainty

The results of this research complement those of another study on immigration
and epistemic motives. Kosic et al. (2004) examined how need for cognitive closure, a
dispositional intolerance for uncertainty, was related to immigrants’tacation
strategies. In samples from three different countries, they found tha&netegroup
orientation at entry (i.e., whether immigrants interacted mostly withrooestor native-
born members of their new country) moderated the relationship between need for
cognitive closure and acculturation. As in the research presented here,aimayeek
certainty management strategies linked to immigrants’ societies af and residence.
Immigrants with a low tolerance for ambiguity cleaved to whichever gtoeypwere
closest to on entry. If they were surrounded by co-ethnics, they showed aneidcreas
tendency to favor their country of origin group. If they were surrounded by members of
the host society, they embraced views related to that group. Kosic et al.’s (ad0w)st
offer parallel support for the importance of intergroup certainty in how inamigr
engage with their new society. However, my results add to this earlieimeeveral
ways.

First, the research presented here focused on the migration of Dominicans and
Mexicans to New York City, where a large number of co-ethnics are present.

Furthermore, | sampled from ethnically-relevant organizations, all butragsbat the
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country of origin is an important reference group for participants. One wopkatex

then, based on the work described above, that immigrants would establish a sense of
certainty by identifying with groups tied to their country of origin. Indeedetlseclear
evidence for this pattern. However, | also found, in contrast to what Kosic et al. (2004)
might predict, that immigrants established a sense of certainty bymeagithe U.S.

social hierarchy and evaluating native-born outgroups favorably. This suggesistthat
kinds of strategies — those that involve turning to the country of origin and those that
involve turning to the country of residence — are present among immigrants with a
country of origin reference group.

Indeed, this pattern was evident in Kosic et al.’s (2004) work as well. Among
immigrants who had a high need for cognitive closure there were cleszredites in
preferences for turning to the ethnic or host group only, depending on referencatgroup
entry. However, among immigrants with both reference-group orientatiorcdyratat
to boththe country of origirandthe country of residence was also evident. In fact, it was
the favored strategy for those with a co-ethnic reference group upon entry.ddébat
this mean? Along with the research presented here, it suggests that teaahffer
between certainty management strategies that focus on the country of orsgis ve
residence may be overstated and that most immigrants likely use st albegidraw on
both groups.

Second, the dependent measures used in this study have clearer intergroup
implications than those used in the previous work. Whereas acculturation measures
simply show a general affinity for ethnic and national groups, the measeddere are

more specific antecedents of immigrants’ intergroup behaviors. Moving beyoodahat
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affinities, | examined immigrants’ identification with specific ettally-relevant
organizations that can serve as the foundation for collective action and thaileattit
towards different outgroups in the country of origin. This latter point is extyemel
important in diverse societies such as the United States. It is not cleastéorce,
whether “becoming American” would result in more or less positive views rafahf
Americans. On one hand, the group might be seen as a co-national subgroup. On the
other hand, “American” has been synonymous with discrimination against people of
African descent for centuries. To understand the intergroup implications of iamtsgr
identity management strategies, it seems best to use more specificanedsititudes
towards and identifications with various societal subgroups than with a gesiegbry
whose meaning is likely to vary substantially across those groups.
Ingroup identification and outgroup attitudes

In addition to the similarities and contrasts between this work and the only other
study to examine the uncertain position of immigrants in their new society rdsests
have several additional implications. First, they show that research on intergroup
certainty must differentiate between its effects on ingroup identdicand outgroup
derogation (or attitudes; Brewer, 1999). Research on uncertainty reductiomawvit
social identity perspective has primarily emphasized the importancerotipgas
sources of certainty (Grieve, & Hogg, 1999; Mullin & Hogg, 1999). The present findings
clearly support this position. However, much of the work in uncertainty reduction has
also emphasized that intergroup discrimination could result from the same psocess
(Grieve & Hogg, 1999). This proposition is not supported by the current results.

Consistent with a system justification perspective (Jost & Banaji, 1994; JbstnR &
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Carvallo, 2002), immigrants appear motivated to evaluate higher-status outgroups
favorably in order to affirm the existing social hierarchy and impose ordéreosocial
world. These processes, which have different implications for immigrantcpblit
behavior, operate independently of one another (the correlations between idemtificati
with ethnically-relevant organizations and attitudes towards African itares and
Whites are(187)=.07,nsandr(187)=.00,ns respectively).

Immigrants establish feelings of certainty in ways that increasééidbod of
their participating in social change (i.e., by identifying with ethnyeadlevant
organizations) or in ways that are likely to decrease it (i.e., evaluating {sigtes
outgroups favorably). Future research should examine when and why immigrants make
use of each of these strategies, whether they are used in conjunction or sejpactéle
effects they have on intergroup behavior. One important factor to consider in future
research, as suggested by Reid and Hogg (2005), is the ideological environment of the
group in question. They argue that because collective action can decreasty edrtat
where a group stands in society, organizations may be most effective in pigpamiton
when they outline strong ideologies that define intergroup relations in cleer aed
include specific reasons and actions for changing the status quo. For instance,
fundamentalist organizations may be successful in organizing action in partedoteaus
combine the drive for change with rigid ideological orientation that combats the
uncertainty raised by fighting for change. Organizations also may b&oahlebilize
action and fight for social change by framing outgroup relations in differeygt. wdome

ethnically-relevant organizations may promote cooperation with higaerssoutgroups,
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viewing them positively, whereas others may promote collective action atigens
viewing them more negatively (Hopkins & Kahani-Hopkins, 2006).

Consider the following two organizational narratives as an illustration. The firs
comes from a newsletter from a Dominican organization in New York City. The
newsletter begins with letters, in English and Spanish, from the executivediteet
chairperson, and the co-chairperson. The chairperson and co-chairperson frame the
organization as a refuge against uncertainty. They write,

“[The organization] places a significant emphasis on family. . .Today, we

live in a complex and dangerous world. Many of the issues our

communities are confronted with daily leave them with a sense of

alienation and hopelessness. [We] provid[e] the families of the

community with workshops, classes, and support groups where they can

express their concerns and feelings and receive the information and advice

they need.”

This quote emphasizes how organizations help immigrants manage a complicate
and threatening world by offering them familiar (literally) norms arldes such as
family, as well as informational and social support. In addition to portrayirjdtsa
bastion against an uncertain world, the organization also frames attitudes toward
members of outgroups. After thanking a list of contributors and volunteers, the executive
director writes,

“They have helped our community regardless of our ethnic backgrounds.

Whether our community is made up of Hispanics, African Americans,

Whites, or Asians, or whatever our sexual orientation may be, these

wonderful people have identified great needs in our community and would

like to take action to make things better.”

This quote emphasizes the positive contributions of members of societal

outgroups to the community and identifies them as a source of community improvement.

