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Abstract
Social capital has so far been suggested to enhance the career outcomes of
disadvantaged immigrants by compensating for their lack of human capital.
Contrastingly, by examining labor market outcomes by immigrant groups, my
dissertation argues that social capital can actually serve as a source of disadvantages for
immigrants in the labor market, especially for a socially disadvantaged immigrant group
like Mexican immigrants. Specifically, the dissertation proposes three kinds of social
capital processes through which social status and network processes interplay to
disadvantage disproportionately a low‐status immigrant group in the job attainment
process: access, activation, and return deficit of social capital. Using data from the 2005
U.S. Social Capital‐USA survey, I examine these three kinds of social capital deficit
across three ethnic immigrant groups: Mexican, non‐Mexican Hispanic, and non‐
Hispanic immigrants. The first chapter explores the inequality of social capital across
immigrant groups. The result shows that among the three immigrant groups, Mexican
immigrants are the only immigrant group who have smaller, less diverse networks than
the native‐born. This access deficit of social capital for Mexican immigrants is driven
primarily by their relative lack of human capital compared with other immigrant
groups. The second chapter investigates whether ethnic enclaves constrain the access to
social capital of enclave immigrants. The result shows that the constraining effect of
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ethnic enclaves on the social capital building of enclave immigrants is found only for the
ethnic enclave of Mexican immigrants. This is because the ethnic enclaves of
disadvantaged immigrants facilitate social connections to other coethnic enclave
immigrants with similar socioeconomic traits, while constraining them from extending
their networks beyond the enclaves. The access deficit of social capital for Mexican
immigrants will eventually aggravate their job prospects because they cannot mobilize
social capital for their job finding as much as other immigrant groups do. The third
chapter examines the activation and mobilization of social capital in the job attainment
process across immigrant groups. The result shows that Mexican immigrants activate
and reap the benefit from mobilizing social capital for their job finding in ways that are
different from those of the native‐born as well as the high‐status immigrant group. Due
to their access deficit of social capital and negative stereotypes about them, Mexican
immigrants are obliged to use a less rewarding job search method (i.e., using
information passed from job contacts) rather than use a more rewarding job search
method (i.e., using invitations from job contacts). Although Mexican immigrants benefit
to some degrees from using information passed from job contacts in getting low‐tier
occupations, their heavy reliance on such a job search method can also prevent them
from attaining middle‐ or top‐tier occupations. By illuminating these serial processes of
social capital in the job attainment for disadvantaged immigrants, my dissertation,
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therefore, sheds light on a new role of social capital as a source of immigrant
disadvantages in the labor market.
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1. Introduction
U.S. immigrant workers earn less and hold less prestigious jobs than native‐born
workers (Borjas 1994; Chiswick, Lee, and Miller 2005; Chiswick 1982; Cohen‐Goldner
and Eckstein 2008; Duleep and Dowhan 2002). Scholars often attribute this labor market
inequality between native‐born and immigrant workers to the relative lack of human
capital for immigrants (Borjas 1994; Chiswick 1982; Duleep and Regets 1997). Since the
majority of immigrant workers are less‐educated and less‐experienced than native‐born
workers, the jobs that they can attain in the labor market will be mostly those at the
bottom of the occupational hierarchy, and this contributes to the labor market inequality
between native‐born and immigrant workers. On the other hand, many immigration
scholars argue that by utilizing social capital, disadvantaged immigrants can
compensate for their lack of human capital in the job attainment process by mobilizing
social capital (Bankston 2014; Portes 1998). Numerous studies report that immigrants
with less human capital can improve their chances of attaining more prestigious and
better‐paying jobs with the help of their families, friends and acquaintances (Portes and
Jensen 1989; Portes and Manning 1986; Wilson and Portes 1980). Taken together, these
findings imply that human capital serves as a source of disadvantages for immigrants in
the labor market, whereas social capital is an alleviator of such disadvantages.
Contrastingly, my dissertation aims to show that social capital also serves as a
source of disadvantages for immigrants in the labor market, especially for a socially
1

disadvantaged immigrant group. Specifically, building on previous literature on social
capital inequality across groups (Lee 2015; Lin 2000), the dissertation proposes three
kinds of social capital processes in which social status and network processes interplay
to disproportionately disadvantage a low‐status immigrant group in the job attainment
process. First, when a group of immigrants collectively occupies disadvantaged
structural positions, they experience difficulties in accessing resource‐rich networks, and
thus have less social capital than other group members (access deficit of social capital).
Second, when a group of immigrants collectively uses a less rewarding informal job
search method (i.e., finding jobs through information passed from job contacts) more
frequently than other group members, they attain less desirable labor market outcomes
than the other groups (activation deficit of social capital). Lastly, even though a group of
immigrants mobilizes comparable social capital in the same manner as other group
members do, if job contacts in general put out less efforts for that group members than
for other group members, returns from using social capital in the job attainment will be
smaller for that group members than for other group members (return deficit of social
capital).
Using data from the 2005 Social Capital‐USA survey, my dissertation examines
these three kinds of social capital deficit across three ethnic immigrant groups: Mexican,
non‐Mexican Hispanic, and non‐Hispanic immigrants. The first and second chapter of
this dissertation focus on the network building of immigrants and assess the access
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deficit of social capital for each immigrant group. And the final chapter investigates the
mobilization of social capital in the job attainment of U.S. workers, and assesses the
activation and the return deficit of social capital for each immigrant group.
Chapter 1, “Social Capital Inequality Across Immigrant Groups”, explores the
inequality of social capital across different immigrant groups by addressing two
research questions: 1) Does there exist social capital inequality between immigrant
groups? 2) If so, what socioeconomic factors contribute to this social capital inequality?
The result shows two major findings. First, it confirms the social capital inequality
between immigrant groups, but also finds that most social capital inequality exists
primarily between the Mexican immigrants and the other two non‐Mexican immigrants
(non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic immigrants). The Mexican immigrants,
compared with the other two immigrant groups, access a smaller number of
occupations, and the prestige of the highest‐status occupation in their network is lower;
they reach less vertically heterogeneous positions in the occupational hierarchy, and the
average prestige of the accessed occupations for them is lower. Second, the social capital
deficit of Mexican immigrants is driven primarily by their lack of human capital. The
multivariate analyses reveal that although low employment rates, low‐status
occupations and different usages of accessing methods to social capital contribute in part
to their social capital deficit, the human capital deficiency of Mexican immigrants,
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especially their relative lack of education, accounts for most of the social capital
inequality between them and the other two immigrant groups.
Chapter 2, “An Examination of the Social Mechanisms of Enclave Immigrants’
Network Disadvantages”, addresses a controversial issue in the immigration literature:
Do ethnic enclaves facilitate or constrain the access to social capital of enclave
immigrants? This chapter confirms the constraining effect of ethnic enclaves on the
social capital building of enclave immigrants, but also finds that this constraining effect
comes mostly from Mexican immigrant enclaves; among Mexican immigrants, enclave
immigrants have less social capital than non‐enclave immigrants, whereas among the
other two ethnic immigrant groups―non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic
immigrants―enclave immigrants hold similar social capital as non‐enclave immigrants.
This chapter also shows that this social capital deficit of Mexican enclave immigrants is
not spuriously driven by different socioeconomic compositions between Mexican
enclave and Mexican non‐enclave immigrants and selection into the ethnic enclave.
The chapter then illuminates a mechanism by which ethnic enclaves constrain
the access to social capital of enclave immigrants. The result shows that the constraining
effect of ethnic enclaves is found only for the most disadvantaged ethnic group such as
Mexican immigrants, but not for less disadvantaged groups like non‐Mexican Hispanic
or non‐Hispanic immigrants. This suggests that it is not the concentration of the same
ethnic immigrants, but the concentration of low‐status immigrants in a certain area that
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constrains the access to social capital of enclave immigrants. In an ethnic enclave
consisting primarily of low‐status immigrants, even if enclave immigrants build many
social connections, their social contacts would be mostly low‐status coethnic immigrants
living in the enclave, thus leading to the social capital disadvantages of enclave
immigrants.
Chapter 3, “Social Capital Deficit and Immigrant Disadvantages in the Labor
Market”, investigates the relationship between social capital, job search methods, and
labor market outcomes across immigrant groups. Specifically, it examines 1) whether
immigrants mobilize social capital to find jobs more frequently than the native‐born, 2)
whether immigrants activate social capital in ways that are different from those of the
native‐born, and 3) whether immigrants receive returns from activating social capital in
the job attainment process that are different from those accruing to the native‐born.
The result shows that depending on socioeconomic status of immigrant group,
immigrants activate social capital for their job finding in different ways, and they receive
different returns from activating social capital in their job attainment. A high‐status
immigrant group like the non‐Hispanic immigrant group chooses job search methods in
similar ways as the native‐born do, and the returns from using each job search method
for them is comparable to those returns for the native‐born. The majority of non‐
Hispanic immigrants find jobs through formal job search methods. And when they
activate social capital for their job finding, among three kinds of informal job search
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methods―using information passed from job contacts, using recommendations by job
contacts, and using invitations from job contacts―the use of invitations from job
contacts only provides advantages in getting more desirable jobs over formal job search
methods.
By contrast, the choices of job search methods for a low‐status immigrant group
like Mexican immigrants are different from those of the native‐born, and they receive
returns from activating social capital in their job attainment that are different from those
of the native‐born. The majority of Mexican immigrants find jobs through informal job
search methods, and the use of information passed from job contacts is the most
prevalent informal job search method among Mexican immigrants. More interestingly,
for Mexican immigrants, using information passed from job contacts is a better way to
find more‐prestigious and better‐paying jobs than using formal job search methods,
which explains in part why Mexican immigrants heavily rely on information passed
from job contacts as their primary job search method. Using invitations from job contacts
is also beneficial for getting better‐paying jobs to Mexican immigrants, and this benefit is
even greater for them than for the native‐born. However, using recommendations by job
contacts is detrimental to the attainment of better jobs for Mexican immigrants. When
they find jobs through recommendations by job contacts, the attained jobs are more
likely to be less‐prestigious and lower‐paying jobs than those attained through formal
job search methods.
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This chapter concludes with the implication that the heavy reliance on
information passed from job contacts of disadvantaged immigrants can be a double‐
edged sword. It is useful for getting more desirable jobs when they search for
occupations within the bottom of the occupational hierarchy. However, their heavy
reliance on such a job search method can be a barrier to attaining middle‐ or top‐tier
occupations.
Taken together, my dissertation shows how social capital serves as a source of
immigrant disadvantages in the labor market. The low socioeconomic status of
disadvantaged immigrants develops into further network disadvantages for them,
which is the access deficit of social capital for disadvantaged immigrants. The access
deficit of social capital for disadvantaged immigrants becomes more severe especially
when these immigrants are concentrated in segregated residential areas such as ethnic
enclaves. This access deficit of social capital for disadvantaged immigrants aggravates
their job prospects because it prevents disadvantaged immigrants from mobilizing social
capital in the job attainment process to the same extent as the native‐born. On the other
hand, due to negative stereotypes about disadvantaged immigrants primarily caused by
their low socioeconomic status, disadvantaged immigrants are obliged to use a less
rewarding job search method which is using information passed from job contacts.
Although disadvantaged immigrants benefit from using information passed from job
contacts in attaining low‐tier occupations to some degrees, their heavy reliance on this
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job search method, will, however, eventually be an obstacle to their upward job
mobility. Without having many potential job contacts in the networks who can provide
invitations to apply for positions in their company, disadvantaged immigrants will not
be able to make great strides in their job mobility. By illuminating these serial processes
of social capital in the job attainment for disadvantaged immigrants, my dissertation,
therefore, sheds light on a new role of social capital as a source of immigrant
disadvantages in the labor market.
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2. Chapter 1: Social Capital Inequality Across Immigrant
Groups
The mobilization of social capital has been suggested as one of the important
mechanisms by which immigrants can be smoothly incorporated into a host society.
Although there are varying definitions, social capital is by and large defined as
resources embedded in and accessible through social networks (Bankston and Zhou
2002a; Kao 2004; Lin 2001b; Portes 1998). In the immigration literature, social networks
mean either immigrants’ personal (egocentric) networks (e.g., Aguilera and Massey
2003; Pfeffer and Parra 2009) or the whole (sociocentric) network of an immigrant
community (e.g., Bankston and Zhou 1997; Kao and Rutherford 2007). Nonetheless,
whether social capital is resources embedded in personal or whole networks, most
studies find a positive role of social capital in the settlement process of immigrants
(Bankston 2014; Portes 1998). Numerous studies on immigrants’ settlement have
reported that mobilizing social capital increases the opportunity of immigrants to get
better jobs (Aguilera and Massey 2003; Hagan 1994; Phillips and Massey 1999), enhances
the educational achievement of immigrants’ children (Bankston and Zhou 2002b; Kao
and Rutherford 2007; Ryabov 2009), and contributes to maintaining the emotional well‐
being of immigrants (Falcón, Todorova, and Tucker 2009; Hovey 2000; Vega et al. 1991).
Consequently, the extent to which immigrants can mobilize social capital is a critical
factor that accounts for their successful incorporation into the host society.
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Despite the well‐established knowledge about the usefulness of social capital in
immigrants’ settlement, however, little is known about immigrants’ social capital
holdings, especially about the inequality of social capital across different immigrant
groups. Most studies have so far focused on a single ethnic immigrant group and have
shown how well‐connected immigrants enhance their life chances by mobilizing social
capital. Indeed, immigration scholars have been interested in the consequential effect of
social capital on immigrants’ lives, and their focus has been on explaining individual
differences in the various settlement outcomes. However, studying social capital
inequality across immigrant groups is crucial for understanding varying degrees of
incorporation into the host society across these groups. Given the positive role of social
capital in various incorporation processes of immigrants, the lack of social capital for a
certain immigrant group can impede their adjustment to the host society. Moreover, the
literature on network building has also proposed the possibility that disadvantaged
immigrant groups will have less social capital than other immigrant groups because of
their lower socioeconomic status (Behtoui 2009; Lin 2000). This suggests for social capital
as a mechanism of cumulative disadvantage by which the initial low status of an
immigrant group develops into the lack of social capital that would eventually lead to
further disadvantages in various settlement outcomes.
This study explores the inequality of social capital across different immigrant
groups by addressing two research questions: whether there exists social capital
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inequality across immigrant groups and what socioeconomic factors contribute to this
social capital inequality. Using a subsample of immigrants from the 2005 Social Capital‐
USA survey, I compare the social capital holdings between three immigrant
groups―Mexican, non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic immigrants― and show
that a disadvantaged immigrant group, specifically Mexican immigrants, have social
capital deficit compared with other immigrant groups. Then, I will identify the primary
source of social capital deficit for Mexican immigrants using the multivariate regression
model. Human capital, employment status and occupations, and methods of accessing
social capital will be considered as potential contributors to social capital deficit.

2.1 Background and Theory
2.1.1 Social Capital in the Immigration Literature
Social capital is one of the sociological concepts that has garnered much scholarly
attention across social science disciplines and has been applied to various social contexts
to explain network (or relational) effects on the social life of social groups as well as
individuals (Lin 2001b; Moody and Paxton 2009; Portes 1998). Despite the great
popularity of and enthusiasm for this novel concept in the research community, there
has also been a growing concern about the ambiguities in the actual meaning of social
capital (Bankston and Zhou 2002b; Portes 2000; Sampson, Morenoff, and Earls 1999;
Sandefur and Laumann 1998). Some scholars see social capital as an individual asset and
define it as a pool of useful resources embedded in personal networks of individuals and
11

accessible through their social ties to contacts (Burt 1992; Fernandez and Weinberg 1997;
Granovetter 1974; Lin 2001b). The focus of these scholars is on the way individuals
utilize and benefit from social capital for their own instrumental or expressive actions.
Other scholars, on the other hand, regard social capital as a collective asset, and
conceptualize it as resources of groups encompassing families, organizations,
communities and countries that are built upon well‐connected networks among their
members (Bourdieu 1986; Coleman 1988; Fukuyama 1995; Putnam 1995). In this
definitional framework group‐level social capital not only fosters collective actions
conducive to the well‐being of a group but also enhances the group members’ life
chances.
This bifurcation in the definition of social capital is also present in immigration
literature. A group of immigration scholars have focused on individual‐level social
capital and define it as resources embedded in personal networks of immigrants that
consist of family members, friends, and acquaintances (Aguilera 2005; Amado 2006;
Cranford 2005; Flores‐Yeffal and Aysa‐Lastra 2011; Palloni et al. 2001; Pfeffer and Parra
2009). For instance, Massey and Espinosa (1997) conceptualize social capital as social ties
to other Mexicans with current or past migratory experience who can provide critical
information and assistance that reduce the costs and risks of migration into the U.S.; and
they examine how social capital influences the migratory decision of potential Mexican
immigrants. Similarly, Ebaugh and Curry (2000: 189) pay attention to a special type of
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social capital, fictive kin, that refers to “family‐type relationships, based not on blood or
marriage but rather on religious rituals or close friendship ties”; and they show how
material and social support provided by fictive kin can ease the adaptation of new
immigrants to host societies.
By contrast, another group have highlighted community‐level social capital that
refers to the features of an immigrant community such as bounded solidarity,
enforceable trust, or the norm of reciprocity, all of which facilitate the instrumental
behaviors of the community members or the aggregates of all resources inherent in an
immigrant community that are available to its members (Bankston and Zhou 1997; Kao
and Rutherford 2007; Kao 2004; Levanon 2011; Light and Gold 2000; Portes and
Sensenbrenner 1993; Zhou and Bankston 1994; Zhou 1992). For example, Portes and
Sensenbrenner (1993: 1323) highlight shared norms and values within an immigrant
community that promote the mobility and settlement of its members. They
conceptualize social capital as a set of “expectations for actions within a collectivity that
affect the economic goals and goal‐seeking behavior of its members”. In a similar vein,
but in a different context, Kao (2004) defines social capital as consisting of obligations
and expectations, information channels, and social norms within immigrant
communities that would enhance the academic performance of community children.
Although scholars adopting a macro‐level definition of social capital emphasize
social capital as community assets, they share with the other group of scholars who
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adopt the micro‐level definition the understanding that 1) social capital consists of
resources embedded in the networks of immigrants; 2) a well‐connected personal
network of immigrants is a firm foundation of social capital; 3) immigrants who wish to
increase their life chances can access and mobilize social capital primarily through their
social relations. Thus, it is assumed that members of social‐capital‐rich communities will
have well‐connected personal networks, and that even in a social‐capital‐rich
community poorly‐connected immigrants will have difficulties in reaping the benefits of
social capital. Thus, it is taken for granted that holding well‐connected personal
networks is crucial to the access and mobilization of both individual‐ and community‐
level social capital.
In the immigration literature, it is well documented how social capital influences
every stage of migration and settlement process of U.S. immigrants. Social capital is a
strong determinant of the migration into the United States. Numerous studies have
reported that social connections with current or past migrants increases the chance of
out‐migration by reducing the costs, increasing the benefits, and alleviating the risks of
international migration (Davis, Stecklov, and Winters 2002; Grasmuck and Pessar 1991;
Massey 1987; Palloni et al. 2001; Singer and Massey 1998; Winters, Janvry, and Sadoulet
2001).
A substantial body of social capital studies on U.S. immigrants have paid
attention to the role of social capital in the process of economic settlement. Close‐knit

14

networks of immigrant communities often provide their members with critical resources
such as jobs and ethnic market niches (Dallalfar 1994; Nee, Sanders, and Sernau 1994;
Portes and Stepick 1993; Zhou 1992). On the other hand, immigrants’ strong social
connections with their families and other coethnic immigrants also provide them with
financial capital necessary for starting a new business (Light and Bonacich 1988; Light
1984; Oh 2007; Zhan, Anderson, and Zhang 2012), privileged access to new job openings
(Bailey and Waldinger 1991; Doeringer, Moss, and Terkla 1986; Stepick 1989; Waldinger
1996), and even job training opportunities and job information (Light and Gold 2000;
Sassen 1995). Thus, immigrants with more social capital get better and higher‐salary jobs
than those with less social capital in the U.S. labor market (Aguilera and Massey 2003;
Aguilera 2005; Greenwell, Valdez, and DaVanzo 1997; Hagan 1994; Phillips and Massey
1999).
Social capital improves the educational achievement of immigrant children as
well. Compared with children in social‐capital‐poor communities, immigrant children in
social‐capital‐rich communities show better academic performance such as test scores,
GPA and high‐school completion rates (Bankston and Zhou 2002a, 2002b; Bankston
2014; Goyette and Conchas 2002; Kao and Rutherford 2007; Ryabov 2009). This is
because close, emotionally intense, and bounded networks of the community members
effectively enforce the surveillance of children’s activities in and out of schools, reinforce
the academic aspirations of students, and invoke those cultural norms and values
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conducive to academic success (Bankston, Caldas, and Zhou 1997; Bankston 2004; Kao
2004; Ream and Rumberger 2008; Stanton‐Salazar 2001; Zhou and Bankston 1996, 1998).
Social capital serves as an effective way to maintain the emotional well‐being of
immigrants. Although immigrants have a high risk of depression because of the
acculturation experience or hardship in their settlement process, well‐connected
immigrants who are more likely to get emotional support from others cope well with life
stresses, and thus show low levels of mental health problems (Falcón et al. 2009; Hovey
2000; Lee, Crittenden, and Yu 1996; Ornelas et al. 2009; Vega et al. 1991).
Given those comprehensive benefits of social capital in the life of U.S.
immigrants, it is clear that the extent to which immigrants access social capital is a
critical factor that accounts for their successful settlement in the United States. Having
more social capital provides considerable leverage to immigrants in their adaptation to
the host country.