Interestingly, Dominican identity is not mentioned, nor is the need for the conyrtwnit
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unite in collective action. Rather, status improvement is depicted as beirtgtitiby
other groups in society.

Other organizations, however, define the basis for collective action in a very
different way, while still emphasizing the functions that they serve for chawi
immigrants. The mission statement of a local Mexican organization reads,

“The [organization] responds to those needs by organizing Mexicans to

defend their human rights, educate them concerning these rights, as well

as foster a sense of community through social, economic, and cultural
activities. Additionally, [the organization’s] monthly publication serves to
inform members about their rights, services that [the organizational] and
other organizations in the city can offer them, and empowers their

Mexican identity. Clearly immigrants know that the [organization] is here

to serve them.”

Similar to the previous quote, this mission statement emphasizes how the
organization meets members’ needs by establishing an ethnically-basedmgmrin
contrast to the previous example, however, it also strongly emphasizes immiugadts
to “defend their human rights”, implying that these rights have been violated, and to
“empower their Mexican identity,” implying that it is through this ethriyeedlevant
identity that immigrants can raise their political voice. Thus, while thesedifferent
organizations both emphasize the ways that they meet members’ needblghesgea
familiar community, they differ in whether they favor outgroups and see the gtionio
as a platform for collective action. Such organizational frames may provide the

ideological context that does or does not link the functions of organizational

identification to the form of political participation and intergroup conflict.

Conceptualizing group status
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A second important theoretical implication of this research concerns how group
status has been conceptualized in social identity theory. Generally thehiasory
conceptualized group status as a fixed element of the social environment. Some groups
have high status because they have objectively greater access to remadirces
opportunities and face fewer challenges such as stereotypes and devaluati@nis T
little doubt that groups differ in terms of their status on objective charaieriStudies
that have viewed status this way have often been based on two-group models (e.qg.,
Blacks and Whites in the United States, Catholics and Protestants in Iralakel amd
Dutch in the Netherlands). As a result of immigration, however, many societies
(including all of those mentioned above) are composed of more than two ethnic and/or
religious groups. As is the case in this research, whereas status corosan®e groups
may be relatively unambiguous (e.g., Whites in the United States, Dutch in the
Netherlands), status compared to other groups may be less clear (e.gn Afneacans
and Latinos in the United States). In such cases, it may be worthwhile taneXagni
theories of status relations between groups. Consistent with this approachcahetori
psychologists drawing on the social identity perspective have examinedtynajor
minority status (which they link as much to power as numerical representation) as
something that groups achieve rather than something that is an empirical given
(Stevenson, Condor, & Abell, 2007). The findings from this study suggest that while
intergroup status may be an interactional accomplishment, its effects g@mnaoter
relations may be similar across settings once it is set.

Understanding intergroup certainty
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Future research could improve our understanding of intergroup certainty. The
results reported in this study conform to experimental findings that uncematit/ates
group identification. At the same, it extends this research outside the labdaaidtire
minimal group paradigm), distinguishing between ingroup identification and outgroup
attitudes and suggesting important ideological and status moderators of thagkiat
between certainty and intergroup attitudes.

This research, furthermore, reports initial evidence for the internal andtpedic
validity of a new measure of intergroup certainty. Previous work has maegbula
certainty primarily in terms of the clarity and familiarity of expegital procedures and
outcomes, making field research on the topic difficult. For instance, uncertasritgda
induced by leading people to believe that their attitudes and beliefs may brecehcor
(Mullin & Hogg, 1999), by asking them to complete confusing tasks that are unr@ated t
the rest of the study in which they are participating (e.g., NASA survisidtklogg &
Grieve, 1999), or by increasing the complexity of an estimation task (Reid & Hogg
2005). In this study, intergroup certainty was conceptualized as an individeatddé
variable derived from one’s experience with a given social context. Inyartiack of
certainty was theorized to derive from the very experience of imnmogrétrough which
the validity of an individual’s ideological beliefs, the applicability of grogoms, and
certainty of their group’s position in society all become unclear. This nsmadargely
theoretical proposition, however. The source of immigrants’ lack of certainty tisout
groups’ position in society as well as the relationship between this variablenand ot
potentially similar individual difference measures such as social dominaeogation

(Pratto, Sidanius, Stallwort, & Malle, 1994) and need for cognitive closure Ig€slg &
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Webster, 1996) remain to be explored. In addition, it remains to be seen whether and
how intergroup certainty, as | have described it here, differs from moezaieed

feelings of subjective uncertainty manipulated in research on social ydesarch
(Grieve & Hogg, 1999; Mullin & Hogg, 1999; Reid & Hogg, 2005) or, even more
broadly, social cognition (see Anan, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2009 for an example of the
relationship between uncertainty and emotion more generally).

Our understanding of intergroup certainty in the context of immigration and other
cases of rapid social change brought about by globalization and demaoatiaticiz
(Kinnvall, 2004) could be improved by answering the following three questions. First,
how does intergroup certainty relate to other personality and/or individuakdite
measures with which it shares theoretical ground? Overbeck et al. (2004) haastexigg
that people high in social dominance orientation may have a greater needdiotycert
about the social structure and their place in it. Intergroup certainty should ailskele |
to need for cognitive closure, which represents a dispositional intolerancethiguasn
(Webster & Kruglanski, 1994). To demonstrate both convergent and discriminant
validity with these personality variables, intergroup certainty must be slwkavée
unique effects even when these other constructs are controlled.

Second, how is intergroup certainty similar to or different from more gérextal
feelings of subjective uncertainty? In social psychology uncertainty esabn
described as an aversive state in which one lacks the information necessasstriact a
meaningful and predictable world (Anan, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2009; Hogg & Mullin,
1998; Knight, 1921). This general definition matches its operationalization in most

experimental research, where manipulations include unfamiliar stimulperimental
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procedures (Grieve & Hogg, 1999; Jetten, Hogg, & Mullin, 2000; Mullin & Hogg, 1999;
Reid & Hogg, 2005). However the causes of uncertainty can often be found in broader
social forces. Theorists have argued that uncertainty can result fromzitbalthat
ruptures traditional systems of meaning (Kinnvall, 2004), social turmoil marked by
widespread disagreement about important issues, or a lack of recognition for ame’s ow
identity (Grieve & Hogg, 1999). One key question for future research is whetker the
social forces give rise to similar forms of subjective uncertaintig@setmanipulated in
experimental research. In the laboratory, participants are maderuainbes the

operation of a minimal group context or novel stimulus. In the outside world, people are
unsure of who they are, where they stand, or what they believe. It may be dkat the
types of uncertainty differ only as a matter of degree. However, they smpal
gualitatively different. Additional research in non-minimal contexts is requd sort

out this question.

One difference in forms of certainty, which | have begun to address in this
research, is whether they operate at the individual or group level. A growing body of
social psychological research has shown that various perceptions (e.gcygHina
emotions (e.g., anger and guilt) operate at both the individual and group levelsgacki
Smith, 2004)). The consequences of these emotions depend on the level at which they
operate. For instance, collective anger at group-based deprivatioked to support for
collective action, whereas personal anger and individual-level deprivation is not
(Runciman, 1966; Smith & Ortiz, 2002). Similarly, a lack of certainty aboutevbres’s

group stands in society may be a more reliable predictor of intergroup behavior and
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attitudes than a feeling of personal uncertainty, which may be more predictinge
interpersonal than intergroup level.

Third, what are the necessary and sufficient conditions to give rise to intergroup
uncertainty among immigrants and other groups that are experiencing rapld soc
change? | have suggested that, for immigrants, a lack of intergroup cestamg/from
their participation in an unfamiliar status hierarchy, in which the meaningaiiog $or
their group identity is unclear. | offer no direct evidence, however, that thesa@undit
are the causes of intergroup uncertainty in this study. In future resgavdl be
important to test whether having one’s collective identity miscategorized or
unrecognized, being exposed to an unfamiliar status hierarchy, or being exposed to ne
cultural practices can decrease feelings of intergroup certainty.

Answering these three questions could lend additional support to my theoretical
proposition that intergroup certainty is derived from the social context aedsdifobm
more generalized feelings of uncertainty. Specifically, evidence that ieca
systematically manipulated by varying people’s experiences with howsathigorize
them or where their group stands in society, while controlling for individual diéese
such as social dominance orientation and need for cognitive closure, would support the
idea that intergroup uncertainty is derived from the social context and nothledoci
personality. In addition, evidence that it differs between high and low icestdr that
it produces unique effects above and beyond the effects of subjective uncertainty would
add to the construct’s discriminant validity. These are all promising linesttoef
research.

Immigrant generation, meritocracy, and intergroup attitudes
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One last aspect of the results that warrants further consideratias telat
immigrant generation. Mean analyses showed that 1.5 and second generationritamigra
had less favorable attitudes toward White Americans and endorsed meritessathah
their first-generation counterparts. What explains these findings? Sgepachtion
immigrants — particularly immigrants of color living in low-income, urbamginieorhoods
— face a combination of rising expectations and sinking opportunities. Their exposure to
U.S. media, schools, and peers leads them to develop different expectations about their
standard of living in the United States (Gans, 1992). They may not be willing or able to
work the same hours, in the same conditions, or in the same industries than their parents
whose expectations were shaped by life in the country of origin (Gans, 1992). At the
same time, their opportunities are limited by their low-income communifiassey &
Denton, 1993) and race-based discrimination (Waters, 1999) and the attendadht limite
opportunities and surveillance. This combination of rising expectations and shrinking
opportunities may lead them to reject ideologies of individual mobility such as
meritocracy and to feel alienated — and perhaps excluded — from White, middle cla
society.

Furthermore, as a result of factors such as their presence in U.S. schools
interactions with police and the social service system, and greatetyfeuih English,
1.5- and second-generation immigrants may have greater (though not great)withta
native-born Whites than their first-generation counterparts. This is untikélg high-
quality contact and certainly not equal-status contact (Allport, 1954). Immigrants
color, in particular, face discrimination and devaluation from Whites and observe Whit

privilege firsthand. Compared to those in the first generation, second-y@méitina/o
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immigrant college students in New York City believe that Whites view greup less
favorably (Wiley, Perkins, & Deaux, unpublished data). As a result of this iecreas
exposure, they may develop less warm attitudes toward the group.

It is also possible that immigrants’ beliefs about meritocracy ariddsds towards
Whites are influenced by secondhand accounts. Second-generation Mexicans in New
York City, in particular, have relatively high levels of contact with Afriéamericans
(Smith, 2005), a group that has been shown to endorse meritocracy less than others in the
United States and who have experienced several centuries of discrimination and
oppression at Whites’ hands. To the extent that immigrants establish relatiomiships
the African-American community, their attitudes towards Whites andfbeh
meritocracy may come to reflect similar views. In addition, 1.5 and secowmdagi®n
immigrants’ attitudes may also be influenced by their observations of tmentga
experience in the United States. Viewing their parents’ advancemeneatmdent
through the lens of their own expectations and experience in the United Statesdnay
them to sour on their endorsement of meritocracy and evaluation of higher-status groups

Generational differences in immigrants’ attitudes towards Whites iarited
States and endorsement meritocracy also interacted with immigetmigity and
gender. This suggests that key differences within immigrant gereyare based on the
intersecting disadvantages and privileges afforded immigrants occupyerguiifsocial
positions. For instance, cooler attitudes towards Whites were more pronounced amon
the Dominican than the Mexican second generation, likely reflecting therfgmoups’
higher exposure to race-based discrimination (Bailey, 2001). In addition, lower

endorsement of meritocracy in the second generation was more pronounced among
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women than men, perhaps suggesting that women’s opportunities for mobility in the
United States may be limited by gender as well as race. Whilettentstudy cannot
address these possibilities, they are promising lines for future research.
Representativeness of participants and organizations

Participants

There are clear benefits to having conducted this research in a community sampl
and allowing participants to complete the questionnaire in either Spanish or English
Segments of the Dominican and Mexican communities that would not have been reached
by sampling English-speaking college students participated in this studct,
sampling English-speaking college students alone would have excluded theynodjori
Dominicans and Mexicans in New York City, as only 27.8% of Dominicans and 8.2% of
Mexicans ages 18-24 are enrolled in bachelor’s degree programs (Stone, 200, Furt
although it is difficult to know what proportion of Dominicans and Mexicans do not
speak English, data from the 2005 American Community Survey indicates that only
67.4% of Dominicans and 56.8 % of Mexicans speak English “well” or better (Barrera-
Tobon, 2005). At best, then, sampling from English-speaking college students excludes a
significant proportion of Dominicans and Mexicans and, at worst, it excludes most of
them.

There are also limitations to the sample recruited for this study, whac is
representative of the Dominican and Mexican communities in New York Saydole.
First and most important, participants were recruited from ethnicallyameie
organizations. People who participate in these organizations are likely tdfrdiffethe

population at large in a number of ways that are relevant to collectivéydamd
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political mobilization. They are likely to be more identified with théimé group than
immigrants who do not participate in organizations, for instance. People wh#r hig

levels of ethnic identification are more likely to participate in collectieton on their

group’s behalf (Deaux, Reid, Martin, & Bikmen, 2006; de Weerd & Klandermans, 1991;
Lalonde & Cameron, 1993; Simon, et al., 1998; Veenstra & Haslam, 2000) and are more
likely to stick with their group and even increase commitment in the face atdl{eeg.
perceiving low group status; Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1997). Both of thess fac

may decrease the generalizability of these results to immigréwatslovnot participate in
ethnically-relevant organizations.