2.1.2 Immigrants and Social Capital Inequality
U.S. immigrants are diverse with respect to their origins, legal status, human
capital, employment and occupations, and religion and culture (Hagan 2004; Portes and
Rumbaut 2006). Indeed, different ethnic immigrant groups have shown diverse patterns
of incorporation in the United States (Morawska 2009; Nee and Sanders 2001; Zhou et al.
2008). For example, immigrants from India exemplify most successful immigrant groups
in the United States. Compared with even the native‐born as well as other ethnic
16

immigrants, Indian immigrants are more likely to be college graduates, less likely to be
unemployed, have a higher chance to hold high‐rank occupations (e.g., managerial,
professional, financial or information technology occupations), earn more, and have a
higher rate of homeownership (Whatley 2013). Mexican immigrants, on the other hand,
typify most underprivileged immigrant groups in the United States. Many Mexican
immigrants migrated to the United States without authorization; over half of them even
do not complete high school; half of them have limited English proficiency (Stoney
2013). Consequently, they are more likely than other immigrant groups to be
unemployed and to have lower‐paying and lower‐prestigious occupations (e.g.,
construction, extraction, transportation, service, personal care occupations) (Portes and
Rumbaut 2006). In addition, Mexican immigrants have the highest poverty rate among
all immigrant groups in the United States (Stoney 2013).
Given such varying economic and social conditions of U.S. immigrants, there
may also be great variations in social capital holdings (or accessed social capital) across
immigrant groups. However, no studies have yet systematically investigated how
diverse immigrant groups build their social networks in different ways, and thus have
different levels of social capital. Most studies have so far focused on the consequential
effect of social capital in generating different patterns of incorporation rather than on
inequality of social capital across immigrant groups (e.g., Goyette and Conchas 2002;
Kao and Rutherford 2007; Levanon 2013; Nee and Sanders 2001), or have explained
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variations in the settlement outcomes by the differences in social capital holdings among
immigrants at the individual level (e.g., Aguilera and Massey 2003; Aguilera 2005;
Phillips and Massey 1999; Vega et al. 1991). As a result, the extent to which diverse
immigrant groups hold different levels of social capital has not been adequately studied.
To address this question, the concept of “social capital deficit” provides a useful
insight about how and why there should be inequality of social capital across immigrant
groups. Lin (2000) proposes this concept to describe a situation where a group of people
hold less social capital than other groups of people, and he emphasizes that this
imbalance depicts the inequality of social capital across groups rather than across
individuals. He suggests two social conditions that operate in tandem to generate social
capital deficit for a certain group of people. First, when groups of people collectively
occupy relatively disadvantaged social positions, they would face difficulties in
accessing social capital. In the literature of social networks, it is well‐established that
socioeconomic status (SES) is not only the outcome of network behaviors (e.g., network‐
based job search) but also a determinant of network formation (Lin 1999, 2001a).
Numerous studies have consistently reported that people with lower socioeconomic
status tend to have a smaller‐size network (Fischer 1982; Marsden 1987; McPherson,
Smith‐Lovin, and Brashears 2006), and thus have less social capital than those with
higher socioeconomic status (Lai, Lin, and Leung 1998; Lin and Dumin 1986; Lin, Ensel,
and Vaughn 1981; Marsden and Hurlbert 1988). Second, homophily, a general tendency
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of individuals to associate and bond with similar others (Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954;
McPherson, Smith‐Lovin, and Cook 2001), would aggravate social capital deficit for the
members of a low‐SES group. Because they associate more with other members of the
same group, their social networks consist more of low‐SES people (Marsden 1988;
McPherson and Ranger‐Moore 1991; McPherson 1983). Consequently, even though they
may have large networks, it is difficult for them to locate high‐status people in their
networks, and thus they will have less social capital than members of a high‐SES group.
Previous studies have confirmed the social capital deficit of several
disadvantaged groups. Scholars have shown social capital deficit of women compared
with men. Women have smaller size networks than men (Campbell and Rosenfeld 1985;
Moody 1983), and their social contacts consist more of family and relatives than those of
men (Marsden 1987; Moore 1990). This is because they occupy lower social positions in
the social hierarchy, tend to associate with other women, and the burden of child rearing
constrains their opportunities to meet people outside the family (Hanson and Pratt 1991;
Ibarra 1992; Marsden and Campbell 1988; Moore 1990; Munch, McPherson, and Smith‐
Lovin 1997).
Studies have also investigated the social capital deficit of racial minority groups,
especially of African Americans. Numerous studies have reported that African
Americans hold smaller and less diverse networks than non‐Hispanic whites (DiPrete et
al. 2011; Marsden 1987; McPherson et al. 2006). In particular, they are less likely to have
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social connections with individuals outside the family and with college‐educated
persons (Ajrouch, Antonucci, and Janevic 2001; Tigges, Browne, and Green 1998). The
social capital deficit of African Americans is often ascribed to their low socioeconomic
status and urban ghettos of African Americans that facilitate more interactions with the
same ethnic people who have similar socioeconomic backgrounds (Sampson et al. 1999;
Small 2007; Wilson 1987, 1996).
For similar reasons as in the case of women and African Americans, I expect that
a more disadvantaged immigrant group such as Mexican immigrants would have a
social capital deficit compared with other immigrant groups. It is well known that the
majority of a disadvantaged immigrant group occupy lower echelons of the social
hierarchy system and have a strong tendency to associate with the similar ethnic
immigrants. Moreover, this situation is reinforced by their limited English proficiency
and residential segregation such as ethnic enclaves. In this case, a disadvantaged
immigrant group would be likely to have less social capital than other immigrant
groups, implying that social capital can serve as a mechanism of cumulative
disadvantages for a low‐SES immigrant group. This means that the initial disadvantages
of low SES immigrant groups could lead to social capital deficit for such groups, and
this in turn could develop into further disadvantages in the various settlement
outcomes.
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2.1.3 Sources of Social Capital Inequality Across Immigrant Groups
Various social factors can contribute to social capital deficit of a certain group of
immigrants. However, it should be noted that all immigrants have a higher risk of social
capital deficit compared with the native‐born. For example, using data from the 2006
General Social Survey (GSS), DiPrete and his associates (2011: 1254‐1255) find that the
foreign‐born hold fewer social connections than others and thus have smaller
acquaintanceship networks than the U.S.‐born. Similarly, in a study of core discussion
networks for the Dutch population Tubergen (2012) shows that Turkish and Moroccan
immigrants, the two largest non‐western immigrant groups in the Netherlands, hold
smaller and less‐resourceful core discussion networks than the Dutch native‐born: the
two immigrant groups have smaller number of discussion partners and their discussion
partners are more likely to be less well‐educated and unemployed.
By and large, the social capital deficit of immigrants in general can be attributed
to the fact that social capital is not portable between countries. Social relations are often
location‐specific (Magdol and Bessel 2003; Wierzbicki 2004), and thus resource‐rich
social networks built on a specific location often do not provide as many benefits or even
become useless in other locations. For example, knowing an influential person in the
home country is beneficial for getting a good job in the home country labor market, but
is not as useful in the host country. This is because the power and influence of people
are often limited to their own society. Consequently, no matter how much social capital
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immigrants hold in the home country, they, upon their arrival, have to rebuild social
capital that is relevant to the host country (Putnam 2000: 390). This new situation
provides unique laboratory‐like settings in which all previous social connections and
prior social capital are reset, and thus individuals will have to reestablish them from
scratch.
Building on the literature of network formation (Campbell, Marsden, and
Hurlbert 1986; Fischer 1982; Lin and Dumin 1986; Marsden 1987; McPherson 1983) I
focus on three major factors that facilitate or constrain immigrants’ access to social
capital in the host country: human capital, employment status and occupations, and
methods of accessing social contacts. Depending on these three socioeconomic factors,
immigrant groups would have different opportunities to establish social connections,
and this would in turn generate social capital inequality across immigrant groups.
Human capital has been suggested as having positive impacts on the building of
social capital. Previous studies have consistently shown that people with more
education have larger and more diverse networks than those with less education (Lin
2001b; Marsden 1987; Moore 1990). Education increases the chance to have more social
capital for three reasons. First, education not only delivers knowledge but also provides
numerous opportunities to form relations with school friends. Given the importance of
alumni networks in Americans’ social life (Cohen and Malloy 2010; Hall 2011), it is clear
that people with more education have more chances to extend their relations through
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alumni networks than those with less education because they have attended more
schools. Second, at school, people learn interpersonal networking skills that promote
more and better relationships with other people (Janasz and Forret 2008). Thus, more
highly educated people would be better at making social connections to others. Third,
people with more education have more opportunities to develop relations to others with
diverse educational backgrounds. Empirical observations have suggested that
individuals prefer to associate with similar others (homophily principle, see McPherson
et al. 2001) and with others whose social status is higher than theirs (prestige principle,
see Laumann 1966). A highly educated person is someone with whom individuals
regardless of educational backgrounds would like to establish relations. Consequently,
the more educated people are, the higher chance they will have of building social
relations to individuals with wide ranges of educational backgrounds.
English language ability is another critical human capital that influences social
capital building, especially for U.S. immigrants. Immigrants who speak little English
often face a barrier to developing social ties with people outside their ethnic community
(Bloemraad 2006: 82; Hagan 1998; Sanders, Nee, and Sernau 2002). As a result,
immigrants with limited English proficiency tend to have networks consisting primarily
of their coethnics, and this constrains their access to wide ranges of people.
Employment status and occupations play an important role in accessing social
capital. Because employed persons have more opportunities to form work‐related social
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ties such as ties with coworkers (Moore 1990), they tend to have larger and more diverse
networks than non‐employed persons. In addition, some occupations provide better
chances to build more relations with coworkers than other occupations (Moore 1990).
For example, Lin (2001b: 55‐77) proposes that high‐status occupations (e.g., executive
and professional occupations) offer more opportunities to access better social capital to
its incumbents than a lower‐status one (e.g., manufacturing, transportation, construction
occupations). Compared with occupants of low‐status positions, incumbents of high‐
status positions can reach up and down to communicate more easily with either high‐ or
low‐status occupants because of their structural advantage in the social hierarchy.
Moreover, a high‐status occupation often involves meeting and talking with wide ranges
of people, and thus provides more chances to extend personal networks to its
incumbents (Glaeser, Laibson, and Sacerdote 2002). Therefore, it is highly likely that
people who hold high‐status occupations will have more social capital than those with
low‐status occupations.
The way individuals build relations with social contacts is also important in
accessing better social capital. As the strength‐of‐weak‐tie hypothesis (Granovetter 1973,
1974) suggests, many studies have reported that weak rather than strong ties provide
better opportunities to access more valuable resources (Lai et al. 1998; Lin and Dumin
1986; Lin et al. 1981; Wegener 1991; Yakubovich 2005). Although there has been a debate
about what weak ties actually means and how these can be empirically measured

24

(Marsden and Campbell 1984), weak ties are in general considered as social connections
that link individuals to dissimilar others who are assumed to hold different resources
than they have (Lin 2001b: 55‐77). For this reason, previous studies have operationalized
weak ties as emotionally non‐close, non‐family, or heterophilous relationships (e.g.,
cross‐gender or cross‐ethnic relationships).
In the context of immigrants’ social capital building, the methods of accessing
social capital may play a more important role. A substantial body of immigration
literature has reported that immigrants tend to rely on strong ties such as family and
coethnic ties to extend their social networks (Amado 2006; Ebaugh and Curry 2000;
Light and Gold 2000; Massey 1987; Nee and Sanders 2001; Portes and Stepick 1993; Zhou
1992). This is because their limited English proficiency and their acculturation
experience serve as barriers to form relations with others outside of their ethnic
communities (Sanders et al. 2002). Consequently, resources within immigrants’
networks are more likely to be more homogeneous than those of the native‐born. In this
context, weak ties, especially cross‐ethnic ties, serves as an efficient way to connect
immigrants to non‐redundant resources outside the ethnic communities (Hagan 1998;
Pfeffer and Parra 2009). Therefore, immigrants who rely more on weak ties for accessing
social capital would have more social capital than their counterparts.
I expect that all these factors combined will generate social capital inequality
across immigrant groups. Compared with other immigrant groups, underprivileged
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groups of immigrants such as Mexican immigrants have low levels of education and
English proficiency, and tend to hold low‐status occupations. And a combination of
these factors will constrain their access to social capital. In addition, if they have strong
tendencies to build their network more through close, family and coethnic ties, their
social capital deficit would be even greater because social contacts accessed through
these ties are more likely to be the same ethnic immigrants who share similar low
socioeconomic traits.
By contrast, immigrant groups with high socioeconomic status such as Indian
immigrants will have more social capital than other immigrant groups. A high level of
human capital and the high‐status occupations they hold would provide more
opportunities to contact individuals with more useful resources. And competence in
English speaking and social networking can enable them to easily extend their networks
beyond their ethnic community. Thus, they could rely more on weak ties for the access
to social capital than other groups, and this would be in turn conducive to better access
to social capital.
In sum, I expect that social capital inequality across immigrant groups comes
primarily from different social structural locations of immigrant groups in the social
hierarchy of the host country. Disadvantaged structural locations of low‐SES immigrant
groups will develop into social capital deficits for them, while advantaged structural
locations of high‐SES immigrant groups will culminate in their social capital surplus.
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Accordingly, after controlling for different structural locations as well as methods of
accessing social capital, I expect that social capital inequality across immigrant groups
will disappear.
Given that social capital can enhance the life chance of immigrants in various
social domains, inequality of social capital between immigrant groups will generate
further inequality in the settlement process. Indeed, social capital can serve as a
mechanism of cumulative advantage/disadvantage by channeling between the initial
and further status of immigrant groups. To confirm the role of social capital as a
mechanism of cumulative advantage/disadvantage, the first step is not only to ascertain
whether inequality in the initial status would reproduce social capital inequality
between immigrant groups, but also to identify what kind of structural position is a
primary driving force of social capital inequality. This study will address these two
important questions.

2.2 Data and Methods
2.2.1 Data
I use data from the 2005 Social Capital‐USA (SC‐USA) survey. From November
2004 to April 2005, the survey was administered to a national sample of 3,000
Americans. The sample consists of adults aged 22 to 65 who were employed or had been
previously employed at the time of the survey.
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The survey was conducted by the random‐digit dialing (RDD) method. The RDD
method gives accessibility to unlisted as well as listed telephone numbers and produces
a higher response rate than the conventional telephone directory sample, so that it can
produce a more representative sample (Cummings 1979; Glasser and Metzger 1972;
Segal and Hekmat 1985). The response rate was around 43%, which is comparable to
that for other recent national random‐digit dialed surveys (Groves et al. 2004). In
combination with random sampling, quota sampling of the underrepresented groups
(e.g., female and racial minority workers) is also employed. Thus, the distributions of
demographic traits (e.g., education, gender, race, marital status) in the sample match
almost perfectly the U.S. population structure (Lin, Fu, and Chen 2014).
This survey is specifically designed for collecting detailed information on the
social capital building and utilization as well as the demographic and socioeconomic
traits of American workers. As a result, these survey data have been widely used in
social capital research (e.g., Lin et al. 2014; McDonald 2011; Son and Lin 2012; Song and
Chen 2014; Song 2011).
For the analysis, I chose a sub‐sample of people who were born outside of the
U.S as a sample of immigrants. Among 3,000 respondents in the entire sample, 13.9% of
them (419 respondents) are identified as immigrants. This percent is comparable to the
percent of immigrants in the U.S. population in 2005 (approximately 13%) (U.S. Census
Bureau 2005). With respect to country of origin, immigrants from Mexico are the largest
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immigrant group in the sample. 38.0% (159 respondents) of immigrants in the sample
come from Mexico; 9.3% (39 respondents) from Central American countries other than
Mexico; 17.9 % (74 respondents) from Caribbean countries; 5.8% (24 respondents) from
South American countries; 1.7% (7 respondents) from Canada; 11.9% (50 respondents)
from European countries; 2.2% (9 respondents) from African countries; 12.6% (52
respondents) from Asian countries. This distribution shows that Hispanic immigrants
are overrepresented in the sample: 71.0% of immigrants in the sample are from Latin
American countries, whereas 53.8% of them are Hispanic immigrants in the population
(U.S. Census Bureau 2005). A reason for the overrepresentation of Hispanic immigrants
is that the survey was administered either in English or Spanish, but not in the other
languages. Consequently, Hispanic immigrants who do not speak English could
participate in the survey, but non‐Hispanic immigrants with limited English proficiency
may opt out of the survey.
Five immigrants refused to provide information on their country of origin, and
these immigrants are excluded from the final analyses. Thus, 414 immigrants who
reported their countries of origin are included in the final analyses.