At the same time, it should be noted that many participants were not extremely
active members of the organizations. Respondents were only moderatelyaedemitfi
their organizations on average, many described themselves as only malcasmbers,
and many had participated in their organization for a year or less. In reaity,ohthe
“members” recruited to participate in this research see the organgais a source of
services more than as a way to enact their ethnic identity. While the otgarsza this
study started primarily with the mission to promote Dominican or Mexialare or to
improve the lives of Dominicans and Mexicans in New York City as well as in thei
countries of origin, most have added to their mission over the years in an effoddb attr
grant funding. Organizations now offer English classes, citizenship sereigaksahd
tax assistance, and tutoring. Many participants were recruited whileveieg for such
services, participated in classes, or when they came to pick up their childrerufnoral c
events. Therefore, it should not be assumed that the participants in this research are

hardened activists. This diversity of organizational participation and idatitin



123

mitigates somewhat against threats to external validity thatfesiserecruiting
participants from community organizations. This is not to say that the sample is
representative or that random sampling would not have improved the study’s external
validity. It is only to point out that the study represents an improvement over otler soc
psychological research on immigrants that is conducted with college Stuaaehthat the
restricted range of the sample is not as extreme as it initiallyaegppe

In order to understand the immigrants’ political incorporation into the United
States, a focus on members of ethnically-relevant organizations may alsorablde
from a theoretical perspective. It is uncommon for immigrants to enteccpati their
own. Since Thomas and Znaecki’'s (1918/1920) landmark study of Polish immigrants,
social scientists have recognized the importance of ethnically-based atgarsan
immigrants’ acculturation to their new societies. As such, a focus on thehstiat
these organizations serve for their members and the ways members areechabtizle-
mobilized makes an important contribution to the understanding of immigrant politics
even if it does not generalize to entire immigrant communities.

Sampling members of ethnically-relevant organizations may also baluesir
from the perspective of social identity theory. Reicher and colleageesh@R, Haslam,
& Hopkins, 2005; Reicher & Hopkins, 2001) have argued that far from being social
givens, collective identities — their boundaries and their content — are yactwvesitructed
by “entrepreneurs of identity” to further political projects and mobilio&igrmembers
toward their goals. Ethnically-relevant organizations can serve as ydemtiepreneurs
in immigrant communities. In this respect, they are the perfect locatioidh wo

understand the role of collective identity in social change. By understahdingpact
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on political mobilization of how members of these organizations frame olg'gr
position in society, we may learn about more general processes of hovivellec
identities are constructed by identity entrepreneurs to achieveispetifical ends. In
this study, for instance, we can see the different political implicatiotiedfifferent
ways in which members of immigrant organizations manage their low status a
uncertain position in society. By emphasizing intragroup respect, groups empower
members and mobilize collective action. In contrast, by emphasizing aiternat
dimensions of comparison, ways in which the group is good apart from economic status,
they achieve inverse effects. Similarly, immigrant groups may raelaind/or de-
mobilize their members by managing uncertainty in different ways. Wheibare
manage uncertainty by emphasizing how organizations can give a sense ofestdtur
order to the world, they can further collective action goals. In contragtiitag

diminish collective action goals when they manage uncertainty by evaluagimegy-hi
status outgroups positively, reaffirming the existing status systémaseTldifferent ways
of managing low status and uncertainty are tied to very different views dl#tienship
between groups in society and very different forms of political mobilizatio
Understanding their dynamics may go beyond the psychology of immigrant @tyamsz
to the psychology of social change.

It is worth noting, however, the ways in which the sample of this study differs
demographically from the overall Dominican and Mexican communities in New Yor
City. Not only does it allow an assessment of the generalizability dihttags, it also
speaks to the question of who participates in Dominican and Mexican organizations. One

way this sample differs from the Dominican and Mexican communities in New Qity
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overall concerns immigrant generation. There was a higher proportion ohfiaig
(first-generation) respondents in this research than in the Dominican ancalMexi
communities in New York City at large (Caro-Lopez, 2005). This may beddathe

age distribution of the communities. Sixty-seven percent of domestic-born (second
generation) Mexicans and 60% of domestic-born Dominicans were 14 years of age o
younger as of 2005 (Caro-Lopez, 2005). Because | only recruited participants veho we
18 years of age and older, this means that the majority of second-generation Bxasninic
and Mexicans in New York City were not eligible to participate in this stiaygure
research on social creativity and political incorporation among immigrants could be
improved by placing a greater emphasis on second-generation immigrdnt jojist a

few years this cohort has the potential to reshape the politics New York Qiyfact is

not lost on the community organizations who participated in this research. Of the seven
groups included in this study, four have active youth organizing programs.

The participants in this study also differed from the Dominican and Mexican
communities overall with respect to gender. Although the greater proportion of
Dominican than Mexican women in the sample reflects the greater proportion of
Dominican women (at least in the first generation) overall in New York CityofCar
Lopez, 2005), women are still oversampled in this study. One consequence of
oversampling women and first-generation immigrants is that it makescudtito fully
explore how the results with respect to gender and social creativity opifatently
among Dominicans and Mexicans. This is an important limitation because we know
from other research that Dominican and Mexican communities differ wipectt

gender ideologies. Compared to Mexican society, Dominican society tends $8 be le
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patriarchal. For instance, Massey et al. (2006) found that the rates ahkegages
among Mexican women (81.1%) were nearly double that of Dominican women (45.1%),
whereas the rates of consensual unions were almost five times as high among&omini
(26.3%) compared to Mexican (5.4%) women. Differences in gender ideology influence
which Dominican and Mexican women come to the United States, who they come with,
and why they come. These differences can also influence the degree to whighdne
women make use of particular social creativity strategies. It iy likat women from
more patriarchal societies will idealize cultural values related tdyféamd thus favor
alternative dimensions of comparison) to a greater extent than those frontriesshzd
societies. All of these differences can lead to different patterns of @biitcorporation
among men and women from the two groups. Such questions of intersectionality
(Mahlingham et al., 2008) should be tackled more directly in the future.
Organizations

It is also important to consider the theoretical implications of the types of
ethnically-relevant organizations that were included in this researchifiSgsc none
of the sampled organizations was a hometown association, the most common form
among Mexicans (Portes et al., 2007; Smith, 2005). Because of their small size and
informal character, such organizations can be difficult to contact. Hometown
associations represented just 5.5% of Portes et al.’s (2007) sample, for instante, despi
the fact that their own inventory pegged their proportion as 63.8% of Mexican
organizations. All of the organizations included in this study can be identified as
civic/cultural, which Portes et al. estimate represent about 45% of Dominican

organizations and 7 % of Mexican organizations nationally and are more involved in



127

U.S.-based political activities than other groups. Because the primaryoficitis
research was on U.S.-based political incorporation, the choice of such graugs see
appropriate. It should be noted, however, that U.S.-centered political behavior does not
exclude transnational behaviors because most organizations engage in a mticaf pol
involvement in the United States and the country of origin.

From a psychological perspective, civic/cultural organizations may dhifer
other kinds of groups such as hometown associations, economic organizations,
professional associations, and exclusively social service agencies in teh@s o
functions they serve for their members. Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi, and Cotting (1999) found
evidence for seven different functions of identity, each related to diffenshd kif
groups. Some groups served individual needs like self-insight, understanding, and
downward social comparison. Some served interpersonal needs like socialiamteract
and romantic involvement. Others served group-level needs like collectivestsdm,
ingroup cooperation, and intergroup comparison and competition. Johnson, Crawford,
Sherman, Rutchick, Hamilton, Ferreira, and Petrocelli (2006) also found thatrdiffere
kinds of groups fulfilled different functions. Small intimacy groups like fe®ibr clubs
were characterized by high levels of interaction and entitativity antedl&ffilliation
needs; task groups like unions or trade associations were characterizgld tbgdrees of
interaction and cooperation among members and fulfilled achievement needs; ahd soci
category groups like race and gender were long lasting, had impermeable bowrthries
fulfilled identity needs. Going beyond the work of Deaux et al. (1999) and Johnson et al.
(2006), Aharpour and Brown (2002) have shown that the functions endorsed by groups

influence the relationship between identification and group bias. Groups that emaphasi
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interdependence, for instance, show a strong relationship between levelsibtadiemt
and outgroup stereotyping. In other words, different kinds of groups fulfill different
kinds of needs among their members and are related to different forms of intergroup
relations.

What functions do different immigrant organizations fulfill”? Economic
organizations and professional associations would appear to be most like task groups in
Johnson et al.’s (2007) taxonomy, and thus related to achievement needs. Hometown
associations would appear to be most like intimacy groups and related to belonging
needs. Agencies that exclusively provide social service may not be seen aat glup
any more than a hospital or a tax agency is seen as a group.

Cultural/civic organizations have elements of various group types, and thus fulfill
a variety of functions for their members. Because they are based utigelidentities,
they can fulfill identity needs similar to those fulfilled by sociakgatry groups. Indeed,
the organizations with which | worked emphasized the value of social category
membership. Mexican organizations offered traditional dance classes, orgaeized e
to venerate the Virgin of Guadalupe, and celebrated Dia de los Muertos. Dominican
organizations offered classes in merengue, held prayer vigils, and namguidgeams
after important national icons like the Mirabal sisters. At the same timke woicial
category groups, their boundaries are permeable. Whereas immigrantsveay ha
difficulty exiting Dominican or Mexican social categories, they wouldehétie
difficulty leaving an organization. In fact, the results presented here denterisata for

many, organizational membership is transitory.
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For active members, however, civic/cultural organizations also function like
intimacy groups, fulfilling needs for affiliation and respect that mayloate members
against some of the ontological uncertainties of living in a new society (Kinnvall,.2004)
For example, | attended an organizing meeting of a Dominican organizaticamimakan
composed of people who were part of each other’s churches and families, or who were
from the same hometown. The topic of the meeting was deportation. Chairs were
arranged in a circle and each member spoke of a friend or family member who had been
deported. Members cried as they spoke and the other attendees were there to support
them, giving hugs and commiserating, offering resources and support. The tone of the
meeting was so familial, so intimate, that | felt embarrassed to be #isafd had walked
unannounced into someone’s apartment and sat down at their kitchen table as their famil
discussed their anxieties and hopes. In fact, the results of this study deradmsiréte
intimacy that | observed within organizations interacts with the sociedjaat threats
outside them. It is the high degrees of interaction and familiarity thatgheses afford
that allows immigrants to use them as resources by which to manage thtbats t
impermeable social category memberships.

Civic and cultural organizations are also related to achievement functions. Most
have paid staff that work together and with volunteers to write grants, plas, raficd
organize new recruits. Within organizations, members achieve individual goalgssuc
gaining citizenship or learning a new language, as well as collggiale, such as
engaging in coordinated action to garner more favorable citizenship and laborsgdolicie
the group. Itis indicative of this achievement function that organizationaifidatibn

is linked to perceptions of group efficacy. Research on collective action with more
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general social category groups has found no such relationship (van Zomeren,&pears
Leach, 2008).

Part of the importance of immigrant civic and cultural organizations may be i
their ability to fulfill multiple functions for different members and at diéiet points in
one’s organizational career. At the same time, the analysis of immagrenand
cultural organizations blurs some of the boundaries between group types outlined by
Johnson et al. (2007), showing that, at least for experiencing devaluation and uncertainty
based on the groups they belong to, social category groups may provide the foundation
for intimacy and task groups.

This is not to say that we should forgo an analysis of the different kinds of
functions that groups serve. As | suggested above, the kinds of functions groups serve
may be central to the processes that drive collective action. For ins&eseaach with
social category groups has shown that level of group identification modérates
antecedents of collective action (van Zomeren, Spears, & Leach, 2008). liror hig
identifiers group-based anger increases action support, whereas for loweadegtdup
efficacy increases support. This makes sense in the context of a group thdetiaesdktt
to-face interaction and in which members do not have the opportunity to work together
on a regular basis. People will only feel angry about the group’s position if it is
important to their identity. People who do not identify with the group will only work on
its behalf when it looks like things could go well and the group could benefit them as
individuals. In groups that are based on social category memberships bgdiszraé
affiliative and achievement functions, however, the relationship between gfficac

identity, and action may be quite different. As the results in this study suggest,
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identifying with such groups can increase the sense that the group can asicaspli
goals, bolstering support for collective action.

What is important to note is that this study focused on one kind of immigrant
organization that fulfills a range of functions for its members. It should notdeeted
that other kinds of immigrant organizations that fulfill fewer or different tions —
professional associations, social service agencies, etc. — will $utfilar needs, nor
should it be assumed that a focus on civic/cultural groups exhausts the list afrfsincti
that immigrant organizations serve for their communities.

Potential limitations

Although the results of this study offer clear support for the hypotheses,lsevera
potential limitations should be considered in evaluating the conclusions and inirigsig
future research. Foremost among these are the cross-sectional natuaesighge
which makes causal inference impossible, and several aspects of the suiyepioes
implementation within an immigrant population in New York City. In this section, |
consider each issue.