2.2.2 Dependent Variables: Social Capital Measures
In previous studies on immigrants, social capital has been measured in various
ways. Immigration scholars have often measured social capital by social connections to
people with specific resources that are relevant to their research topics. For instance, in
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examining determinants of wages for Mexican immigrants, Aguilera and Massey (2003)
measure social capital by the number of social ties to other Mexicans with current or
past migratory experience who can provide information on the U.S. labor market. Pfeffer
and Parra (2009), on the other hand, investigate the job attainment process of Latino
immigrants in the context of rural labor markets in which social connections to non‐
Hispanic white natives play a critical role in getting a job. Thus, they operationalize
social capital as social relations with non‐Hispanic white natives.
Although these measures reflect valuable resources embedded in personal
networks of immigrants to some extent, they tend to cover a narrow range of social
relations because of the specified contents of social relations in the construction of
measures (i.e., migratory experience, non‐Hispanic white natives) (Campbell and Lee
1991; Gaag, Snijders, and Flap 2008; Lin 2001b). For example, the measure of Aguilera
and Massey includes only social ties to co‐ethnic people, while that of Pfeffer and Para
covers only social ties to cross‐ethnic people. As a result, such measures reflect only
specific and limited resources within networks of immigrants. To assess the overall
social capital embedded in all kinds of social relations (e.g., close or weak ties, family or
non‐family ties, co‐ethnic or hetero‐ethnic ties), a more general measure of social capital
is warranted.
For measuring social capital, the SC‐USA survey uses the position generator
method, which aims to measure the extent to which people make social connections to
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various social positions in the occupational hierarchy. This method is known as covering
wide ranges of social relations, and thus has been considered as a kind of general
measure of social capital (Gaag et al. 2008; Lin 2001b). The survey includes a series of
questions about whether respondents know someone in a list of 22 different occupations
at the time of the survey. The 22 occupations are selected from the entire list of U.S.
occupations, and include eleven low‐prestige occupations (i.e., janitor, hotel bell boy,
taxi driver, full‐time babysitter, hair dresser, receptionist, farmer, security guard,
operator in a factory, administrative assistant in a large company), eight middle‐prestige
occupations (i.e., production manager, personnel manager, policeman, computer
programmer, congressman, writer, high school teacher, nurse), and three high‐prestige
occupations (i.e., CEO of a big company, professor, lawyer).
Using the responses to these survey items of the 22 occupations, I have
constructed four measures of social capital, following the methodology of previous
studies (Lin and Dumin 1986; McDonald 2011; Song 2011). Each measure is constructed
to capture different dimensions of social capital.
(1) Social capital extensity (SC extensity): This is the number of occupations to
which respondents have access through social relations. This measure simply reflects the
size of each individual respondent’s personal network and resources embedded in it.
Social capital extensity ranges from 0 to 22; a higher value means access to more diverse
occupations.
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(2) Social capital upperreachability (SC upperreachability): To construct this
measure, each occupation in the position generator first is assigned a prestige score
based on the occupational prestige scores estimated by Nakao and Treas (1990). Social
capital upperreachability is the highest prestige score of an occupations to which
respondents have access through social relations. It shows the extent to which people
can reach the highest position in the occupational hierarchy, and represents the best
social capital embedded in the personal networks of individuals.
(3) Social capital range (SC range): This is a measure of resource heterogeneity
within personal networks of individuals and operationalized by the difference between
the lowest and highest prestige scores of occupations to which respondents have access
through social relations. The measure reflects the vertical range of social capital in the
occupational hierarchy. A high score in this measure suggests that individuals can reach
both high‐ and low‐status occupations, indicating more heterogeneous resources within
their networks.
(4) Social capital average (SC average): This measure is computed by averaging
the prestige scores of all occupations to which respondents have access through social
relations. Thus, it shows the average quality of social capital in the personal networks of
individuals. The advantage of this measure is that it is less influenced by an extremely
high‐ or low‐status occupation to which respondents have access. Thus, it has a less‐
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skewed distribution than social capital upperreachability and social capital range (Gaag
et al. 2008).

2.2.3 Independent Variables
Immigrants are categorized into three ethnic immigrant groups: Mexican
immigrants, non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants, and non‐Hispanic immigrants. Mexican
immigrants are first categorized as a separate group. This is because they are the largest
and the most underprivileged immigrant group in the United States (Portes, Fernández‐
Kelly, and Haller 2005; Portes and Rumbaut 2006; Telles and Ortiz 2008; Vallejo 2012).
The remaining immigrants are categorized into non‐Mexican Hispanic or non‐
Hispanic immigrants. Non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants include immigrants from the
Caribbean, South American and Central American countries except for Mexico. Because
Mexican and the other Hispanic immigrants share much commonality with respect to
languages and culture, many studies have so far aggregated these two groups and
broadly defined them as Hispanic immigrants (e.g., Sullivan and Ziegert 2008; Tienda
and Raijman 2004; Toussaint‐Comeau 2006), Latin American immigrants (e.g., Baker and
Espitia 2000; Feliciano 2009; Landolt and Goldring 2009) or Latina immigrants (e.g.,
Hurtado‐de‐Mendoza et al. 2014). However, with respect to structural locations in the
social hierarchy, non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants occupy uniquely different positions
from those of Mexican immigrants. Previous studies have reported that non‐Mexican
Hispanic immigrants tend to be more educated, speak English better, and hold higher‐
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status occupations than Mexican immigrants (McCabe 2011; Portes and Rumbaut 2006;
Stoney, Batalova, and Russell 2013). The different structural locations between these two
groups can lead to dissimilar social capital holdings, and thus it is necessary to
distinguish Mexicans from other Hispanic immigrants in order to assess social capital
inequality across immigrant groups more accurately.
Non‐Hispanic immigrants consist of diverse ethnic people from African,
European, and Asian countries, and Canada. In contrast with Mexican immigrants,
studies have shown that non‐Hispanic immigrants, regardless of their origins, are more
likely to hold college degrees and have executive/professional occupations (Hagan 2004;
Portes and Rumbaut 2006). Despite the similar structural locations among non‐Hispanic
immigrants, it is, nonetheless, difficult to see them as a coherent or an integrated
immigrant group because of their diverse ethnic and cultural backgrounds. Therefore, I
consider the non‐Hispanic immigrant group primarily as the reference category
exemplifying a high‐status immigrant group and compare their access to social capital
with that of the other two Hispanic immigrant groups.
Three factors that constrain/facilitate access to social capital are measured with
multiple variables. First, I measure human capital by the level of education and English
proficiency. I use years of schooling as a measure of education. The level of English
proficiency is measured with a dummy variable, which equals 1 if English is not the
primary language spoken at home. Second, I measure employment status with a
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dichotomous variable in which the currently employed are coded as 1. I include a set of
dichotomous indicators of occupations: managerial occupation, professional occupation,
and other occupations as the reference category. Third, for the measures of the methods
of accessing social capital, I construct three variables using the questionnaire in the
position generator. The survey asked the respondents about the types of relationships
through which they had access to each occupation. When they report that the occupants
belong to their families or are relatives, they are coded as using family ties to access
those occupations. Proportion family ties is the proportion of occupations accessed
through family ties to the total occupations accessed. The survey also asked the
respondents about the extent of emotional closeness to each occupant they knew. When
they report that they have very close or close relationships with the occupants, they are
coded as using close ties to access those occupations. Proportion close ties is the
proportion of occupations accessed through close relationships to the total occupations
accessed. The survey identified race/ethnicity of the respondents and the occupants with
six racial/ethnic categories: non‐Hispanic white, African American, Hispanic, Asian,
Native American and other races. When the racial/ethnic background of the respondents
matches that of the occupants, they are coded as using coethnic ties to access those
occupations. Proportion coethnic ties is the proportion of occupations accessed through
coethnic relationships to the total occupations accessed. All these three variables range
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from 0 to 1, and a higher value in these variables indicates the heavy reliance on family,
close and coethnic ties in accessing social capital.

2.2.4 Control Variables
I control for several variables which have been suggested to influence the access
to social capital in previous studies (Marsden 1987; McPherson et al. 2006; Moore 1990). I
include age in years and its square term to control for its curvilinear effect on access to
social capital; the size and diversity of networks increase before individuals reach
middle age, and drop off quite precipitously after that. To control for the gender effect, I
use a dichotomous indicator of gender in which males are coded as 1; men have been
shown to have more diverse networks than women. Networks of married people have
been reported to be less diverse than those of single, widowed, or divorced people
because marriage requires more family obligations (Fischer and Oliker 1983; Moore
1990; Wellman 1985). To control for this effect of marriage, I use a dummy variable of
marital status which equals 1 if respondents were currently married at the time of the
survey. Lastly, I control for an immigrant‐specific factor that structures opportunities to
access social capital, the length of U.S. residence. The more years immigrants spend in
the United States, the more chances they would have to access social capital. Moreover,
they would become more familiar with social and cultural practice of social networking
(Negrón Goldbarg and Negrón 2009) and thus could access social capital more
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effectively. Thus, I include the length of U.S. residence in years to account for the
advantage of seasoned immigrants.

2.2.5 Analytic Strategy
I use descriptive statistics and two multivariate regression models to examine
social capital inequality between immigrant groups. First, I compare averages of four
social capital measures ―SC extensity, SC upperreachability, SC range, and SC
average―to examine social capital inequality between Mexican, Non‐Mexican Hispanic,
and Non‐Hispanic immigrants. Next, I investigate sources of social capital inequality
across the three immigrant groups. For this purpose I use the negative binomial
regression model and the ordinary least square regression model. SC extensity, which is
a count variable, is fitted with the negative binomial regression model1 and three other
social capital measures, which are continuous variables, are estimated with the ordinary
least square regression model.
To investigate sources of social capital inequality, I conducted five separate
analyses. The first model (Model 1) includes only a set of dummy variables of immigrant
groups―Mexican and Non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants―and control variables. This

1 Alternatively, the Poisson regression model can be used for fitting SC extensity. However, the likelihood‐
ratio test of alpha (α) which reflects unobserved heterogeneity among observations indicates that the
distribution of SC extensity has an issue of overdispersion: the variance (σ2 = 17.58) is greater than the mean
(μ = 5.92). By accounting for this unobserved heterogeneity, the negative binomial regression effectively
addresses the overdispersion problem of count variables (Long and Freese 2001). Thus, the negative
binomial regression model is preferred to the Poisson regression model for fitting SC extensity.
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model serves as the base model and the following three models add variables of human
capital (Model 2), employment and occupations (Model 3), and methods of accessing
social capital (Model 4). Changes in the coefficients for immigrant groups between the
base model and the other three models respectively will reflect the contribution of the
added variables to the generation of social capital inequality between the groups. When
a certain variable is a primary source of the social capital inequality, including it in the
model will reduce substantially the absolute size of the coefficients for immigrant
groups compared with those in the base model. The final model (Model 5) includes all
three factors as well as the control variables to assess relative weights of three
socioeconomic factors in generating social capital inequality between the immigrant
groups.

2.3 Results
2.3.1 Social Capital Inequality Across Immigrant Groups
Figure 1 illustrates social capital holdings of Mexican, non‐Mexican Hispanic and
non‐Hispanic immigrants in the United States. It shows that there are variations in social
capital holdings between the three immigrant groups and that Mexican immigrants have
much less social capital than the other two groups.
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Figure 1: Social Capital Holdings of Three Immigrant Groups

Mexican immigrants access less diverse occupations than the other two groups (
(A) SC extensity of Figure 1). Out of 22 occupations in the position generator, Mexican
immigrants access on average 4.5 occupations, while non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐
Hispanic immigrants have access to 7.4 and 6.7 occupations, respectively. The
differences in the number of occupations accessed between Mexican and the other two
groups are statistically significant (p‐value < .001).
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With respect to social capital upperreachability, Mexican immigrants show the
lowest scores, suggesting that they do not access high‐status occupations as much as the
other two groups do ((B) SC upperreachability of Figure 1). The highest prestige score of
an occupation to which Mexican immigrants have access is on average 57.4; this score is
much lower than that for non‐Mexican Hispanic (70.1) and for non‐Hispanic immigrants
(68.3). These differences are also statistically significant (p‐value < .001).
Mexican immigrants access less vertically heterogeneous occupations than the
other two groups ((C) SC range of Figure 1). The difference between the lowest and
highest prestige scores of occupations to which Mexican immigrants have access is on
average 25.8; the average difference for non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic
immigrants, on the other hand, are 37.3 and 32.4, respectively. All differences in the SC
range between three groups are statistically significant (p‐value < .05). Non‐Mexican
Hispanic immigrants access the most vertically heterogeneous set of occupations, but
Mexican immigrants have access to the narrowest range of similar status occupations.
The overall quality of social capital that Mexican immigrants hold is the lowest
among the three immigrant groups ((D) SC average of Figure 1). Average prestige scores
of occupations to which Mexican immigrants have access is on average 44.9; those for
Non‐Mexican Hispanic and for non‐Hispanic immigrants are 52.4 and 53.2, respectively.
The differences between Mexican and the other two immigrant groups are statistically
significant as well (p‐value < .001).
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In sum, Mexican immigrants are the only immigrant group who have social
capital deficit. Compared with the other two immigrant groups, Mexican immigrants
have less social capital in terms of both quantity and quality: they access smaller
numbers of occupations and their accessed positions are more likely to be a narrow
range of lower‐status occupations. Non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic
immigrants, on the other hand, hold relatively a good amount and quality of social
capital. Impressively, their social capital holdings are even comparable to those of the
native‐born: SC extensity, SC upperreachability, SC range and SC average for the native‐
born are 7.43, 69.9, 37.3 and 52.6, respectively (not shown in Figure 1), and all these
scores are mostly comparable to those for non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic
immigrants2. Despite the difficulties in accessing social capital imposed by relocation to
new societies, some immigrant groups, especially non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants,
overcome this barrier and successfully reaccumulate social capital. Naturally, the next
step is to investigate the sources of social capital inequality across immigrant groups:
why some immigrant groups like non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants successfully access
social capital and why others such as Mexican immigrants fail to do so.

2 Supplementary analyses show that the only statistically meaningful difference is found in SC range
between non‐Hispanic immigrants and the native‐born (p‐value < .001). All other differences are not
statistically significant.
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2.3.2 Socioeconomic and Demographic Variations Across Immigrant
Groups
Different socioeconomic and demographic traits of three immigrant groups
could be a source of social capital inequality between the groups. Table 1 shows that
each immigrant group has unique socioeconomic and demographic profiles and that
Mexican immigrants are unique in that they are the most underprivileged group.
Mexican immigrants have less human capital than the other two groups. The
average years of schooling for them are 11.92, which is a bit less than high school
completion. Supplementary analyses (not shown) indicate that the majority (57.9%) of
Mexican immigrants do not complete high school and that only 6.3% of them have at
least college degrees. By contrast, non‐Hispanic immigrants tend to be more educated
than other immigrants. Their average years of schooling are 15.42―which is comparable
to college completion―and 60.2% of them hold college or advanced degrees. Non‐
Mexican Hispanic immigrants are halfway between Mexican and non‐Hispanic
immigrants. They spend on average 13.78 years in school, a bit less than associate college
completion; 11.7% of them do not have high school diploma; 29.2% of them graduate
colleges or graduate schools.
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Table 1: Socioeconomic and Demographic Traits of Three Immigrant Groups
Mexican

Non‐Mexican
Hispanic

Non‐Hispanic

11.92

13.78

15.42

(1.61)

(2.18)

(2.24)

.94

.66

.31

(.23)

(.48)

(.47)

.58

.77

.79

(.49)

(.42)

(.41)

.01

.09

.14

(.11)

(.29)

(.34)

.04

.12

.29

(.20)

(.32)

(.45)

Human capital
Education (in years)
English proficiency
(English not primary language = 1)
Employment and Occupations
Employment status
(currently employed = 1)
Occupations
Managerial occupation
Professional occupation
Methods of accessing social capital
Proportion family ties
Proportion close ties
Proportion coethnic ties

.35

.32

.33

(.35)

(.27)

(.32)

.37

.45

.47

(.35)

(.29)

(.31)

.74

.74

.65

(.36)

(.30)

(.35)

Control variables
Age
Gender (male = 1)
Marital status (currently married = 1)

40.84

42.68

40.67

(10.43)

(10.45)

(10.53)

.44

.45

.58

(.50)

(.50)

(.50)

.76

.55

.72

(.43)
Length of U.S. Residence (in years)
Observations (N)

(.50)

(.45)

20.43

21.85

24.14

(9.19)

(12.08)

(14.79)

159

137

118

Notes: Values are means for continuous variables or proportions for dichotomous
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Similar trends are also found in the level of English proficiency. Most Mexican
immigrants (94%) do not speak English as their primary language at home. Only one‐
third (31%) of non‐Hispanic immigrants, on the other hand, do not use English as their
first language at home. This percent for non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants is 66,
halfway between the other two groups.
Mexican immigrants are less likely to be employed and to hold higher‐status
occupations than the other two groups. Just over half (58%) of Mexican immigrants were
employed at the time of the survey; this percent is much lower than those of the other
two groups (77% for non‐Mexican Hispanic and 79% for non‐Hispanic immigrants).
Even if they are employed, their jobs do not tend to be high‐status occupations such as
managerial or professional jobs. Only five percent of Mexican immigrants hold
managerial or professional jobs, while 21% of non‐Mexican Hispanic and 43% of non‐
Hispanic immigrants have such occupations. This finding is a logical consequence given
that Mexican immigrants have less human capital than the other two groups and that
holding high‐status occupations is highly correlated with human capital.
In terms of methods of accessing social capital, three immigrant groups show
somewhat different patterns. First, Mexican immigrants slightly more than the other two
groups rely on family ties in accessing social capital: 35% of their accessed occupations
are connected through family relationships, while the corresponding percent for non‐
Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic immigrants are 32% and 33%, respectively. Second,
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Mexican immigrants rely on emotionally‐close relationships less than the other two
groups: close relationships account for 37% of the accessed occupations for Mexican
immigrants, and this percent is much smaller than for non‐Mexican Hispanic (45%) and
for non‐Hispanic immigrants (47%). Third, two Hispanic immigrant groups access social
capital more through coethnic relationships than non‐Hispanic immigrants: both
Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants reach 74% of the accessed occupations
through the same ethnic people, but non‐Hispanic immigrants gain access to 65% of
them through their coethnic people. Taken together, it is difficult to come to a decisive
conclusion about which immigrant group relies more on strong ties ―family, close, and
coethnic ties― in accessing social capital. For example, while social capital of Mexican
immigrants is based more on family and coethnic ties, they rely less on close ties than
the other two groups. Contrastingly, non‐Hispanic immigrants access social capital more
through close ties, but less through coethnic ties.
A few demographic differences are notable between the groups. Non‐Mexican
Hispanic immigrants are a bit older and less likely to be married than the other two
groups. In addition, non‐Hispanic immigrants include more male members and have
spent more years in the United States than the other two groups.
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2.3.3 Sources of Social Capital Inequality Across Immigrant Groups
Different socioeconomic and demographic traits of immigrant groups can
generate social capital inequality between the groups by structuring opportunities to
access better social capital. However, it may be unrealistic to assume that all these
differences contribute equally to social capital inequality between the groups. In the
Table 2 through Table 5, I examine the relative contribution of three socioeconomic
factors ―human capital, employment and occupations, and methods of accessing social
capital― to the generation of social capital inequality. Each table focuses on social
capital inequality in SC extensity (Table 2), SC upperreachability (Table 3), SC range
(Table 4), and SC average (Table 5). The coeﬃcients of two immigrant groups ―
Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants ― indicate the extent to which the two
immigrant groups respectively hold different quantities or qualities of social capital in
comparison with non‐Hispanic immigrants (the reference category omitted). A larger
abstract value of the coefficients suggests that there is a greater difference in social
capital holdings between each Hispanic immigrant group and non‐Hispanic
immigrants. Building on this interpretation, the primary focus of the following analyses
is on the comparison of the coefficients for each immigrant group between before and
after including three kinds of socioeconomic factors in the model. If a certain factor
contributes substantially to social capital inequality, including it in the model will
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reduce abstract values of the coefficients to the values which imply no statistical
difference between the groups.
To start with, the Model 1 of Table 2 through Table 5 shows the extent of social
capital inequality between immigrant groups after controlling for variations between the
groups of age, gender, marital status and length of U.S. residence. Compared with non‐
Hispanic immigrants, Mexican immigrants show 30.4% ((e‐.362 – 1) × 100) lower SC
extensity (Table 2). Their SC upperreachability, SC range and SC average are lower than
non‐Hispanic immigrants’ by 10.6 (Table 3), 6.9 (Table 4), and 7.7 (Table 5). All these
differences are statistically significant, suggesting that Mexican than non–Hispanic
immigrants would have less social capital in terms of both quantity and quality even if
these groups have similar demographic compositions. Non‐Mexican Hispanic
immigrants, on the contrary, hold a similar quantity and quality of social capital as non‐
Hispanic immigrants. Although the effects of non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants are
positive―which indicates that they have more social capital than non‐Hispanic
immigrants―on SC extensity, SC upperreachability and SC range (but not SC average),
these effects are not statistically significant. Taken together, it is clear that social capital
inequality exists primarily between Mexican and the other two immigrant groups. Thus,
the following analyses will focus more on social capital difference between Mexican and
non‐Hispanic immigrants.
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Table 2: Unstandardized Coefficients for Negative Binomial Regression on the SC
Extensity of Immigrants
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