Causal Inference

The mediation and moderation models presented in this cross-sectional study
cannot establish causal direction among the variables. For instance, the moderati
models related to intragroup respect and organizational identification could ripeated
in the light of group protoypicality. Under conditions of low-group status, for instance,
highly-identified group members might receive more respect from tiggioup because
they are seen as more prototypical (Hains, Hogg, & Duck, 1997). Similarly, enen m

receive more respect from the ingroup than women because they are seen as more
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prototypical members (Purdie-Vaughns & Eibach, 2008). However, there is also
experimental evidence supporting the interpretation made in this study,dbpt gr
identification can be a source of intragroup respect for members who fettldingfroup
is devalued in society (Branscombe, Spears, Ellemers, & Doosje, 2002; Simon &
Sturmer, 2003).

High identifiers may also be less likely to rationalize the position of theogr
under conditions of threat and thus more likely to engage in action on the group’s behalf.
This is a potential alternative explanation for the relationship between orgamétat
identification and favoring alternative comparison dimensions. It is alsthjsogsat
supporting and participating in collective action gives people a strongercfegreelp
efficacy, increasing their identification with activist groups and aestng their need to
rationalize their group’s position (Drury & Reicher, 2005). In all of theses;a
additional experimental and longitudinal research is needed to sort out the causal
relationships among the variables.

Survey design and implementation

The survey design and implementation of this study also carry with thenalsever
limitations that are instructive for future work on collective action and withigrant
populations.

Collective action measureOne limitation related specifically to hypotheses four
and five concerns the attitudinal measure of collective action used in this.survey
Although similar measures are commonly employed in studies of collectioa ésee
van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008 for a meta-analysis), they have important

drawbacks. In this study, for example, support for collective action was quiitehd
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variability was mostly concentrated at the upper end of the scale. Thatasmlifs in
support were mostly between people who supported action somewhat and those who
supported action strongly. These findings are consistent with research on thetheor
planned behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977). Attitudinal measures, such as support for
collective action, are often overly optimistic, and they are indirectlyect® behavioral
via intentions. Behavioral intentions, such as willingness to engage in collestioe a

are more proximal predictors of behavior and are often more realistic, talorecodunt
potential contingencies of action. Using a measure of collective actiotiams might
have improved this research by offering more accurate assessments ob@axpi
behavior and also increasing variability in the measure.

Better yet would be use of a behavioral measure of collective action. Such
measures are not commonly employed in research in collective action, althokgw
Simon and colleagues (2007, 2008) and by De Weerd and Klandermans (1999) represent
notable exceptions. In cross-sectional studies such as this one, participants could be
asked to report on their past involvement in collective action. Researchers could also
utilize longitudinal designs that include both action intentions and behaviors. This would
be advantageous in several ways. First, several theories of collective actiest shgg
it may be driven, at least in part, by non-conscious processes such as deindividuation
(Postmes & Spears, 1998). Such processes may influence collective actidroapart
intentions to participate. Second, studying the relationship between action intantions
behaviors would help us to understand what sorts of structural and psychological
variables intervene in this relationship. For instance, what processedetaack group

members’ intentions to participate and how might other people find themselvés gpug
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in actions they had never planned to undertake? Third, and most importantly,
longitudinal designs using behavioral measures would address what interestecrabst
psychologists studying collective action, namely the specific behavidrsupport social
movements.

None of this is to say that the results of this study are invalidated by the use of a
attitudinal measure of collective action. Van Zomeren et al.’s recertanalgsis
(2008) found similar predictors of attitudinal, intentional, and behavioral measures of
collective action (although relationships with the former were stronger ttaionships
with the latter two). Support for collective action is also important in its ayt. r For
social movements to be successful they need the support of what Richard Nixon (1969)
called “the great silent majority” in a society. In fact a recent mofdsbcial change
conceptualizes the process as a competition between authority and minority gexups ov
the support of this majority as opposed to a two-party contest for power (SetbalS)

2008). Likely the effectiveness of social movements depends on their ability both to
mobilize a small cadre of ardent activists to take direct action as wellgas the
support of a much larger group of more passive supporters.

Survey length and levels of literacilany of the respondents remarked that the
survey, which took approximately half an hour for most to complete, was too long and
too repetitive. Even among traditional college student samples a 30-minute survey ca
cause fatigue. For a sample with lower levels of literacy and who aradegstomed to
participating in psychological research where multiple questions addressitbe s
construct (a handful of participants remarked that they had already adsestions on

the survey),fatigue is an even greater risk.
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The survey could have been designed differently to address some of the
population’s low levels of literacy. Many members of immigrant organizationsriave
had formal schooling beyond the primary level in the United States or their cofintry o
origin. A handful of potential respondents could not complete the survey because they
were not functionally literate in either English or Spanish, their firgguage being
Nahuatl or some language indigenous to what is now identified as central Mexico.
Although it is not possible for me to estimate the number of participants who could not
complete the survey for this reason, the anecdotal evidence suggests thresnimpor
points. First, although my sample excludes some participants becauseoy liter
requirements, it is a great improvement over samples of Dominicans and iMedieavn
from college populations. Therefore, despite its limitations, my sampleris m
representative of the total population than are many other studies of Latinos.

It is also important to address the methodological implications of doing social
psychological research with populations that have low levels of literacy. We must
reconsider, in some cases, our overreliance on textual methods such as questiomhaires a
experiments in which instruments and manipulations are written. So that a greater
proportion of the sampled population can participate with greater ease, futurelresea
might make use of some form of structured or semi-structured interviewimgdee.

One possible solution is to make greater use of qualitative methods for whiatylie

not required, such as interviews, focus groups, and ethnography. When research
guestions do require quantitative methods, however, we might use mixed approaches.
The ethnosurvey methodology used by Massey et al. (1987), in which interviewers are

given freedom on how to elicit a list of data points over the course of a natural
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conversation, could provide the foundation for an effective approach. For the most part
social psychologists have used these methods. But as we conduct researdaravith m
diverse communities who are not familiar with our esoteric methods, we nuastceaur
methods as well as our theories. If social psychology is serious abounhgrossi
boundaries of class and culture, such methodological questions must be given greater
weight.

Third, the reliability of my data suggests that it is possible to conduct
guestionnaire studies of large proportions of communities with low levels of education
and social capital. Although my methods did exclude some participants who were
functionally illiterate, they also included many participants with etearg levels of
education who could probably not have completed a social psychological survey in
English. Drawing on the local knowledge of Mexican and Dominican college students
and organizational leadership made this possible. In focus groups and informal
conversations, college students and organizational leaders responded to drafts of my
survey, revising instructions and scales that might give their faratigommunities
trouble. Their responses allowed me to translate the questionnaire into a language that
was more relevant, understandable, and clear to a broad range of the Dominican and
Mexican communities.

Conclusion

This research examined how Dominican and Mexican immigrants manage low-
group status and establish a sense of intergroup certainty in the United Btalkes
process of migration and acculturation, immigrants negotiate new meaningshaout t

relationship to the social world — who they are, where they stand, and what theg.belie
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This study demonstrated the consequences of different ways of maintainmggnea
specifically for immigrants’ political incorporation into the United 8¢atIn managing
low group status, for instance, immigrants find respect through ethnicalyanele
organizations, increasing their sense of empowerment and fostering suppotefdiveol
action. They also reframe the intergroup context, emphasizing domains in which thei
group compares favorably to outgroups, which in turn dampens support for collective
action. In maintaining intergroup certainty, immigrants find meaning and order i
ethnically-relevant organizations. They also affirm the social systén@ new country
by favoring high-status outgroups. Overall, the work showed that it is not enough to
understandhatimmigrants are motivated to maintain a sense of meaning in their new
context andhatthey can draw on many different resources to do so, including immigrant
organizations. To have a fuller account of immigrant political incorporation, we must
also understandowimmigrants maintain meaning — the different consequences of the
strategies they choose and why they choose the ones they do.

This research has implications in many domains. From a practical perspéctive
suggests that immigrant organizers can meet their members’ psychbtmgida, while
at the same time bolster organizational commitment and support for collextiorg ay
respecting them and emphasizing familiar norms and values. It also susjgastgies
they might avoid, such as affirming alternative dimensions of comparison, which
undermine organizational commitment and collective action. From a policy p@rspec
it suggests that ethnically-relevant organizations are not barriers tigramtnpolitical

incorporation, as some have assumed (Huntington, 2004). Rather they are the vehicle
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through which immigrants enter the political arena and become participants in U.S
democracy.

Finally, from a social psychological perspective, this research offerstansion
to work on how people maintain meaning in their lives. It shows that immigrants have
many resources on which to draw in order to maintain a positive view of their graips a
sense of certainty about where they stand in society, ranging from support from
ethnically-relevant organizations, to important values linked to the countrygaf,do
the status hierarchy in their new country. Not only is this consistent with sedty
theory’s proposition that self-esteem and certainty are two of the functiooBeative
identities (while also showing how these functions can be achieved in other ways;
Abrams & Hogg, 1988; Hogg, 2001), it also shows that meaning maintenance is plastic
(Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 2006). But the work presented here goes beyond demonstrating
that people are motivated to maintain meaning in their lives and that they are quite
flexible in doing so. It also shows that the strategies that people use to namaggtls
and uncertainty have important consequences for political behavior. These faselt

us to look at immigrant responses to low status and lack of certainty as an axtesspr



Table 1. Correlations for main study variables.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 10 11 12
1. Importance of 1
organizational identification
2. Intragroup respect 21%* 1
3. Perceived group status  -.02 .07 1
compared to African
Americans
4. Perceived group status  -.07 .07 33 1
compared to Whites
5. Favor alternative -3 .00 -.07 - 35%** 1
dimensions of comparison
6. Group Efficacy 35%% 36 .04 19* - 24%* 1
7. Collective Action Goals  .17* .16* .09 .16* -A7* S R 1
8. Intergroup Certainty A1 .09 .10 A1 -.05 A37 23** 1
9. Meritocratic Ideology .05 -.01 14* 25%xx . 3Gk A7n A3n .23%x*
10. Attitudes towards -.07 .05 -.02 .01 .07 .04 .02 22%* .02 1
African Americans
11. Attitudes towards .00 A2 .06 A3 -.04 .07 .18* 22%* .08 .38** 1
Whites
12. Attitudes towards .05 .08 -.01 -.05 .03 .02 .07 .18* .02 ABF 30 1

ingroup

Ap<.l.*p<.05 *p<.

01. ***p < .001.

6€T



Table 2a. Means and standard deviations of beliefs about position in United States Iiy,afbniration, and gender.

Group status

Ethnicity  Generation Gender African Whites Intergroup certainty Meritocracy Group efficacy
Americans

Dominican f' Women 4.10(1.37) 3.02(1.68) 5.64(1.12) 4.30(.93) 5.71(1.35)
Men 4.00(1.54) 3.12(1.90) 5.47(1.69) 4.07(.97) 4.76(1.60)

Total 4.0(1.41) 3.05(1.73) 5.59(1.30) 4.24(.94) 5.44(1.48)

1.5/2¢ Women 4.08(1.22) 2.52(1.36) 5.21(1.21) 3.50(1.18) 4.77(1.63)

Men 4.20(2.04) 2.90(1.52) 4.72(1.22) 4.11(.91) 4.93(1.48)

Total 4.11(1.47) 2.63(1.40) 5.07(1.21) 3.67(1.13) 4.81(1.57)

Total Women 4.09(1.31) 2.83(1.57) 5.48(1.16) 4.00(1.10) 5.36(1.52)

Men 4.07(1.71) 3.04(1.74) 5.19(1.55) 4.09(.93) 4.82(1.53)

Total 4.09(1.43) 2.89(1.62) 5.40(1.29) 4.02(1.05) 5.20(1.54)

Mexican £ Women 3.88(1.70) 3.24(1.97) 5.39(.90) 4.04(1.19) 5.35(1.31)
Men 2.91(1.40) 2.12(1.39) 5.42(.94) 4.16(1.06) 5.26(1.33)

Total 3.40(1.62) 2.69(1.79) 5.40(.91) 4.10(1.12) 5.31(1.31)

1.5/2¢ Women 3.79(1.19) 1.71(.83) 5.46(1.03) 2.46(1.23) 5.02(1.54)

Men 4.00(1.15) 2.90(1.10) 5.54(.85) 3.64(.68) 4.83(1.43)

Total 3.88(1.15) 2.21(1.10) 5.49(.94) 2.95(1.18) 4.94(1.47)

Total Women 3.85(1.56) 2.79(1.84) 5.41(.92) 3.58(1.39) 5.26(1.37)

Men 3.16(1.41) 2.30(1.35) 5.45(.91) 4.04(1.00) 5.15(1.35)

Total 3.53(1.52) 2.56(1.64) 5.43(.91) 3.80(1.24) 5.21(1.36)

Total T Women 4.00(1.52) 3.12(1.81) 5.53(1.02) 4.18(1.06) 5.55(1.34)
Men 3.28(1.53) 2.46(1.63) 5.44(1.23) 4.13(1.02) 5.09(1.43)

Total 3.71(1.56) 2.86(1.76) 5.49(1.11) 4.16(1.04) 5.37(1.39)

1.5/2° Women 3.97(1.20) 2.23(1.25) 5.30(1.14) 3.12(1.29) 4.86(1.58)

Men 4.10(1.62) 2.90(1.29) 5.13(1.10) 3.88(.82) 4.88(1.42)

Total 4.02(1.35) 2.46(1.29) 5.24(1.12) 3.34(1.20) 4.86(1.52)

Total Women 3.99(1.42) 2.82(1.69) 5.45(1.07) 3.82(1.24) 5.31(1.46)

Men 3.51(1.59) 2.59(1.55) 5.35(1.19) 4.06(.97) 5.03(1.42)

Total 3.81(1.50) 2.73(1.63) 5.41(1.11) 3.91(1.15) 5.20(1.45)

orT



Table 2b. Means and standard deviations of social creativity strategidslmytgtgeneration, and gender.