‐.059
(.113)
.229*
(.095)

‐.282**
(.094)
.107
(.091)

‐.325***
(.087)
.079
(.087)

Model 5

Immigrant groups (ref = Non‐Hispanic)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic

‐.362***
(.088)
.081
(.090)

Human capital
Education (in years)
English proficiency
(English not primary language = 1)

.054**
(.018)

.049**
(.018)

‐.186

‐.207*

(.095)

(.094)

Employment and Occupations
Employment status
(currently employed = 1)
Occupations (ref = other occupations)
Managerial occupation
Professional occupation

.181*

.129

(.084)

(.083)

.234
(.128)
.093
(.104)

.146
(.124)
‐.074
(.107)

Methods of accessing social capital
Proportion family ties
Proportion close ties
Proportion coethnic ties
Control variables
Age
Age2
Gender (male = 1)
Marital status (currently married = 1)
Length of U.S. Residence (in years)
Constant
Pseudo R2

.121***
(.026)
‐.001***
(.000)
‐.038
(.071)
‐.098
(.081)
.002
(.003)
‐.573
(.509)
.023

.109***
(.025)
‐.001***
(.000)
‐.069
(.069)
‐.099
(.079)
.001
(.004)
‐1.119*
(.558)
.031

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 414.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.
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‐.028
(.110)
.211*
(.093)

.110***
(.026)
‐.001***
(.000)
‐.082
(.074)
‐.075
(.080)
.002
(.003)
‐.543
(.503)
.028

‐.399**
(.133)
.566***
(.124)
.274*
(.115)

‐.365**
(.131)
.468***
(.124)
.353**
(.114)

.120***
(.026)
‐.001***
(.000)
‐.042
(.069)
‐.072
(.079)
.003
(.003)
‐.932
(.520)

.104***
(.025)
‐.001***
(.000)
‐.102
(.071)
‐.059
(.077)
.000
(.004)
‐1.401*
(.566)

.036

.046

Table 3: Unstandardized Coefficients for OLS Regression on the SC
Upperreachability of Immigrants
Model 1

Model 2

‐10.576***
(2.213)
1.859
(2.329)

‐4.514
(2.887)
4.777
(2.479)

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

‐11.070***
(2.000)
.625
(2.082)

‐4.273
(2.554)
3.429
(2.197)

Immigrant groups (ref = Non‐Hispanic)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic
Human capital
Education (in years)

‐8.740***
(2.368)
2.249
(2.371)

1.182*
(.462)

English proficiency
(English not primary language = 1)

1.015*
(.429)

‐3.307

‐4.099

(2.531)

(2.250)

Employment and Occupations
Employment status
(currently employed = 1)

6.496**

Occupations (ref = other occupations)
Managerial occupation
Professional occupation

(2.135)

(1.907)

3.247
(3.459)
1.900
(2.696)

2.466
(3.082)
.206
(2.531)

Methods of accessing social capital
Proportion family ties
Proportion close ties
Proportion coethnic ties
Control variables
Age
Age2
Gender (male = 1)
Marital status (currently married = 1)
Length of U.S. Residence (in years)
Constant
R2

6.246**

1.018
(2.848)
10.788***
(2.684)
19.588***
(2.495)

2.186
(2.806)
7.890**
(2.701)
21.003***
(2.457)

1.958**
(.637)
‐.024**
(.007)
‐.341
(1.794)
‐1.467
(2.074)
.096
(.090)
30.063*

1.776**
(.634)
‐.022**
(.007)
‐.832
(1.782)
‐1.386
(2.053)
.073
(.101)
16.544

1.682**
(.636)
‐.021**
(.007)
‐2.362
(1.910)
‐.994
(2.058)
.080
(.090)
30.484*

2.209***
(.575)
‐.027***
(.007)
.754
(1.609)
‐.564
(1.859)
.083
(.083)
5.498

1.795**
(.566)
‐.021**
(.007)
‐1.554
(1.684)
‐.083
(1.814)
.030
(.091)
‐4.431

.122

.145

.147

.307

.351

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 414.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.
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Table 4: Unstandardized Coefficients for OLS Regression on the SC Range of
Immigrants
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

‐6.929**
(2.102)
4.181
(2.212)

‐.858
(2.738)
7.102**
(2.351)

‐5.174*
(2.241)
4.438*
(2.243)

‐6.298**
(2.075)
3.901
(2.161)

‐.220
(2.666)
6.253**
(2.294)

Immigrant groups (ref = Non‐Hispanic)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic
Human capital
Education (in years)

1.198**
(.438)

English proficiency
(English not primary language = 1)

1.042*
(.448)

‐3.218

‐3.801

(2.401)

(2.348)

Employment and Occupations
Employment status
(currently employed = 1)

7.119***

Occupations (ref = other occupations)
Managerial occupation
Professional occupation

(2.020)

(1.990)

3.234
(3.273)
1.236
(2.551)

1.259
(3.217)
‐1.860
(2.642)

Methods of accessing social capital
Proportion family ties

‐8.668**
(2.955)
9.695***
(2.785)
7.983**
(2.589)

Proportion close ties
Proportion coethnic ties
Control variables
Age
Age2
Gender (male = 1)
Marital status (currently married = 1)
Length of U.S. Residence (in years)
Constant
R2

5.981**

‐7.771**
(2.929)
7.327**
(2.819)
9.155***
(2.565)

2.273***
(.605)
‐.026***
(.007)
‐2.735
(1.705)
‐1.568
(1.970)
.022
(.086)
‐11.474
(11.829)

2.090***
(.601)
‐.024***
(.007)
‐3.226
(1.690)
‐1.487
(1.947)
.000
(.096)
‐25.264
(13.266)

1.984**
(.602)
‐.023**
(.007)
‐4.969**
(1.808)
‐1.063
(1.947)
.001
(.085)
‐10.909
(11.669)

2.189***
(.596)
‐.025***
(.007)
‐2.616
(1.669)
‐.752
(1.929)
.052
(.086)
‐17.935
(11.879)

1.815**
(.591)
‐.021**
(.007)
‐4.915**
(1.757)
‐.322
(1.893)
‐.001
(.095)
‐28.195*
(13.217)

.112

.138

.143

.164

.208

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 414.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.

50

Table 5: Unstandardized Coefficients for OLS Regression on the SC Average of
Immigrants
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

‐7.737***
(1.736)
‐.461
(1.828)

‐3.642
(2.274)
1.522
(1.953)

‐6.534***
(1.875)
‐.019
(1.877)

‐8.512***
(1.546)
‐1.548
(1.609)

‐3.671
(1.997)
.667
(1.717)

Immigrant groups (ref = Non‐Hispanic)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic
Human capital
Education (in years)

.707
(.364)

English proficiency
(English not primary language = 1)

.605
(.335)

‐2.815

‐3.298

(1.994)

(1.758)

Employment and Occupations
Employment status
(currently employed = 1)
Occupations (ref = other occupations)
Managerial occupation
Professional occupation

2.656

2.911

(1.690)

(1.490)

2.320
(2.738)
2.061
(2.134)

2.317
(2.409)
1.535
(1.979)

Methods of accessing social capital
Proportion family ties
Proportion close ties
Proportion coethnic ties
Control variables
Age
Age2
Gender (male = 1)
Marital status (currently married = 1)
Length of U.S. Residence (in years)
Constant
R2

5.196*
(2.201)
6.231**
(2.074)
15.525***
(1.928)

5.897**
(2.193)
4.233*
(2.111)
16.575***
(1.920)

.930
(.500)
‐.012*
(.006)
1.057
(1.408)
‐1.017
(1.628)
.097
(.071)
34.561***
(9.773)

.821
(.499)
‐.011
(.006)
.723
(1.404)
‐.963
(1.617)
.069
(.080)
26.969*
(11.016)

.795
(.503)
‐.011
(.006)
.267
(1.512)
‐.790
(1.629)
.094
(.071)
34.591***
(9.762)

1.225**
(.444)
‐.015**
(.005)
2.081
(1.243)
‐.515
(1.437)
.069
(.064)
13.174
(8.847)

.977*
(.443)
‐.012*
(.005)
.980
(1.316)
‐.234
(1.418)
.030
(.071)
7.601
(9.897)

.087

.104

.097

.301

.331

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 414.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.
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Model 2 estimates the effect of human capital in generating social capital
inequality between the groups. As expected, human capital, especially education, does
facilitate immigrants’ access to social capital. For every additional year of schooling, SC
extensity increases by 5.5% ((e.054 – 1) × 100) (Table 2), and SC upperreachability and SC
range grow both by 1.2. (Table 3 and 4). Yet, although education positively influences
the SC average (Table 5), its effect is marginally significant (p‐value = .053). Contrary to
my expectation, limited English ability does not substantially constrain immigrants’
access to social capital. Immigrants who do not speak English well―those who do not
speak English as the primary language at home―hold similar levels of social capital as
their English‐proficient counterparts. This may be because large portions of immigrants’
contacts in their networks are coethnic people with whom they need not speak English
to build relationships (see Table 1).
More importantly, the Model 2 also shows that human capital is a major source
of social capital inequality between immigrant groups. After including education as well
as English proficiency, the differences in social capital between Mexican and non‐
Hispanic immigrants are substantially reduced to an insignificant level. The difference
decreases from 30.4% to 5.72% ((e‐.059 – 1) × 100) in SC extensity (Table 2), from 10. 6 to 4.5
in SC upperreachability (Table 3), from 6.9 to 0.9 in SC range (Table 4), and from 7.7 to
3.6 in SC average (Table 5). All these reduced differences are not statistically significant,
suggesting that Mexican immigrants would have similar social capital as non‐Hispanic
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immigrants if they hold comparable human capital. Indeed, human capital difference,
especially in educational achievement, is a major source of social capital inequality
between Mexican and the other two immigrant groups. Interestingly, compared with
non‐Hispanic immigrants, non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants would have a higher
value of SC extensity and SC range if they have equivalent human capital as non‐
Hispanic immigrants. After accounting for human capital differences, non‐Mexican
Hispanic than non‐Hispanic immigrants would have a higher score of SC extensity and
SC range by 25.7% ((e.229 – 1) × 100) (Table 2) and 7.1 (Table 4), respectively. This finding
is in line with ethnographic studies (Klinenberg 2002; Small 2004) which have shown
that non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants are better at building social networks than other
racial minorities with similar backgrounds.
Model 3 shows the effect of employment status and occupations in the access to
social capital. Employed immigrants have access to more numbers of occupations (Table
2), and reach higher status (Table 3) and more vertically diversified occupations (Table
4) than unemployed or retired immigrants. They access more occupations by 19.8% ((e.181
– 1) × 100), and their SC upperreachability and SC range are greater by 6.5 and 7.1,
respectively. Yet, employment status does not considerably influence the SC range
(Table 5). Occupations, on the contrary, do not show the expected impact on
immigrants’ access to social capital. Although holding managerial/professional
occupations tend to increase scores of all four social capital measures, their positive
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effects are not statistically significant. In addition, the inclusion of employment‐related
variables in the model does not reduce the difference in social capital between Mexican
and non‐Hispanic immigrants to an insignificant level. Compared with the Model 1, the
absolute values of the coefficients for Mexican immigrants in Model 3 are slightly
reduced in all four tables, but the coefficients are still statistically significant, suggesting
that employment status and occupations contribute to the generation of social capital
inequality to some degree, but not substantially.
Model 4 includes three methods of accessing social capital and estimates their
effects on social capital building. As expected, using more family ties is not beneficial for
enhancing the quantity and quality of social capital. Immigrants who access social
capital only through family ties would access 33.0% ((e‐.399 – 1) × 100) fewer occupations
than those only through non‐family ties (Table 2), and their SC range would be lower by
8.7 (Table 4). Intriguingly, relying more on family ties is positively correlated with SC
average. Immigrants who access social capital only through family ties rather than those
who access social capital only through non‐family ties would access on average higher‐
status occupations by 5.2 (Table 5).
To summarize, using family ties has a mixed effect on immigrants’ access to
social capital. It constrains the size and vertical heterogeneity of social capital, but at the
same time enhances the average quality of social capital. These conflicting findings may
be driven by the fact that occupations accessed through family ties often are a narrower
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range of vertically homogenous positions which are less likely to include exceptionally
low‐status contacts.
On the other hand, contrary to my expectations, two measures of close ties
―close and coethnic ties― facilitate rather than impede immigrants’ access to social
capital. Immigrants who access social capital only through close ties than those who
access social capital only through non‐close ties would have a higher score of SC
extensity, SC upperreachability, SC range, and SC average by 64.8% ((e.566 – 1) × 100)
(Table 2), 10.8 (Table 3), 9.7 (Table 4) and 6.2 (Table 5), respectively. Similarly,
immigrants who rely only on coethnic ties to access social capital than those who rely
only on cross‐ethnic ties would have a higher score of those four social capital measures,
by 31.5% ((e.274 – 1) × 100) (Table 2), 19.6 (Table 3), 8.0 (Table 4) and 15.5 (Table 5),
respectively. These findings are contrasted with much of the literature on social network
building that emphasizes the positive roles of weak ties in extending personal networks
or reaching out to more valuable resources. However, it may reflect a peculiar context of
immigrants’ life in which they seek for more reliable relationships that reduce
uncertainties caused by their acculturation experience (Amado 2006; Ebaugh and Curry
2000).
Nonetheless, differences in methods of accessing social capital between the
groups do not substantially contribute to the generation of social capital inequality,
though such differences account substantially for individual variations in social capital,
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as noted by the considerably increased R‐square in Model 4. The changes in the
coefficients for Mexican immigrants between Model 1 and Model 4 are relatively small,
and the inclusion of the differences in methods of accessing social capital does not
nullify the differences between Mexican and non‐Hispanic immigrants in all four social
capital measures.
Finally, Model 5 includes all three socioeconomic as well as demographic factors.
It shows that after controlling for differences in human capital, employment status and
occupations, methods of accessing social capital, and demographic compositions
between the three immigrant groups, the social capital inequality between the groups
would disappear. All significant differences in social capital between Mexican and non‐
Hispanic immigrants in Model 1 would become insignificant in Model 5. After
controlling for three socioeconomic factors, Mexican than non‐Hispanic immigrants
would have a lower score of SC extensity, SC upperreachability, SC range and SC
average by 2.8%, 4.3, 0.2 and 3.7, respectively, which all decrease substantially from
those values (30.4%, 10.6, 6.9 and 7.7, respectively) in Model 1. The finding proposes that
socioeconomic differences between the groups are undoubtedly sources of social capital
inequality between immigrant groups. However, as articulated earlier, it is the human
capital difference that contributes essentially to this social capital inequality.
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2.4 Conclusion and Discussion
This study has investigated the existence and sources of social capital inequality
between immigrant groups in the United States, and has produced two major findings.
First, it has confirmed social capital inequality between immigrant groups, but found
that most social capital inequality exists primarily between Mexican and two other non‐
Mexican immigrants (non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic immigrants). Using four
social capital measures constructed from the position generator in the 2005 SC‐USA
survey, I found that Mexican immigrants, compared with the other two immigrant
groups, access a smaller number of occupations, and the prestige of the highest‐status
occupation in their network is lower; they reach less vertically heterogeneous positions
in the occupational hierarchy, and the average prestige of the accessed occupations for
them is lower. Non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic immigrants, on the other hand,
have a similar size and quality of social capital, and their social capital holdings are even
comparable to those of the native‐born. Thus, among the three immigrant groups,
Mexican immigrants are the only group who experience social capital deficit.
Second, the social capital deficit of Mexican immigrants is driven primarily by
their lack of human capital. The multivariate analyses revealed that although low
employment rates, low‐status occupations and different usages of accessing methods to
social capital that all distinguish Mexican immigrants from the other two immigrants
contribute in part to their social capital deficit, the human capital deficiency, especially
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their relative lack of education, of Mexican immigrants accounts for most of the social
capital inequality between them and the other two groups. Indeed, the human capital
deficiency of Mexican immigrants is the primary source of the social capital inequality
between immigrant groups.
The findings of this study shed light on the role of social capital as a mechanism
of cumulative disadvantage. In explaining persistent social inequality, sociologists have
long paid attention to the process of cumulative disadvantage in which the initial
disadvantages develop into further deprivation in other forms (DiPrete and Eirich 2006;
Jencks and Mayer 1990; Merton 1968). Recently, DiMaggio and Garip (2012) have
proposed that network processes can serve as a mechanism of cumulative
advantage/disadvantage, but their focus is limited on the effects of homophilous
relationships on the adoption of new practices that would be beneficial for adopters’
well‐being.
In a similar but much broader sense, this present study has shown how the initial
disadvantages of minority immigrant groups constrain their network building and
could lead to social capital deficit compared with other immigrant groups. Given that
social capital facilitates the diverse settlement of immigrants, this social capital deficit
will in turn generate further disadvantages in various social domains. Thus, this study
oﬀers new insights that suggest social capital processes―including both access to and
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mobilization of social capital―can serve as a cumulative disadvantage mechanism for
disadvantaged groups by channeling between the initial and further disadvantages.
Although this study confirmed that Mexican immigrants are the only immigrant
group who experience social capital deficit, there could be another ethnic immigrant
group experiencing social capital deficit when a more fine‐grained classification of
ethnic immigrant groups is used. For example, Salvadorian and Guatemalan immigrants
have similar educational achievements as Mexican immigrants (Portes and Rumbaut
2006), and thus it is highly likely that they would have less social capital than the other
immigrant groups. Moreover, it would be interesting to see whether Cambodian and
Laotian immigrants compared with other Asian immigrants, and Italian and Portuguese
immigrants compared with other European immigrants would have less social capital,
because they have much lower educational background than other immigrants from the
same region (Portes and Rumbaut 2006).
Addressing all these kinds of questions can provide more comprehensive
explanations about structural processes by which social capital deficit is generated.
Nonetheless, the sample size of the data I used for the analysis did not allow me to use a
more fine‐grained classification of ethnic immigrant groups. The New Immigrant
Survey (Jasso et al. 2015) is an alternative data source for studying immigrants’ access to
social capital. That survey is based on a relatively large‐scale sample of the U.S.
immigrants and therefore has more detailed information on ethnic categories of
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immigrants. However, the survey is not appropriate to assess social capital holdings
between immigrant groups because it does not include a general network measure of
social capital such as the name or position generator.
For this reason, in order to compare access to social capital between more fine‐
grained immigrant groups, a new survey is warranted based on a large‐scale nationally
representative sample of immigrants in the United States that includes a general
measure of social capital. Future research using this kind of new survey will be able to
illuminate more comprehensive and generalizable theoretical explanations about the
origins of social capital deficit for disadvantaged immigrant groups.
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3. Chapter 2: An Examination of the Social Mechanisms
of Enclave Immigrants’ Network Disadvantages
How do ethnic enclaves influence the social capital building of enclave
immigrants? In the immigration literature, ethnic enclaves are often described as an
economic or residential community in which the same ethnic immigrants are densely
connected and cooperate with each other to enhance their life chances (Portes and
Manning 1986; Sanders and Nee 1987a; Wilson and Portes 1980; Zhou 1992). Studies
often assume that once immigrants are enmeshed in a dense web of coethnic ties in
ethnic enclaves, they can easily build resource‐rich social networks (Nee and Nee 1986;
Portes and Bach 1985; Portes and Stepick 1993; Zhou and Logan 1989). Thus, by utilizing
closely connected coethnic relations, enclave immigrants could access valuable
information on new job openings in ethnic firms and financial capital necessary for
opening and running their own businesses, which would lead to labor market outcomes
comparable to those obtained in the mainstream labor market, or even better (Portes and
Bach 1980, 1985; Portes and Jensen 1989; Wilson and Portes 1980). Indeed, many
immigrant scholars see ethnic enclaves as a conduit for building resource‐rich social
networks of immigrants.
On the other hand, scholars studying the impact of urban ghettos have
consistently reported that the geographical concentration of racial minorities is
detrimental to the social capital building for those living in such a concentrated area
(Massey and Denton 1993; Wilson 1987, 1996). Numerous studies have reported that
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living in a racially segregated neighborhood reduces network size and diversity because
such residential environments prohibit the residents from extending their networks
beyond the neighborhood, while facilitating relationships with other residents with
similar low socioeconomic backgrounds (Briggs 2005; Rankin and Quane 2000; Small
2007; Tigges et al. 1998).
It is notable that ethnic enclaves provide similar residential environments to
urban ghettos. The residents of ethnic enclaves are mostly similar ethnic immigrants,
and some ethnic enclaves comprise socioeconomically homogenous low‐status
immigrants. Naturally, as opposed to the prediction of most immigration scholars, it is
reasonable to expect that ethnic enclaves constrain rather than facilitate the access to
social capital of enclave immigrants. Nonetheless, no studies have systematically
addressed this issue, and thus it still remains unclear whether ethnic enclaves affect the
social capital building of enclave immigrants, and if so, why.
This study aims to fill this research gap using data from the 2005 Social Capital‐
USA (SC‐USA) survey. Specifically, I will show that enclave immigrants hold less social
capital than otherwise comparable non‐enclave immigrants, and I will illuminate the
specific social processes by which ethnic enclaves constrain the access to social capital of
enclave immigrants. By doing so, this study will shed new light on the role of ethnic
enclaves in the social capital building of immigrants and its implication on their
processes of economic incorporation.
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3.1 Theory and Hypotheses
3.1.1 Ethnic Enclaves in the Immigration Literature
The previous literature on ethnic enclaves has been centered on whether ethnic
enclaves improve immigrants’ labor market outcomes. A group of scholars argue that
ethnic enclaves provide comparable or even better employment opportunities than those
found in the mainstream labor market with respect to wages and promotion chances
(Gilbertson and Gurak 1993; Gilbertson 1995; Portes and Bach 1980, 1985; Portes and
Jensen 1989; Portes and Manning 1986; Wilson and Portes 1980; Zhou and Logan 1989).
And this argument is widely known as the enclave hypothesis. This enclave hypothesis
has shown a quite different path to the successful economic adaptation of immigrants
from that predicted by traditional assimilation theory. While assimilation theory
emphasizes that participation in the mainstream labor market would lead to greater
economic success (Gordon 1964; Warner and Srole 1945), the enclave hypothesis asserts
that remaining in ethnic enclaves could offer greater economic benefits as well.
Building on the experience of Cuban immigrants in Miami, Florida, Portes and
his colleagues have by and large found a positive relationship between ethnic enclaves
and labor market outcomes. Wilson and Portes (1980) report that Cuban immigrants
who work in ethnic enclaves earn higher returns to human capital than their
counterparts who are employed in the mainstream economy. Portes and Jensen (1989)
reaffirm this finding, but compared the amounts of wages themselves rather than the
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returns to human capital. They find that the earnings of Cuban enclave workers are
comparable to those of Cuban non‐enclave workers. Zhou and Logan (1989) extend the
enclave hypothesis beyond Cuban immigrant communities. Based on a study of Chinese
immigrants in New York, they confirm for higher returns to human capital for Chinese
enclave workers, but also find that the effect of enclaves on earnings is contingent on the
gender of workers: male enclave immigrants receive higher returns to human capital,
but female enclave immigrants do not reap such returns.
Proponents of the enclave hypothesis attribute the relative success of enclave
workers to ethnic solidarity. In a successful ethnic community, the
members―employers, employees, suppliers and often consumers―are closely
connected with each other to form a norm of mutual obligations or enforceable trust
within their community (Portes and Sensenbrenner 1993; Portes 1998). Immigrant
entrepreneurs often utilize their ethnicity to gain privileged access to markets and
sources of labor (Light and Gold 2000): the same ethnic suppliers often provide their
products and services at a lower price (Wilson and Portes 1980), and immigrant
communities function as a reservoir of reliable workers and consumers who are loyal to
ethnic firms (Portes and Bach 1985; Portes and Manning 1986); moreover, the financial
capital necessary for running an ethnic business is often raised not based on contracts
but through enforceable trust within the community (Portes and Sensenbrenner 1993).
On the other hand, immigrant employees also benefit from ethnic solidarity. Employers
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in an ethnic economy prefer to hire coethnic immigrants, and thus tend to provide their
coethnic immigrants with the privileged access to new job openings or job training
opportunities (Bailey and Waldinger 1991; Doeringer et al. 1986; Sassen 1995; Stepick
1989; Waldinger 1996). These privileged employment opportunities are especially
valuable for newly‐arrived immigrants who often have limited legal status, poor English
proficiency and low educational backgrounds, and thus have great difficulties in finding
jobs in the mainstream labor market (Kim 1999; Raijman 2001; Yoon 1995). Moreover,
successful ethnic enclaves can provide mobility opportunities for disadvantaged
immigrant workers. Proponents of the enclave hypothesis argue that many immigrant
workers will be able to open their own businesses with the skills and social contacts
obtained through the work experience in the enclave economy, or will be promoted to
managerial positions as compensation for their loyalty to the same ethnic employers
(Portes and Sensenbrenner 1993). Indeed, the enclave hypothesis highlights a successful
career in the enclave economy as an alternative route to economic success in the host
society.
The enclave hypothesis, however, has been challenged by Sanders and Nee
(1987a) who differentiate employees from employers in the ethnic enclave. They provide
empirical evidence that enclave employers receive higher returns to human capital than
their counterparts outside the enclave, whereas enclave employees earn significantly
lower wages than their peers working outside the enclave. In contrast to Portes and his
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associates, Sanders and Nee see employers and employees in the enclave economy as
having potentially opposing economic interests. Privileged enclave employers, they
argue, utilize ethnic solidarity as a way “to insulate immigrant workers from union
organizers and to perpetuate and reproduce a pliant low‐wage immigrant work force,
not to help workers to enter into self‐employment” (Sanders and Nee 1987a: 773).
Similarly, Kwong (1997), based on his ethnographic study on Chinese immigrant
workers in New York’s Chinatown, convincingly shows how enclave employers invoke
ethnicity to prohibit their coethnic employees from seeking employment opportunities
outside Chinatown. Thus, Sanders and Nee conclude that owners of ethnic firms can
thrive with the sacrifice of enclave employees whose wages are extremely low, even
bordering on exploitation. In their view, ethnic enclaves serve as a mobility trap rather
than a mobility escalator for immigrant workers and perpetuates low wage jobs over the
whole of their lifetimes.
Although the scholars from the two camps do not articulate this, it should be
noted that at the core of this debate lies the operation of social capital because ethnic
solidarity is one kind of manifestation of enclave‐level social capital. Many immigrant
scholars have highlighted community‐level social capital, which refers to the features of
an immigrant community such as bounded solidarity, enforceable trust, or the norm of
reciprocity that facilitates the instrumental behaviors of its members, and have shown
that members of ethnic communities can enhance their life chances by utilizing this
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community‐level social capital (Bankston and Zhou 1997; Kao and Rutherford 2007; Kao
2004; Levanon 2011; Light and Gold 2000; Portes and Sensenbrenner 1993; Portes and
Zhou 1992; Zhou and Bankston III 1994). On the other hand, scholars have also reported
the negative aspects of community‐level social capital: densely‐connected immigrant
communities often exclude outsiders by privileging inside members (Waldinger 1995),
restrict excessively individual freedoms (Portes 1998; Rumbaut 1977), and keep their
members from entering into the mainstream society to maintain group cohesion
(Bourgois 1995; Matute‐Bianchi 1986; Stepick 1992; Suarez‐Orozco 1987). In sum, the
debate on the effect of ethnic enclaves reflects exactly these diverging views on the role
of community‐level social capital; the proponents of the enclave hypothesis emphasize
the positive aspect of community‐level social capital, while the opponents highlight its
negative aspect.
Alongside the operation of community‐level social capital, this study proposes
that there should be another social capital process at the individual level through which
ethnic enclaves influence the labor market outcomes of enclave workers for two reasons.
First, mobilizing individual‐level social capital―a pool of useful resources embedded in
personal networks of individuals and accessible through their social ties to contacts
(Burt 1992; Fernandez and Weinberg 1997; Lin 2001b)―is one of the core mechanisms by
which immigrant workers can increase their labor market prospects. By mobilizing
social connections, immigrant workers could attain more‐prestigious and better‐paying
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jobs that otherwise they could not get (Aguilera and Massey 2003; Aguilera 2005;
Greenwell et al. 1997; Hagan 1994; Phillips and Massey 1999). Second, ethnic enclaves
are critical social environments that facilitate (or constrain) the network building of
enclave workers. Densely connected ethnic enclaves can serve as reservoirs of social
relations so that enclave members easily access various positions of people and thus
could accumulate more social capital than non‐enclave immigrants. On the other hand,
densely connected ethnic enclaves can also constrain the social capital building of
enclave workers by prohibiting them from extending their social connections to the
people outside the ethnic enclave. If it is the case, enclave immigrants would have less
social capital than non‐enclave immigrants.
Taken together, investigating the effect of ethnic enclaves on the social capital
building of immigrants will shed light on another social capital mechanism operating at
the individual level, by which ethnic enclaves influence the labor market outcomes of
immigrants. If ethnic enclaves do in fact facilitate the access to social capital of enclave
immigrants, then by utilizing this well‐accessed social capital, such immigrants should
be able to get comparable or better jobs than non‐enclave immigrants. By contrast, if
ethnic enclaves do in fact constrain immigrants’ access to social capital, the relative lack
of social capital for enclave immigrants could dampen their job prospects. Thus, the
investigation of whether ethnic enclaves facilitate (or constrain) the access to social
capital of enclave immigrants will contribute to the debate on the effect of ethnic
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enclaves by illuminating another social capital process that can influence the labor
market outcomes of immigrants.

3.1.2 The Effect of Ethnic Enclaves on Access to Social Capital
How do ethnic enclaves affect the social capital building of immigrants? This
study argues that ethnic enclaves constrain rather than facilitate the access to social
capital of enclave immigrants, and thus it will illuminate three social processes
operating at ethnic enclaves by which social capital deficits of enclave immigrants are
generated.
The first process relates to homophily as a principle of network building.
Homophily is a general tendency of individuals to associate and bond with other similar
people (Lazarsfeld and Merton 1954; McPherson et al. 2001). Numerous studies on
personal network building have consistently reported that a large portion of social
connections are built upon homophilous relationships: social contacts in one’s personal
network often share the same or similar characteristics with egos, with respect to age,
gender, race, education, religion, occupations and social class (DiPrete et al. 2011; Fischer
1977, 1982; Marsden 1987, 1988; Verbrugge 1977; Wright 1997). Consistent with this, as
the first chapter of this dissertation has shown, immigrants also have a strong tendency
to form social ties with the same ethnic people, facilitated by shared languages and
culture.
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I expect that ethnic enclaves would structurally compel enclave immigrants to
rely basically on ethnically homophilous relationships in building their social networks.
Because most enclave members are ethnically homogenous people, ethnic enclaves tend
to provide ethnically segregated social environments for their members. In this social
setting, social contacts whom enclave immigrants encounter in their everyday lives
would be mostly the same ethnic people, and therefore enclave than non‐enclave
immigrants would have less opportunities to form social connections with ethnically
different people. As a result, the personal network of enclave immigrants would consist
more of coethnic social contacts than that of non‐enclave immigrants. Therefore, my first
hypothesis is:
Hypothesis 1: Enclave immigrants, compared with non‐enclave immigrants,
would rely more on coethnic social ties in their social network building.

Moreover, the increased reliance on coethnic relationships in the network
building of enclave immigrants could in turn constrain their access to social capital. In
the network literature, as the strength‐of‐weak tie hypothesis (Granovetter 1973)
implies, it is well‐established that weak rather than strong ties provide better
opportunities to contact a wide range of people and thus to access more valuable
resources (Lai et al. 1998; Lin and Dumin 1986; Lin et al. 1981; Yakubovich 2005).
Although there is a debate about what weak or close ties actually means and how they
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are empirically operationalized (Marsden and Campbell 1984), weak ties are generally
understood as social connections that link individuals to dissimilar others who are
assumed to possess different resources than they do (Lin 2001: 55‐77). Thus, network
scholars often see emotionally close, homophilous (e.g., same gender and coethnic), and
family relationships as close ties. Consequently, resources accessed through social ties to
coethnic people would be more homogenous and less valuable than those accessed
through cross‐ethnic relationships.
Some studies have documented the social process by which ethnic segregation
generates network inequality. Massey and Denton (1993) report that the network
disadvantages of African Americans are closely connected with the proportion of
African Americans in the same residential areas, concluding that racial segregation is the
primary cause of smaller and weaker networks for African Americans. Briggs (2005)
illustrates this process more clearly by arguing that residential segregation prohibits
racial minorities from extending their networks to diverse groups of people beyond their
neighborhood.
I expect that the same social process will also operate in ethnic enclaves.
Specifically, ethnically homogenous enclaves will encourages its members to form social
ties with other enclave immigrants while preventing them from making connections
with people outside the enclave. As a result, resources embedded in the networks of
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enclave immigrants would be more redundant and less heterogeneous than those of
non‐enclave immigrants. Thus, I hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 2: Enclave immigrants would have less social capital than non‐
enclave immigrants.

Third, the constraining effect of ethnic enclaves on the access to social capital of
enclave immigrants could be contingent on the socioeconomic traits of ethnic enclaves.
In explaining the network disadvantages of African Americans, many scholars have
paid attention to socioeconomic traits of their neighborhood. Specifically, they argue
that the concentration of poor people rather than high proportions of racial minorities in
the neighborhood constrains the access to social capital of African Americans (Rankin
and Quane 2000; Small 2007; Tigges et al. 1998; Wilson 1987, 1996). In a neighborhood
where poverty is concentrated, the residents are mostly underprivileged people, and
thus it is difficult for them to make connections to individuals with valuable resources
such as nonpoor, employed, and college‐educated people.
On the other hand, immigration literature reports that U.S. immigrants have
diverse socioeconomic profiles by their country of origins (Hagan 2004; Portes and
Rumbaut 2006). For example, Indian and Chinese immigrants have much higher
educational achievement, earn much more, and are much more likely to be employed in
managerial or professional occupations than other immigrant groups or even than the
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native‐born (Hooper and Batalova 2015; Whatley 2013). By contrast, Mexican
immigrants are less likely to complete high school and thus more likely to have lower‐
paying and lower‐prestigious jobs than other immigrant groups (e.g., construction,
extraction, transportation, service, personal care occupations), all of which contributes to
higher poverty rates among Mexican immigrants (Stoney 2013).
These different socioeconomic profiles will determine socioeconomic traits of
each immigrant group’s ethnic enclave. It is logical to assume that high‐status
immigrant groups’ ethnic enclaves consist of immigrants with diverse social positions
encompassing unskilled workers of ethnic businesses and ethnic entrepreneurs or even
professionals. In this social setting, even though enclave immigrants rely more on
coethnic relationships for accessing social capital, their social capital will not be severely
constrained; through coethnic ties this group of immigrants could reach high‐status as
well as low‐status individuals. Moreover, ethnic solidarity formed through dense social
connections among coethnic immigrants could provide low‐status immigrants in this
group with considerable leverage to extend their networks to high‐status coethnic
immigrants. Consequently, it is reasonable to expect that enclave immigrants of high‐
status immigrant groups will have social capital comparable to that of their counterparts
outside the enclave or even more than them.
By contrast, low‐status immigrant groups’ ethnic enclaves comprise mostly
homogenous underprivileged immigrants. Coethnic ties formed in these kinds of
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enclaves would be more likely to connect with similar immigrants with low
socioeconomic backgrounds. In this social setting, even though enclave immigrants have
extensive networks consisting primarily of the same ethnic immigrants, their social
contacts would share similar socioeconomic profiles. More importantly, social contacts
of those enclave immigrants would be less likely to include high‐status individuals who
can provide more valuable resources. As a result, in ethnic enclaves of low‐status
immigrant groups, relying on coethnic relationships could severely constrain access to
social capital for the enclave immigrants. Thus, my final hypotheses are:
Hypothesis 3‐1: In high‐status immigrant groups enclave immigrants would
have comparable or more social capital than non‐enclave immigrants.
Hypothesis 3‐2: In low‐status immigrant groups enclave immigrants would have
less social capital than non‐enclave immigrants.