Emphasizing Favoring alternative
Ethnicity = Generation Gender intragroup respect  comparison dimensions
Dominican 1° Women 6.14(1.27) 1.07(2.23)
Men 5.39(1.58) .62(2.95)
Total 5.92(1.39) .94(2.44)
1.5/2 Women 5.39(1.37) 1.84(2.45)
Men 5.50(1.57) .30(2.38)
Total 5.42(1.41) 1.40(2.49)
Total Women 5.85(1.35) 1.36(2.32)
Men 5.43(1.55) .50(2.71)
Total 5.73(1.41) 1.11(2.46)
Mexican  f Women 5.31(1.41) 1.69(2.93)
Men 5.67(1.41) 1.56(1.57)
Total 5.48(1.41) 1.63(2.35)
1.5/2¢ Women 5.98(.86) 3.73(3.15)
Men 5.47(1.29) 2.80(2.74)
Total 5.76(1.07) 3.33(2.95)
Total Women 5.51(1.30) 2.24(3.10)
Men 5.62(1.37) 1.85(1.94)
Total 5.56(1.32) 2.05(2.61)
Total g Women 5.76(1.39) 1.36(2.58)
Men 5.57(1.46) 1.24(2.16)
Total 5.69(1.41) 1.31(2.41)
1.5/2" Women 5.60(1.23) 2.49(2.81)
Men 5.48(1.40) 1.55(2.81)
Total 5.56(1.28) 2.16(2.82)
Total Women 5.71(1.33) 1.73(2.70)
Men 5.55(1.43) 1.33(2.35)
Total 5.65(1.37) 1.58(2.57)

T



Table 2c. Means and standard deviations of antecedents of political behavior byyetpenatation, and gender.

Intergroup attitudes

Ethnicity =~ Generation Gender Organizational Collective African Ingroup Whites
identification action goals Americans
Dominican 1° Women 4.65(1.63) 6.21(.91) 63.54(31.43) 84.88(19.7&).07(19.40)
Men 4.75(1.09) 5.96(1.33) 62.50(27.20) 85.63(17.1710.67(28.65)
Total 4.68(1.48) 6.14(1.04) 63.25(30.07) 85.09(18.915.36(22.15)
1.5/2¢ Women 4.25(1.36) 5.50(1.21) 66.40(27.67) 88.00(13.52.00(25.33)
Men 4.35(1.25) 5.61(1.40) 47.00(29.08) 80.00(16.38).00(27.57)
Total 4.28(1.31) 5.53(1.25) 60.86(29.04) 85.71(14.44).43(26.61)
Total Women 4.50(1.53) 5.94(1.08) 64.62(29.88) 86.06(17.33)36(22.86)
Men 4.60(1.14) 5.82(1.34) 56.54(28.42) 83.46(16.7/0).80(30.27)
Total 4.53(1.43) 5.91(1.15) 62.34(29.54) 85.33(17.245.46(25.38)
Mexican £ Women 4.90(1.29) 6.26(.76) 52.29(30.11) 81.43(19.91).91(23.59)
Men 5.07(1.49) 6.24(.66) 55.00(29.29) 86.56(13.35).03(19.89)
Total 4.98(1.38) 6.25(.71) 53.58(29.53) 83.88(16.963.44(21.77)
1.5/2¢ Women 5.20(1.81) 6.11(.87) 65.71(22.77) 89.29(10.85H.71(22.77)
Men 4.73(1.20) 5.96(.57) 55.00(33.42) 67.00(18.288.00(27.00)
Total 5.00(1.57) 6.05(.75) 61.25(22.55) 80.00(17.982.50(24.36)
Total Women 4.98(1.44) 6.22(.78) 56.12(28.64) 83.67(17.86)29(23.14)
Men 4.99(1.42) 6.17(.64) 55.00(29.90) 81.90(16.789.34(22.00)
Total 4.99(1.42) 6.20(.72) 55.60(29.07) 82.86(17.236.86(22.51)
Total T Women 4.76(1.48) 6.23(.84) 58.36(31.14) 83.29(19.62.86(21.77)
Men 4.96(1.36) 6.14(.93) 57.50(28.55) 86.25(14.53).57(22.80)
Total 4.84(1.43) 6.20(.87) 58.02(30.05) 84.44(17.82).61(22.13)
1.5/2¢ Women 4.59(1.58) 5.72(1.13) 66.15(25.71) 88.46(12.53.33(24.21)
Men 4.54(1.21) 5.79(1.06) 51.00(30.76) 73.50(18.139.00(27.26)
Total 4.57(1.45) 5.74(1.10) 61.02(28.20) 83.39(16.(8H.49(25.62)
Total Women 4.70(1.51) 6.06(.97) 61.00(29.53) 85.04(17.$9)63(22.97)
Men 4.84(1.32) 6.04(.98) 55.59(29.14) 82.50(16.634.24(25.36)
Total 4.75(1.44) 6.05(.97) 58.99(29.42) 84.10(17.23§.66(23.94)
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Table 3. Intergroup attitudes by immigrant generation.
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1% generation

2" generation

Feeling thermometer M SD
African Americans 58.72 29.98
Whites 71.38 22.07

Ingroup 84.71 17.85

M SD

61.02 28.20
59.49 25.62
83.39 16.04




Figure 1. Social creativity and social change: predicted model for hypsthéiseugh 5.

Intragroup
respec

Organizational

\ identity
importanci +
+
A

Status Group + Collective
—_— . » .
efficacy action goal
v ]
Alternative -
comparison
dimension
H1, H2, & H3 H4 & H5

144"



Figure 2. Status compared to Whites moderates the relationship between intragpegpand organizational identity
importance (H1).
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Figure 3. Gender moderates the relationship between intragroup respect armhbogahidentity importance (H1a).
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Figure 4. Status compared to Whites moderates the relationship between fatemragiee dimensions of comparison and
organizational identity importance (H3).
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Figure 5. Group efficacy mediates the relationships between organizationayisleportance and favoring alternative

comparison dimensions on collective action goals (H4 & H5).
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Figure 6. Meritocratic ideology moderates the relationship betweenrim@rgertainty and organizational identity

importance (H7).
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Figure 7. Status compared to African Americans moderates the relationsigemaitergroup certainty and attitudes toward
African Americans (H9)
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