3.2 Data and Methods
3.2.1 Data
To study the effect of ethnic enclaves on the social capital building of
immigrants, I use data from the 2005 Social Capital‐USA (SC‐USA) survey. This survey
is specifically designed for investigating the social capital building and utilization of
American workers. From November 2004 to April 2005, the survey was administered to
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a national sample of 3,000 Americans aged 22 to 65 who were employed or had been
previously employed at the time of the survey.
The survey was conducted by the random‐digit dialing (RDD) method, and the
response rate was around 43%, which is comparable to that for other recent national
random‐digit dialed surveys (Groves et al. 2004). In addition, quota sampling was also
administered to represent groups of minority workers (e.g., female and racial minority
workers). Therefore, distributions of demographic traits (e.g., education, gender, race,
marital status) in the sample match almost perfectly the U.S. population structure (Lin,
Fu, et al. 2014).
For the analysis, I chose a sub‐sample of people who were born outside of the
U.S as a sample of the U.S. immigrant workers. Among 3,000 respondents in the entire
sample, 13.9% of them (419 respondents) are identified as immigrants. This percent is
comparable to the percent of immigrants in the U.S. population in 2005 (approximately
13%) (U.S. Census Bureau 2005). With respect to country of origin, immigrants from
Mexico are the largest immigrant group in the sample. 38.0% (159 respondents) of
immigrants in the sample come from Mexico; 9.3% (39 respondents) from Central
American countries other than Mexico; 17.9 % (74 respondents) from Caribbean
countries; 5.8% (24 respondents) from South American countries; 1.7% (7 respondents)
from Canada; 11.9% (50 respondents) from European countries; 2.2% (9 respondents)
from African countries; 12.6% (52 respondents) from Asian countries. This distribution
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shows that Hispanic immigrants are overrepresented in the sample: 71.0% of
immigrants in the sample are from Latin American countries; this percent is much
higher than the percentage of Hispanic immigrants (53.8%) in the United States in 2005
(U.S. Census Bureau 2005). A reason for the overrepresentation of Hispanic immigrants
is that the survey was administered either in English or Spanish, but not in the other
languages. Consequently, Hispanic immigrants who do not speak English could
participate in the survey, but non‐Hispanic immigrants with limited English proficiency
may opt out of the survey.
Five immigrants refused to provide information on their country of origin, and
these immigrants are excluded from the final analyses. Thus, 414 immigrants who
reported their countries of origin are included in the final analyses.

3.2.2 Dependent Variables
The first dependent variable is social capital. For measuring social capital, the
SC‐USA survey uses the position generator method which aims to measure the extent to
which people make social connections to various social positions in the occupational
hierarchy. The survey includes a series of questions about whether respondents know
someone in a list of 22 different occupations at the time of the survey. The 22
occupations are selected from the entire list of U.S. occupations, and include eleven low‐
prestige occupations (i.e., janitor, hotel bell boy, taxi driver, full‐time babysitter, hair
dresser, receptionist, farmer, security guard, operator in a factory, administrative
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assistant in a large company), eight middle‐prestige occupations (i.e., production
manager, personnel manager, policeman, computer programmer, congressman, writer,
high school teacher, nurse), and three high‐prestige occupations (i.e., CEO of a big
company, professor, lawyer).
Using the responses to the survey items of the 22 occupations, I have constructed
four measures of social capital, following the methodology of previous studies (Lin and
Dumin 1986; McDonald 2011; Song 2011). Each measure is constructed to capture
different dimensions of social capital.
(1) Social capital extensity (SC extensity): This is the number of occupations to
which respondents have access through social relations. This measure simply reflects the
size of each individual respondent’s personal network and resources embedded in it.
Social capital extensity ranges from 0 to 22; a higher value means access to more diverse
occupations.
(2) Social capital upperreachability (SC upperreachability): To construct this
measure, each occupation in the position generator first is assigned a prestige score
based on the occupational prestige scores estimated by Nakao and Treas (1990). Social
capital upperreachability is the highest prestige score of an occupations to which
respondents have access through social relations. It shows the extent to which people
can reach the highest position in the occupational hierarchy, and represents the best
social capital embedded in the personal networks of individuals.
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(3) Social capital range (SC range): This is a measure of resource heterogeneity
within personal networks of individuals and operationalized by the difference between
the lowest and highest prestige scores of occupations to which respondents have access
through social relations. The measure reflects the vertical range of social capital in the
personal networks of individuals. A high score in this measure suggests that individuals
can reach both high‐ and low‐status occupations, indicating more heterogeneous
resources within their networks.
(4) Social capital average (SC average): This measure is computed by averaging
the prestige scores of all occupations to which respondents have access through social
relations. Thus, it shows the average quality of social capital in the personal networks of
individuals. The advantage of this measure is that it is less influenced by an extremely
high‐ or low‐status occupation to which respondents have access. Thus, it has a less‐
skewed distribution than social capital upperreachability and social capital range (Gaag
et al. 2008).
The second dependent variable is the proportion of coethnic ties employed to
access social capital. It is the proportion of occupations accessed through coethnic
relationships to the total occupations accessed. The survey identifies race/ethnicity of the
respondents and the occupants with six racial/ethnic categories: non‐Hispanic white,
African American, Hispanic, Asian, Native American and other races. When the
racial/ethnic background of the respondents matches that of the occupants, they are
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coded as using coethnic ties to access those occupations. Proportion of coethnic ties
ranges from 0 to 1, and a higher value indicates the heavy reliance on coethnic ties in
accessing social capital.

3.2.3 Independent Variables
In the immigration literature there is a debate about how ethnic enclaves should
be operationalized (Portes and Jensen 1987, 1992; Sanders and Nee 1987b, 1992);
immigration scholars have not reached a consensus on the empirical measure of ethnic
enclaves. Some scholars conceptualize an ethnic enclave as an area where ethnic firms
are highly concentrated and operationalize it with the ethnicity of the owners or the
supervisor (Gilbertson and Gurak 1993; Gilbertson 1995; Portes and Bach 1980, 1985;
Wilson and Portes 1980). Other scholars, on the other hand, see an ethnic enclave as a
form of residential segregation, and they empirically define it as an area in which
majority residents share the same ethnicity or the same language (Chiswick et al. 2005;
Davis 2004; Li and Dong 2007; Sanders and Nee 1987a).
This study views ethnic enclave as a form of residential segregation for two
reasons. First, a substantial body of research has consistently shown that residential
segregation is a primary cause of network disadvantages for racial minorities living in a
racially segregated area (Briggs 2005; Massey and Denton 1993; Small 2007; Wilson 1987,
1996). I expect that ethnic enclaves as a form of residential segregation will affect the
social capital building of enclave immigrants in a similar manner. Second, work and
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residence are closely intertwined because most workers prefer to live close to their
workplaces (Mouw 2000; Nee and Nee 1986). For this reason, many studies find that
using the different definition of ethnic enclaves do not substantially change their core
findings (e.g., Aguilera 2014; Sanders and Nee 1987b; Xie and Gough 2011).
Following the methodology of previous studies (Chiswick et al. 2005; Li and
Dong 2007), ethnic enclave is operationalized in terms of minority language
concentration in the neighborhood. The SC‐USA survey asked about primary languages
spoken in the neighborhood. When English is not the primary language, the
respondents are coded as 1, representing the residence in ethnic enclaves. This
dichotomous variable of ethnic enclaves is used for the final analysis.
To test differential effects of an ethnic enclave by its socioeconomic
characteristics, three ethnic immigrant groups are chosen. Mexican immigrants are first
categorized as a separate group because they are the largest and the most
underprivileged immigrant group in the United States (Portes et al. 2005; Portes and
Rumbaut 2006; Telles and Ortiz 2008; Vallejo 2012). The remaining immigrants are
categorized into non‐Mexican Hispanic or non‐Hispanic immigrants. Non‐Mexican
Hispanic immigrants include immigrants from the Caribbean, South American and
Central American countries except for Mexico. Although they share much commonality
with Mexican immigrants with respect to languages and culture, non‐Mexican Hispanic
immigrants are overall more successful in the United States: they are more educated,
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earn more, and hold higher‐status occupations than Mexican immigrants (McCabe 2011;
Portes and Rumbaut 2006; Stoney et al. 2013). These different socioeconomic
characteristics of non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants could differentiate the effect of their
ethnic enclaves from that of Mexican ethnic enclaves. On the other hand, non‐Hispanic
immigrants consist of diverse ethnic immigrants from African, European, and Asian
countries, and Canada. Studies have shown that they, regardless of their origins, are
more likely to hold college degrees and have executive/professional occupations (Hagan
2004; Portes and Rumbaut 2006). Nonetheless, it is difficult to see them as a coherent or
an integrated immigrant group because of their diverse ethnic and cultural
backgrounds. Therefore, I consider the non‐Hispanic immigrant group simply as the
reference group exemplifying a high‐status immigrant group.

3.2.4 Control Variables
Although the constraining effect of ethnic enclaves is confirmed, there is a
possibility that such an effect is driven primarily by different demographic compositions
between enclave and non‐enclave immigrants. For example, given that more highly
educated and high‐status individuals hold more social capital than low‐educated and
low‐status persons (Lin 2001b; Marsden 1987), if non‐enclave immigrants are more
educated and hold higher‐status occupations than enclave immigrants, enclave
immigrants should have less social capital than non‐enclave immigrants even without
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the constraining effect of ethnic enclaves. Therefore, it is necessary to control for relevant
factors that are associated with network building of immigrants.
To control for the demographic compositions that could yield differences in
social capital holdings between enclave and non‐enclave immigrants, four kinds of
socioeconomic traits are controlled: human capital, employment status and occupations,
methods of accessing social capital, and demographic traits. First, I measure human
capital by the level of education and English proficiency. I use years of schooling as a
measure of education, and the level of English proficiency is measured with a dummy
variable, which equals 1 if English is not the primary language spoken at home. Second,
I measure employment status with a dichotomous variable in which the currently
employed are coded as 1. I include a set of dichotomous indicators of occupations:
managerial occupation, professional occupation, and the other occupations as the
reference category. Third, for the measures of the methods of accessing social capital, I
construct three variables using the questionnaire in the position generator. In addition to
proportion coethnic ties that I explained before, I compute two other proportion
measures. Proportion family ties is the proportion of occupations accessed through
family ties to the total occupations accessed, and proportion close ties is the proportion
of occupations accessed through social contacts to whom the respondents feel
emotionally close. Lastly, several demographic variables are also controlled. The metric
for age is years; gender is identified with a dichotomous indicator in which males are
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coded as 1; marital status is controlled with a dummy variable which equals to 1 if
respondents were currently married at the time of the survey. In addition, I control the
length of U.S. residence in years to account for the advantages of seasoned immigrants
over those newly arrived.

3.2.5 Analytic Strategy
I use descriptive statistics and two multivariate regression models to study the
effect of ethnic enclaves on immigrants’ access to social capital. First, I compare four
measures of social capital between enclave and non‐enclave immigrants to examine the
constraining effect of ethnic enclaves. Then, using two multivariate regression models, I
investigate the mechanism by which ethnic enclaves constrain the social capital building
of enclave immigrants. To measure the effect of ethnic enclaves on the extent of coethnic
tie reliance in access to social capital and on the score of SC upperreachability, SC range,
and SC average, the ordinary least square regression model is used. On the other hand,
the negative binomial regression model is employed to estimate the effect of ethnic
enclaves on SC extensity, which is a count variable1.

1 Alternatively, the Poisson regression model can be used for fitting SC extensity. However, the likelihood‐
ratio test of alpha (α) which reflects unobserved heterogeneity among observations indicates that the
distribution of SC extensity has an issue of overdispersion: the variance (σ2 = 17.58) is greater than the mean
(μ = 5.92). By accounting for this unobserved heterogeneity, the negative binomial regression effectively
addresses the overdispersion problem of count variables (Long and Freese 2001). Thus, the negative
binomial regression model is preferred to the Poisson regression model for fitting SC extensity.
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In studying the effect of ethnic enclaves, one methodological challenge deserves
attention. Some scholars have noted that selection into ethnic enclave might bias the
effect of ethnic enclaves (Portes and Jensen 1987; Xie and Gough 2011). They argue that
many immigrants who initially settled in ethnic enclaves move to more affluent
neighborhoods after they become economically established. Thus, the immigrants who
remained behind are more likely to be economically less established immigrants and
thus to have less social capital than non‐enclave immigrants. Moreover, it may be the
case that those who move to non‐enclave areas have built most of their social capital
when they resided in ethnic enclaves. That is, non‐enclave immigrants may have more
social capital than enclave immigrants, not because ethnic enclaves constrain the social
capital building, but because immigrants with more social capital move out of the ethnic
enclave.
Taken together, it may be possible that non‐enclave immigrants could have more
social capital than enclave immigrants even when ethnic enclaves facilitate access to
social capital. Indeed, the constraining effect of ethnic enclaves could be driven
spuriously by the selection into ethnic enclaves. To account for this potential selection
bias, I assign the propensity score of living in ethnic enclaves to each observation and
include it as a control variable in the analysis. Following Rosenbaum and Rubin (1983),
the propensity scores are computed using the logistic regression predicting the enclave
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residence of immigrants (see Appendix A). This score ranges from 0 to 1 and a higher
value signals for stronger tendencies to live in ethnic enclaves.

3.3 Results
3.3.1 Social Capital Inequality between Enclave and Non-enclave
Immigrants
Figure 2 shows the social capital holdings of enclave and non‐enclave
immigrants for all immigrants and three ethnic immigrant groups. The dark gray bars
show the social capital holdings for enclave immigrants, whereas the light gray bars
represent those of non‐enclave immigrants.
Two findings are notable in this figure. First, for all immigrants (see the first pair
of two bars in each figure), enclave immigrants have significantly less social capital than
non‐enclave immigrants. The average of SC extensity for enclave immigrants is 5.4,
lower than the average for non‐enclave immigrants by 1.2. This means that enclave
immigrants access less diverse occupations than non‐enclave immigrants. The average
of SC upperreachability for enclave and non‐enclave immigrants are respectively 60.9
and 69.1, suggesting that enclave immigrants do not reach up to as high social positions
as non‐enclave immigrants. Enclave than non‐enclave immigrants show lower average
scores of SC range and SC average (29.0 vs. 34.3 for SC range; 46.7 vs. 53.2 for SC
average). Enclave immigrants access less vertically heterogeneous and less prestigious
occupations than non‐enclave immigrants. And all these differences in the social capital
measures are statistically significant (p < .05).
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Figure 2: Social Capital Holdings Between Enclave and Non‐enclave Immigrants

Second, the constraining effect of ethnic enclaves on immigrants’ access to social
capital differs by ethnic immigrant groups (see the second to fourth pair of two bars in
each figure). Overall, four social capital scores are lower for enclave immigrants than for
non‐enclave immigrants across immigrant groups; the only exception is that non‐
Hispanic enclave immigrants show a higher score of SC range than their counterparts
living outside the enclave. However, it is remarkable to observe that the differences in
the four social capital scores are more pronounced for the most disadvantaged group,
86

which is Mexican immigrants: among Mexican immigrants, enclave than non‐enclave
immigrants show significantly lower scores in all four social capital measures (p < .05).
In contrast with the case of Mexican immigrants, among non‐Mexican Hispanic and
non‐Hispanic immigrants, the differences in the four social capital measures are
relatively small and not statistically significant.
In sum, enclave immigrants hold less diverse and less valuable social capital than
non‐enclave immigrants, suggesting that ethnic enclaves constrain the access to social
capital of its residents. In addition, this constraining effect of ethnic enclaves is stronger
for a more socioeconomically disadvantaged immigrant group. Nonetheless, it should
be noted that this constraining effect could be an artifact because different
socioeconomic compositions between enclave and non‐enclave immigrants may
generate social capital inequality between them. To confirm for the constraining effect of
ethnic enclaves, therefore, it is necessary to test it after controlling for different
socioeconomic compositions between enclave and non‐enclave immigrants.

3.3.2 Social Mechanisms of Enclave Immigrants’ Network
Disadvantages
Table 6 tests the first hypothesis, whether ethnic enclaves facilitate the reliance
on coethnic relationships in the access to social capital of immigrants.
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Table 6: Effects of Ethnic Enclaves on Immigrants’ Reliance on Coethnic
Relationships in Building Social Capital

Ethnic enclave

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

.063
(.033)

.005
(.040)

.006
(.040)

‐.008
(.056)
.022
(.048)

‐.006
(.056)
.020
(.048)

Immigrant groups (ref = non‐Hispanic)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic
Ethnic enclave by immigrant groups
(ref = non‐Hispanic, non‐enclave)
Mexican, enclave

‐.013
(.063)
‐.127
(.071)
.001
(.059)
‐.041
(.058)
‐.224**
(.079)

Mexican, non‐enclave
Non‐Mexican Hispanic, enclave
Non‐Mexican Hispanic, non‐enclave
Non‐Hispanic, enclave
Control variables
Education (in years)
English proficiency
(English not primary language = 1)
Employment status
(currently employed = 1)
Occupations (ref = Other occupations)
Managerial occupation
Professional occupation
Age
Gender (male = 1)
Marital status (currently married = 1)
Length of U.S. Residence (in years)

‐.002
(.009)

‐.012
(.026)

‐.018
(.026)

.065

.151

.200

(.050)

(.237)

(.234)

‐.034

‐.025

‐.015

(.041)

(.047)

(.047)

‐.036
(.067)
‐.071
(.054)
.001
(.002)
‐.047
(.037)
‐.045
(.038)
‐.001
(.002)

‐.062
(.096)
‐.054
(.072)
.002
(.003)
‐.080
(.097)
‐.060
(.056)
‐.001
(.002)
‐.221
(.590)
.916
(.468)

‐.075
(.095)
‐.024
(.071)
.002
(.003)
‐.101
(.096)
‐.066
(.055)
‐.001
(.002)
‐.349
(.584)
1.090*
(.465)

.042

.070

Propensity to live in ethnic enclaves
Constant
R2

Model 4

.676***
(.024)
.009

.752***
(.167)
.042

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 414.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.
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First, I regress the proportion of coethnic relationships on the residence in ethnic
enclaves without controlling for the relevant variables (Model 1). Although living in
ethnic enclaves increases the reliance on coethnic relationships to some extent, this
positive effect is not statistically significant. Then, I estimate the effect of ethnic enclaves
while accounting for different socioeconomic compositions between enclave and non‐
enclave immigrants (Model 2). Even after controlling for the socioeconomic
compositions, living in ethnic enclaves shows no effect on the reliance on coethnic
relationships. In addition, I also explore the possibility that selection into ethnic enclaves
may bias the effect of ethnic enclaves. To account for this potential selection bias, I add
the propensity scores of living in ethnic enclaves in Model 3. The selection bias,
however, does not influence the effect of ethnic enclaves found in model 2. Model 4
explores whether the effect of ethnic enclaves differs by ethnic immigrant groups. For
this purpose, the model includes a set of dummy variables defined together by three
ethnic immigrant groups―Mexican, non‐Mexican Hispanic, and non‐Hispanic
immigrants―and the residence in ethnic enclaves. The reference category is non‐
Hispanic immigrants living outside the enclave. For the two Hispanic
immigrants―Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants―, on the one hand,
enclave immigrants rely more on coethnic ties than non‐enclave immigrants. For
example, Mexican enclave immigrants rely 1.3% less on coethnic ties in building social
networks than non‐Hispanic immigrants living outside the enclave, whereas Mexican
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non‐enclave immigrants rely 12.7% less on these ties. That is, Mexican enclave
immigrants rely 11.4% (12.7%‐1.3%) more on coethnic ties in their social capital building
than Mexican non‐enclave immigrants. Nonetheless, the differences in the coethnic tie
reliance found for both two Hispanic immigrants groups are not statistically significant,
overall. On the other hand, for non‐Hispanic immigrants, enclave immigrants build their
social capital less through coethnic relationships than non‐enclave immigrants by 22.4%.
Taken together, in contrast to hypothesis 1, ethnic enclaves turn out to have at
least no effect on the reliance of immigrants on coethnic relationships. That is, non‐
enclave immigrants rely on coethnic ties in their social capital building as much as
enclave immigrants do, even though they have more chances to be in contact with other
ethnic people. This highlights ethnic homophily as a strong foundation of immigrants’
network building, regardless of their residential environments.
Table 7 through Table 10 explores whether ethnic enclaves constrain immigrants’
access to social capital. The model 1 of each table simply compares social capital
holdings between enclave and non‐enclave immigrants. As the negative coefficients of
ethnic enclaves in all four tables indicate, enclave immigrants hold lower scores of SC
extensity (Table 7), SC upperreachability (Table 8), SC range (Table 9) and SC average
(Table 10) than non‐enclave immigrants, and all these differences are statistically
significant.
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Table 7: Effects of Ethnic Enclaves on the SC Extensity of Immigrants

Ethnic enclave

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

‐.201**
(.072)

‐.087
(.079)

‐.089
(.079)

.044
(.113)
.263**
(.095)

.036
(.113)
.269**
(.095)

Immigrant groups (ref = Non‐Hispanic)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic
Ethnic enclave by immigrant groups
(ref = non‐Hispanic, non‐enclave)
Mexican, enclave

‐.063
(.127)
.272
(.146)
.259*
(.119)
.293**
(.114)
.180
(.158)

Mexican, non‐enclave
Non‐Mexican Hispanic, enclave
Non‐Mexican Hispanic, non‐enclave
Non‐Hispanic, enclave
Control variables
Education (in years)
English proficiency
(English not primary language = 1)
Employment status
(currently employed = 1)
Occupations (ref = Other occupations)
Managerial occupation

.054**
(.019)

.092
(.051)

‐.191

‐.554

‐.622

(.099)

(.468)

(.467)

Proportion family ties
Proportion close ties
Proportion coethnic ties
Age
Gender (male = 1)
Marital status (currently married = 1)
Length of U.S. Residence (in years)

.172*

.133

.122

(.097)

(.096)

.254
(.187)
‐.129
(.143)
‐.432**
(.133)
.461***
(.127)
.362**
(.117)
.002
(.007)
.035
(.194)
.082
(.113)
.002
(.004)
.926
(1.169)
‐.286
(.933)

.262
(.186)
‐.163
(.143)
‐.428**
(.132)
.465***
(.126)
.412***
(.118)
.002
(.007)
.064
(.193)
.094
(.112)
.001
(.004)
1.057
(1.166)
‐.526
(.939)

Propensity to live in ethnic enclaves

Pseudo R2

1.884***
(.052)
.003

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 414.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.
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.099
(.051)

(.084)
.145
(.127)
‐.056
(.109)
‐.439***
(.133)
.449***
(.126)
.366**
(.117)
.006
(.004)
‐.107
(.074)
.015
(.076)
.001
(.004)

Professional occupation

Constant

Model 4

.398
(.352)
.039

.040

.043

Table 8: Effects of Ethnic Enclaves on the SC Upperreachability of Immigrants
Model 1
Ethnic enclave

‐8.325***
(1.800)

Immigrant groups (ref = Non‐Hispanic)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic

Model 2

Model 3

‐4.422*
(1.874)

‐4.374*
(1.878)

‐2.235
(2.616)
5.136*
(2.237)

‐2.138
(2.627)
5.065*
(2.245)

Ethnic enclave by immigrant groups
(ref = non‐Hispanic, non‐enclave)
Mexican, enclave

‐6.508*
(2.908)
5.361
(3.321)
3.028
(2.755)
6.242*
(2.679)
5.629
(3.715)

Mexican, non‐enclave
Non‐Mexican Hispanic, enclave
Non‐Mexican Hispanic, non‐enclave
Non‐Hispanic, enclave
Control variables
Education (in years)

1.012*
(.433)

English proficiency
(English not primary language = 1)
Employment status
(currently employed = 1)

‐2.990

2.018
(11.093)

7.038***

Occupations (ref = Other occupations)
Managerial occupation

2.303
(3.105)
.859
(2.556)
.634
(2.827)
7.272**
(2.715)
21.656***
(2.473)
‐.020
(.096)
‐2.045
(1.715)
1.410
(1.750)
.064
(.091)

7.569***

.366

.049

.343

.343

Proportion coethnic ties
Age
Gender (male = 1)
Marital status (currently married = 1)
Length of U.S. Residence (in years)
Propensity to live in ethnic enclaves

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 414.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.
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7.092**

1.433
(4.442)
.744
(3.363)
.798
(2.796)
6.979**
(2.695)
23.042***
(2.470)
.047
(.155)
‐2.751
(4.519)
.939
(2.579)
.059
(.090)
‐6.727
(27.411)
30.978
(22.070)

30.072***
(7.988)

Proportion close ties

‐.741
(10.953)

(2.201)

69.256***
(1.313)

Proportion family ties

.743
(1.222)

(2.231)
.798
(4.504)
1.885
(3.389)
.541
(2.837)
7.132**
(2.735)
21.695***
(2.477)
.037
(.157)
‐4.003
(4.575)
.513
(2.616)
.061
(.092)
‐12.818
(27.759)
39.641
(22.212)

Professional occupation

R2

.477
(1.236)

(2.328)

(1.909)

Constant

Model 4

Table 9: Effects of Ethnic Enclaves on the SC Range of Immigrants

Ethnic enclave

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

‐5.284**
(1.731)

‐3.887*
(1.955)

‐3.936*
(1.960)

1.631
(2.730)
7.812***
(2.335)

1.532
(2.742)
7.884***
(2.343)

Immigrant groups (ref = Non‐Hispanic)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic
Ethnic enclave by immigrant groups
(ref = non‐Hispanic, non‐enclave)
Mexican, enclave

‐2.292
(3.060)
7.139*
(3.494)
5.597
(2.899)
9.107**
(2.819)
4.110
(3.909)

Mexican, non‐enclave
Non‐Mexican Hispanic, enclave
Non‐Mexican Hispanic, non‐enclave
Non‐Hispanic, enclave
Control variables
Education (in years)

1.048*
(.452)

English proficiency
(English not primary language = 1)
Employment status
(currently employed = 1)

‐7.951

‐10.089

(11.578)

(11.525)

1.131
(3.241)
‐1.274
(2.667)
‐9.202**
(2.951)
6.748*
(2.834)
9.758***
(2.581)
.077
(.100)
‐5.336**
(1.790)
1.123
(1.826)
.031
(.095)

3.185
(4.674)
‐3.253
(3.538)
‐8.904**
(2.942)
6.781*
(2.835)
10.775***
(2.599)
.025
(.163)
‐2.374
(4.755)
2.365
(2.714)
.032
(.095)
17.960
(28.843)
‐12.126
(23.223)
.213

4.643
(8.337)

.022

.198

.198

Proportion close ties
Proportion coethnic ties
Age
Gender (male = 1)
Marital status (currently married = 1)
Length of U.S. Residence (in years)
Propensity to live in ethnic enclaves

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 414.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.
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5.814*
(2.316)

34.390***
(1.262)

Proportion family ties

R2

6.186**
(2.328)
2.667
(4.701)
‐2.321
(3.537)
‐9.107**
(2.961)
6.892*
(2.855)
9.718***
(2.585)
.019
(.164)
‐3.338
(4.775)
2.039
(2.730)
.033
(.096)
13.082
(28.972)
‐5.123
(23.183)

Professional occupation

1.813
(1.286)

‐2.840

6.728***

Occupations (ref = Other occupations)
Managerial occupation

1.593
(1.290)

(2.430)

(1.993)

Constant

Model 4

Table 10: Effects of Ethnic Enclaves on the SC Average of Immigrants

Ethnic enclave

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

‐6.553***
(1.385)

‐3.001*
(1.458)

‐2.912*
(1.459)

‐2.375
(2.035)
1.741
(1.740)

‐2.196
(2.041)
1.610
(1.744)

Immigrant groups (ref = Non‐Hispanic)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic
Ethnic enclave by immigrant groups
(ref = non‐Hispanic, non‐enclave)
Mexican, enclave

‐5.008*
(2.273)
2.418
(2.595)
.046
(2.154)
2.639
(2.094)
3.746
(2.904)

Mexican, non‐enclave
Non‐Mexican Hispanic, enclave
Non‐Mexican Hispanic, non‐enclave
Non‐Hispanic, enclave
Control variables
Education (in years)

.589
(.337)

English proficiency
(English not primary language = 1)
Employment status
(currently employed = 1)
Occupations (ref = Other occupations)
Managerial occupation

6.701

4.937

(8.619)

(8.561)

3.373*

4.351*

4.044*

(1.485)

(1.733)

(1.721)
‐.159
(3.472)
3.079
(2.628)
4.938*
(2.185)
3.517
(2.106)
17.922***
(1.930)
.065
(.121)
‐2.182
(3.532)
‐.802
(2.016)
.045
(.071)
‐19.577
(21.426)
39.148*
(17.251)
.346

53.306***
(1.010)

27.318***
(6.214)

.051

.328

.330

Proportion close ties
Proportion coethnic ties
Age
Gender (male = 1)
Marital status (currently married = 1)
Length of U.S. Residence (in years)
Propensity to live in ethnic enclaves

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 414.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.
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‐.214
(.955)

(1.811)

‐.588
(3.499)
3.850
(2.633)
4.770*
(2.204)
3.608
(2.125)
17.048***
(1.925)
.060
(.122)
‐2.977
(3.555)
‐1.071
(2.032)
.046
(.071)
‐23.613
(21.568)
44.946**
(17.258)

Proportion family ties

R2

‐.396
(.961)

‐2.525

2.185
(2.415)
1.960
(1.988)
4.941*
(2.200)
3.867
(2.112)
16.976***
(1.924)
‐.046
(.075)
.631
(1.334)
.582
(1.361)
.050
(.071)

Professional occupation

Constant

Model 4

The model 2 checks the possibility of whether different socioeconomic
compositions between enclave and non‐enclave immigrants spuriously drive the social
capital deficit of enclave immigrants. Although the size of the ethnic enclave’s effect
becomes reduced to some degree after controlling for the socioeconomic compositions,
this constraining effect still remains significant except for SC extensity (Model 2 in Table
7 through Table 10). Living in the ethnic enclave alone would reduce immigrants’ SC
upperreachability by 4.422 (Table 8), their SC range by 3.887 (Table 9), and their SC
average by 3.001 (Table 10). And this finding still holds even after accounting for
selection into ethnic enclaves (Model 3 in Table 7 through Table 10). Therefore,
consistent with the hypothesis 2, ethnic enclaves constrain the access of social capital of
immigrants, especially the quality of resources embedded in their social networks.
This finding is somewhat puzzling given that ethnic enclaves do not increase
immigrants’ reliance on coethnic ties, as confirmed in Table 6. As explained earlier, I
expected that the mechanism by which the ethnic enclave constrains immigrants’ social
capital building would lie in the conducive role of ethnic enclaves to building more
coethnic relationships: if enclave immigrants rely more on coethnic ties that are less
useful for reaching non‐redundant and more valuable social contacts than cross‐ethnic
ties, they would hold less social capital than non‐enclave immigrants who are assumed
to rely less on coethnic ties. Contrary to my expectation, the results revealed that the
ethnic enclave constrains the access to social capital of enclave immigrants even though
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it does not increase the reliance on coethnic ties. Moreover, as the positive coefficients
for proportion coethnic ties in Table 7 through Table 10 indicate, coethnic ties turn out to
facilitate rather than constrain immigrants’ access to social capital. All these findings
suggest that there will be other mechanism by which the ethnic enclave yields the social
capital deficit of enclave immigrants.
The contextual effect of ethnic enclaves, I argue, is the primary mechanism of
social capital disadvantages for enclave immigrants. If an ethnic enclave consists mostly
of low‐socioeconomic status immigrants, social contacts connected through coethnic ties
in this enclave would be mostly those disadvantaged enclave immigrants.
Consequently, even if enclave immigrants build many social connections to coethnic
immigrants in the enclave, social contacts in their networks are more likely to be a bunch
of low‐status coethnic immigrants, leading to less diverse and less valuable social capital
of enclave immigrants than that of non‐enclave immigrants. If this is the case, the
constraining effect of ethnic enclaves on the access to social capital would be stronger for
a more disadvantaged immigrant group than for a less disadvantaged group, as
consistent with the hypothesis 3. In an ethnic enclave of a more disadvantaged group it
would be more difficult for enclave immigrants to locate higher‐status social contacts.
As a result, enclave immigrants of a more disadvantaged immigrant group would have
more difficulties in accessing especially a high‐status social contact than those of a less
disadvantaged immigrant group. My supplementary analysis showed that the average
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prestige score of the current occupations for Mexican enclave immigrants is the lowest
among the three enclave immigrants. The average for Mexican enclave immigrants is
32.8, while that for non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic enclave immigrants are
39.8 and 50.0, respectively. In addition, the standard deviation of the occupational
prestige scores among Mexican enclave immigrants is much lower than that among non‐
Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic enclave immigrants (9.5 vs. 12.9 and 15.1,
respectively). Taken together, and compared with the other two ethnic enclaves, the
Mexican enclave comprises less diverse groups of immigrants with lower‐status
occupations. Naturally, it is logical to expect that the constraining effect of ethnic
enclaves would be more pronounced for Mexican immigrants than for the other two
immigrant groups.
The Model 4 in Table 7 through Table 10 tests this differential constraining effect
of ethnic enclaves by ethnic immigrant groups. The models compare the social capital
holdings of five immigrant categories defined together by their ethnicity and the
residence in ethnic enclaves with those of non‐Hispanic immigrants living outside the
enclave. For example, Mexican enclave immigrants access 6.1% (e‐.063‐1) fewer
occupations than non‐Hispanic immigrants living outside the enclave, while Mexican
non‐enclave immigrants access 31.3% (e.272‐1) more occupations (see Table 7). As this
interpretation suggests, the coefficients of five immigrant categories in the Model 4 are
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not intuitive to compare social capital holdings between enclave and non‐enclave
immigrants within each ethnic immigrant group.
For the comparison between enclave and non‐enclave immigrants within each
ethnic immigrant group, building on the Model 4 of Table 7 through Table 10, I have
calculated the predicted social capital scores for the six immigrant categories (including
the reference category) using the average marginal (or partial) effect method. The
average marginal effect method is widely used for estimating the net effects of an
independent variable while accounting for correlations between the focal variable and
other covariates (Cameron and Trivedi 2005; Greene H. 1997; Wooldridge 2002). The
estimation procedures are as follows. First, I calculated the predicted scores of social
capital measures across all observations by treating them all as Mexican enclave
immigrants, while maintaining original values for all other control variables; I then
averaged the predicted scores across all observations, which are the predicted scores of
social capital for Mexican enclave immigrants. Next, the same procedure was repeated,
but I treated all the observations as if they were Mexican non‐enclave immigrants. The
averaged predicted scores computed by this process are for Mexican non‐enclave
immigrants. The same procedures were repeated again for the other four immigrant
categories; I then obtained the predicted scores of social capital for all six immigrant
categories.
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Figure 3: Predicted Social Capital Holdings Between Enclave and Non‐enclave
Immigrants

Figure 3 shows these predicted scores of social capital and their 95% confidence
intervals for six immigrant categories. Dark gray bars show the predicted social capital
scores for enclave immigrants, while light gray bars are for non‐enclave immigrants; the
error bars added at the top of each bar indicate the 95% confidence intervals of the
predicted social capital scores. When two error bars between enclave and non‐enclave
immigrants overlap with each other, it suggests that the difference in the corresponding
social capital measure is not statistically significant at a significance level of 0.05. The
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first pair of two bars compares social capital holdings between enclave and non‐enclave
immigrants among Mexican immigrants. Overall, Mexican enclave immigrants show
lower scores of all four social capital measures, and the differences between them are
statistically significant except for SC extensity. This suggests that Mexican ethnic
enclaves substantially constrain the access to social capital of Mexican enclave
immigrants. The second and third pair of two bars compare social capital holdings
between enclave and non‐enclave immigrants among non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐
Hispanic immigrants, respectively. Among non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants, enclave
immigrants show lower scores of all four social capital measures than non‐enclave
immigrants. By contrast, among non‐Hispanic immigrants, enclave immigrants have
higher scores of all four social capital measures than non‐enclave immigrants.
Nevertheless, all these differences in social capital holdings for non‐Mexican Hispanic
and for non‐Hispanic immigrants are not statistically significant, suggesting that living
in ethnic enclaves has no effect on the access to social capital for these two immigrant
groups.
In sum, as consistent with the hypothesis 3‐1, in a relatively high‐status
immigrant group (e.g., non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic immigrants), the net
effect of ethnic enclaves on the access to social capital of enclave immigrants is neutral.
By contrast, in a low‐status immigrant group (e.g., Mexican immigrants), the net effect of
ethnic enclaves is negative, which supports the hypothesis 3‐2. It is notable to see that
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the constraining effect of ethnic enclaves is found only for a more socioeconomically
disadvantaged immigrant group.

3.4 Conclusion and Discussion
This study has investigated whether ethnic enclaves constrain the access to social
capital of immigrants, and if so why. There are two major findings. First, I confirmed for
the constraining effect of ethnic enclaves on the social capital building of immigrants,
but also found that this constraining effect comes mostly from Mexican immigrant
enclaves. This study showed that enclave immigrants hold less diverse and less valuable
social capital than non‐enclave immigrants and that this social capital deficit of enclave
immigrants is not spuriously driven by different socioeconomic compositions between
enclave and non‐enclave immigrants and selection into the ethnic enclave. In addition,
the study also revealed that all ethnic enclaves do not constrain the social capital
building of enclave immigrants: among Mexican immigrants, enclave immigrants have
less social capital than non‐enclave immigrants, whereas among the other two ethnic
immigrant groups―non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic immigrants―enclave
immigrants hold similar social capital as non‐enclave immigrants.
Second, this study has illuminated a mechanism by which ethnic enclaves
constrain the access to social capital of enclave immigrants. The analyses showed that
ethnic enclaves do not increase the reliance on coethnic relationships in building social
capital of enclave immigrants, but constrain their access to social capital, suggesting that
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the conducive role of ethnic enclaves to building more coethnic social connections is not
a primary mechanism of enclave immigrants’ social capital disadvantages. Rather, this
finding suggests that it is the contextual effect of ethnic enclaves that generate social
capital inequality between enclave and non‐enclave immigrants. In an ethnic enclave
consisting primarily of low‐status immigrants, even if enclave immigrants build many
social connections, their social contacts would be mostly low‐status coethnic immigrants
living in the enclave, thus leading to social capital disadvantages of enclave immigrants.
In other words, it is not the concentration of the same ethnic immigrants, but the
concentration of low‐status immigrants in a certain area that constrains the access to
social capital of enclave immigrants. This mechanism is corroborated by another
empirical finding: the constraining effect of ethnic enclave is found only for the most
disadvantaged ethnic group such as Mexican immigrants, but not for less disadvantaged
groups like non‐Mexican Hispanic or non‐Hispanic immigrants.
By illuminating the constraining effect of ethnic enclaves on the social capital
building of enclave immigrants, this study provides new insights into the mechanism of
labor market disadvantages for enclave immigrants. Alongside the process of enclave‐
level social capital such as ethnic solidarity, the constraining effect of ethnic enclaves can
also convincingly explain the labor market inequality between enclave and non‐enclave
immigrants. Given that mobilizing social capital increases the chance of better job
attainment, if enclave immigrants hold less social capital than otherwise identical non‐
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enclave immigrants, enclave immigrants would be less likely to get better jobs than non‐
enclave immigrants. Consistent with the findings of this study, some studies have
reported that among Mexican immigrants, enclave rather than non‐enclave immigrants
earn less, while among non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants such as Cubans, Colombians,
or Puerto Ricans, the earnings of enclave immigrants are higher or comparable to those
of non‐enclave immigrants (Aguilera 2014; Portes and Bach 1985). Although those
studies ascribe this labor market disadvantage of Mexican enclave immigrants to the
lack of ethnic solidarity that protects unskilled and unseasoned immigrant workers from
exploitation in the second labor market (Portes and Bach 1985), or to the lack of financial
resources available to open and run ethnic businesses (Aguilera 2014), the relative lack
of social capital for Mexican enclave immigrants identified in this study will also
contribute to their labor market disadvantage. As a result, it is reasonable to assume that
ethnic enclaves can negatively affect the labor market outcomes of enclave immigrants
by constraining their access to social capital that is conducive to better job attainment.
Despite the confirmation of the constraining effect of ethnic enclaves and the
illumination of its mechanism, I recognize that this study suffers from a few data
limitations. First, this study employed a measure of ethnic enclaves identified by
residential environments of immigrants. However, using a different measure of ethnic
enclaves defined by work environments may reveal a different effect of ethnic enclaves
from that shown in this study. As Portes and Jensen (1987) proposed, if many immigrant
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entrepreneurs and skilled immigrant workers live outside the enclave, but work in the
enclave, defining ethnic enclaves with respect to the residential environments could
underestimate the social capital holdings of enclave immigrants. Unfortunately, the SC‐
USA survey did not collect information on ethnicity of the employers or on the primary
languages spoken at the workplaces. Future research might redress this shortcoming by
employing a new survey of immigrants that collects more detailed information on both
the residential and work environments as well as network measures of social capital.
Second, this study used a broad classification of ethnic immigrant groups. This
classification is too crude especially for non‐Hispanic immigrants because diverse ethnic
immigrant groups with different origins and culture have been collapsed into one
category: non‐Hispanic immigrants. Many ethnic immigrant groups of this category are
known as the most successful immigrant groups in the United States. For example,
Indian, Chinese, Nigerian and Russian immigrants are more educated and earn more
than average Americans (Portes and Rumbaut 2006). Interestingly, my analyses showed
that ethnic enclaves of non‐Hispanic immigrants facilitate rather than constrain the
access to social capital of enclave immigrants, though this facilitating effect is not
statistically significant. Logically speaking, it may be possible that the ethnic enclave of a
high‐status ethnic immigrant group such as Chinatown can serve as a conduit for better
social capital access to enclave immigrants because this ethnic enclave comprises more
diverse immigrants encompassing from low‐status to high‐status coethnic immigrants.
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Corresponding to this reasoning, an additional descriptive analysis showed that Chinese
enclave immigrants in the SC‐USA data (N = 6) access more diverse and more vertically
heterogeneous occupations than their counterparts living outside the enclave (N = 4). To
confirm for this facilitating effect of ethnic enclaves, future research employing a more
fine‐grained classification of ethnic immigrant group is warranted.
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4. Chapter 3: Social Capital Deficit and Immigrant
Disadvantages in the Labor Market
U.S. immigrant workers earn less and hold less prestigious jobs than native‐born
workers (Borjas 1994; Chiswick et al. 2005; Chiswick 1982; Cohen‐Goldner and Eckstein
2008; Duleep and Dowhan 2002). In 2000 the median household income of immigrants is
$44,999, while that of the native‐born is $49,298; also 19.1% of immigrant workers hold
managerial or professional occupations, while 21.7% of native‐born workers have such
occupations (Portes and Rumbaut 2006). These immigrant disadvantages in the labor
market are more pronounced for disadvantaged immigrant groups. For example, the
median household income of Mexican immigrants is $36,004, and only 4.7% of Mexican
immigrant workers hold managerial or professional occupations in 2010 (Portes and
Rumbaut 2006).
Scholars often attribute this gap between native‐born and immigrant workers in
labor market outcomes to the relative lack of human capital for immigrants (Borjas 1994;
Chiswick 1982; Duleep and Regets 1997). Since the majority of immigrant workers are
less educated and less experienced than native‐born workers, the jobs they can attain in
the labor market will be mostly those at the bottom of the occupational hierarchy, which
contributes to labor market inequality between native‐born and immigrant workers. On
the other hand, many immigration scholars argue that in the job attainment process,
immigrant workers can overcome their human capital deficiency by mobilizing social
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capital (Bankston 2014; Portes 1998). Numerous studies report that immigrants with less
human capital can improve their chances of attaining more prestigious and higher‐
paying jobs with the help of their families, friends and acquaintances (Portes and Jensen
1989; Portes and Manning 1986; Wilson and Portes 1980). Taken together, these findings
imply that human capital serves as a source of immigrant disadvantages in the labor
market, whereas social capital is an alleviator of these disadvantages.
Nonetheless, the role of social capital in the job attainment of immigrants
involves more complicated social processes than previous work illuminates. Most
importantly, mobilizing social capital does not always guarantee immigrants’
attainment of more desirable jobs. Some scholars even argue that heavy reliance on
social capital for finding jobs could damage the job prospect of minority workers,
because job contacts often have negative stereotype about minority workers and thus
put less efforts on behalf of minority workers (Holzer 1987). In addition, recent social
capital studies emphasize that depending on the ways individuals activate social capital,
the benefits of mobilizing social capital differ considerably (Chua 2014; Elliott 2000; Lin
and Ao 2008; McDonald and Elder 2006): finding jobs through invitations from job
contacts would lead to more desirable labor market outcomes, while finding jobs
through information passed from job contacts is more associated with less desirable
labor market outcomes (Lee 2015). Therefore, even though immigrants mobilize social
capital to find jobs more than the native‐born, if they activate social capital in a less
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rewarding way, the mobilization of social capital will aggravate rather than reduce the
labor market inequality between native‐born and immigrant workers.
In this study I test this question: does social capital serves as a source of
immigrant disadvantages in the labor market? Specifically, using data from the 2005
Social Capital‐USA (SC‐USA) survey, I examine 1) whether immigrants mobilize social
capital to find jobs more frequently than the native‐born, 2) whether immigrants activate
social capital in ways that are different from those of the native‐born, and 3) whether
immigrants receive returns from activating social capital in the job attainment process
that are different from those accruing to the native‐born. Addressing these three
questions, this study will clarify whether and how mobilization of social capital
contributes to (or reduces) the labor market inequality between native‐born and
immigrant workers.

4.1 Background and Theory
4.1.1 Social Capital, Job Search Methods, and Labor Market
Outcomes
In previous studies, job search methods have been broadly classified into two
categories: formal and informal job search methods (e.g., Korenman and Turner 1996;
Mouw 2002; Obukhova 2012; Smith 2000). Formal job search methods rely on non‐
personal labor market intermediaries, such as job postings, newspaper advertisements,
and employment agencies (Rees 1966). By contrast, informal job search methods depend
on interpersonal relations (Granovetter 1974). Using friends or relatives as job contacts is
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a typical informal job search method. It is well‐established that job contacts help job
seekers to improve their labor market outcomes by providing information on new job
openings that otherwise could not be obtained through formal job search channels,
putting in a good word to the employer on behalf of job seekers, or sometimes even
hiring them directly (Granovetter 1995; Lin 2001b). As a result, over half of U.S. workers
who use any job search method report that using job contacts was the primary method
that led to their current jobs (Granovetter 1974; Holzer 1988; Lai et al. 1998; Smith 2000).
However, there is also a growing concern that using job contacts alone does not
fully capture all network‐driven job search activities. This concern is based primarily on
empirical evidence that the mere use of job contacts does not guarantee the attainment of
more prestigious and higher paying jobs (Granovetter 1995; Lin, Lee, and Ao 2014;
Marsden and Gorman 2001). Although many studies have consistently found a positive
association between the use of high‐status job contacts and better labor market outcomes
among job contact users (Graaf and Flap 1988; Lai et al. 1998; Lin et al. 1981; Marsden
and Hurlbert 1988), scholars have failed to show the advantage of job contact users over
formal job search method users in attaining better labor market outcomes (Elliott 2000;
Green, Tigges, and Diaz 1999; Ioannides and Loury 2004; Mouw 2003; Pellizzari 2010).
Moreover, contrary to the expectations of social capital theory, some studies have shown
that individuals with more social capital do not use job contacts more than those with
less social capital (Lai et al. 1998; Mouw 2003; Obukhova and Lan 2013), even though
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they expect to gain more by doing so. These two findings have seriously questioned the
effectiveness of social capital in the job attainment process, and thus some scholars even
argue that the positive effect of social capital on labor market outcomes is an artifact that
is spuriously driven by homophily between job seekers and job contacts (Mouw 2003,
2006): they argue that individuals who are more likely to get more desirable jobs tend to
associate with high‐status job contacts, rather than that using high‐status job contacts
increases the chance of getting better labor market outcomes.
Responding to this critical challenge, a group of social capital scholars have
sought to identify another informal job search method that well‐connected individuals
commonly use. Specifically, these scholars pay attention to non‐searchers who find their
jobs without actively searching for work. Intriguingly, many previous surveys report
that non‐searchers who report using neither formal job search methods nor job contacts
constitute nearly one third of the total respondents (Campbell and Rosenfeld 1985;
Granovetter 1974; Hanson and Pratt 1991; McDonald and Elder 2006). And studies also
report positive associations between the non‐search method and better labor market
outcomes. High‐status positions are more likely than low‐status positions to be filled
through non‐search methods (Elliott 2000); among segments of job seekers such as mid‐
career, medium‐to‐high income and state‐sector workers, nonsearchers tend to achieve
more desirable labor market outcomes than formal job search method users (Chua 2014;
McDonald and Elder 2006; McDonald 2015).
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In line with this finding, some scholars propose that significant portions of non‐
searchers actually mobilize social capital for their job finding, but in ways other than
using job contacts (Granovetter 1995; Hanson and Pratt 1991). Lin (2000) elaborates on
this alternative mobilization of social capital by arguing that non‐searchers are actually
individuals who find jobs through unsolicited job leads initiated from job contacts. He
proposes that nonsearchers tend to be embedded in resource‐rich social networks which
provide more opportunities to receive useful job information in their routine
conversations without explicit request of such information; utilizing this unsolicited job
information, nonsearchers can increase the chance of getting better labor market
outcomes. He also emphasizes that because those who find jobs through unsolicited job
leads do not actively engage in any job search methods, they are more likely to be
classified as nonsearchers, even though they actually mobilize social capital. In sum,
scholars viewing non‐search (or unsolicited job leads) as another informal job search
method argue that the benefits of social capital mobilization for the job attainment are
reaped primarily by nonsearchers, not by job contact users.
Although research studying nonsearchers illuminates a new informal job search
method and its effectiveness in attaining better labor market outcomes, it, however, has
serious limitations because of the fact that nonsearchers who actually mobilize social
capital for their job finding are not directly measured. Most studies focusing on
nonsearch simply assume that all nonsearchers find jobs through unsolicited job leads;
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however this assumption is indeed unrealistic. Some nonsearchers may receive
unsolicited job leads; however, substantial numbers of nonsearchers neither use both
formal job search methods and job contacts, nor receive unsolicited job leads: they are
pure nonsearchers. Therefore, whether nonsearchers are actually individuals who find
jobs through unsolicited job leads is an empirical question that deserves further scrutiny.
To date, few studies have tried to show empirically how nonsearchers utilize
social capital for their job finding. Lin and Ao (2008) empirically show that individuals
with more social capital are more likely to routinely receive unsolicited job leads than
those with less social capital, and that those who routinely receive unsolicited job leads
have better labor market outcomes than those who do not. Nevertheless, for two
reasons, their findings still do not fully account for whether recipients of unsolicited job
leads are the nonsearchers who reap most benefits of mobilizing social capital in the job
attainment process. First, unsolicited job leads that they identify are not limited to those
eventually leading to current jobs. Using all unsolicited job leads (which include
unsuccessful unsolicited job leads) as a measure of another informal job search method
could overestimate its usages and benefits in attaining better labor market outcomes.
Second, they do not compare labor market outcomes between recipients of unsolicited
job leads and formal job search method users.
Lee’s (2015) work on this issue is also notable. To assess more accurately the
effectiveness of social capital in the job attainment process, he proposes that instead of
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using one single informal job search method―that is, the use of job contacts―three
informal job search methods defined by the types of help that job contacts provide to job
seekers should be used.
The first informal job search method is to use information passed from job
contacts: job seekers ask job contacts to help them to find jobs, and then they apply for
and attain the jobs on which their job contacts provide information.
The second informal job search method is to use recommendations by job
contacts: responding to the request of job seekers, job contacts recommend them as
strong job candidates to employers, and then employers hire job seekers primarily
because they trust the recommenders’ approval of job seekers. This second informal job
search method is different from the first one in that job contacts wield their influence on
the hiring decision of employers.
The third informal job search method is to use invitations issued from job
contacts. The huge difference between the two aforementioned informal job search
methods and this invitation method is that in the job attainment process, job contacts
rather than job seekers initiate job search processes. Job contacts initiate job search
processes by inviting job seekers to apply for positions in their company. Job seekers,
therefore, neither use formal job search methods nor explicitly ask job contacts to help
them to find jobs. For this reason, it is highly likely that those who attain jobs through
invitations from job contacts have been classified as nonsearchers in previous studies.
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Consequently, Lee argues that job seekers who find jobs through invitations from job
contacts are the nonsearchers who reap most benefits of mobilizing social capital in the
job attainment process.
Using this more fine‐grained classification of informal job search methods, Lee
shows that individuals with more social capital rely on recommendations by and
invitations from job contacts for their job finding more than those with less social capital.
This is because individuals embedded in resource‐rich networks more easily find
effective recommenders, and they have more chances to know potential inviters. By
contrast, he finds no association between having more social capital and finding jobs
through information passed from job contacts. This finding suggests that well‐connected
individuals mobilize social capital in ways that are different from those of poorly‐
connected individuals.
On the other hand, he also reports that although individuals with more social
capital use recommendations by and invitations from job contacts more than other job
search methods, only individuals who find jobs through invitations from job contacts
attain better labor market outcomes than those who find jobs through formal job search
methods; those who find jobs through invitation attain more prestigious and higher‐
level supervisory positions than those who find jobs through formal job search methods.
Taken together, he concludes that the benefit of social capital is realized only
when job contacts, not job seekers, activate social capital. This research not only shows a
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mechanism by which well‐connected individuals reap the benefit of social capital for
their job finding, but it also provide new insight into labor market inequality arising
from different social capital activation. It suggests that even though individuals hold the
same level of social capital, the labor market outcomes will be different depending on
how they activate social capital for their job finding.

4.1.2 Three Sources of Group-Level Labor Market Inequality
Most social capital studies have so far focused on explaining individual‐level
variations in the labor market outcomes by different social capital holdings of
individuals; they have shown that individuals with more social capital attain better
labor market outcomes than those with less social capital. Recently, however, some
scholars have paid attention to social capital as a source of group‐level labor market
inequality. Lin (2000) proposes a theoretical formulation of social capital processes by
which group‐level labor market inequality is generated. He notes two kinds of social
capital deficit as sources of group‐level labor market inequality: access deficit and return
deficit of social capital.
First, access deficit of social capital refers to the situation where one group holds
less social capital than others. Access deficit can occur when members of one group
invest less time and energy in building social connections than other group members, or
their structural positions in the social system constrain their access to social capital. For
this reason, many studies have consistently reported that members of minority groups
115

such as female and racial minority workers have smaller and less diverse networks than
male and non‐Hispanic white workers (Ajrouch et al. 2001; Campbell and Rosenfeld
1985; DiPrete et al. 2011; Marsden 1987; Moody 1983; Moore 1990; Tigges et al. 1998).
When members of a group have an access deficit of social capital, they will not be able to
mobilize social capital for their job finding as much as other group members do. Given
the positive effect of mobilizing social capital on labor market outcomes, this differential
mobilization of social capital will contribute to labor market inequality between social
groups.
Second, the return deficit of social capital is the situation where the benefits of (or
returns from) mobilizing social capital in the job attainment process for a certain group
are smaller than those for other groups even though that group mobilizes comparable
social capital in the same manner (e.g., using job contacts). Return deficit can occur when
members of a group mobilize social capital in a less skillful way because of their
cognitive deficiency or reluctance to mobilize it, or else job contacts in general put out
less effort for that group members. For instance, female and racial minority workers
receive less and lower quality job information even though they are embedded in
networks comparable to those of white male workers (Huffman and Torres 2002;
McDonald, Lin, and Ao 2009). And some studies report that job contacts tend to hesitate
to recommend racial minority workers for open positions because of negative
stereotypes about (or discrimination against) them (Royster 2003; Smith 2005).
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In addition to these two kinds of social capital deficit, this study proposes for the
first time another deficit of social capital; that is, the activation deficit of social capital.
Specifically, I focus on the fact that in order to reap the benefits of social capital, social
capital first should be activated and that activation of social capital is closely associated
with choices of job search methods. Social capital that individuals hold (the accessed
social capital) represents the capacity of social relations to improve labor market
outcomes. To utilize social capital for attainment of better jobs, individuals purposefully
select a specific social contact in their networks and ask him or her to provide job
information or to recommend them to employers. On the other hand, it is also often the
case that job contacts rather than job seekers activate social capital by inviting job
seekers to apply for positions in their company. Unsolicited job leads (Lin and Ao 2008;
Lin 2000; McDonald and Day 2010) and employee referral (Fernandez, Castilla, and
Moore 2000; Fernandez and Weinberg 1997) are typical social capital activation initiated
by job contacts on behalf of job seekers.
More importantly, as suggested by Lee (2015), different choices of job search
methods across groups can yield group‐level labor market inequality. Members of a
group who find jobs through information passed from job contacts more than other job
search methods will attain less desirable labor market outcomes than those of other
groups who find jobs more often through invitations from job contacts. Activation
deficit refers to this situation where a group relies more on a less rewarding job search
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method, or puts less effort into a more rewarding job search method than other groups.
Activation deficit can occur when a group has an access deficit of social capital. Because
employing a more rewarding job search method―that is, using invitations from job
contacts―requires having more social capital, a group with an access deficit of social
capital cannot use invitations from job contacts as much as other groups with more
social capital. In addition, activation deficit also can occur when job contacts
preferentially issue invitations of job applications based on group membership. For
example, female and African American workers are less likely to find jobs through
invitations from job contacts than male and non‐Hispanic white workers because
inviters who are more likely to be white males prefer to invite the same group members
to apply for positions in their company (Lee 2015).

4.1.3 Social Capital and Immigrant Disadvantages in the Labor Market
Immigrant disadvantages have been persistently reported in the U.S. labor
market. It is taken for granted that immigrant workers earn less, and they hold less
prestigious occupations than otherwise comparable native‐born workers (Borjas 1994;
Chiswick et al. 2005; Chiswick 1982; Cohen‐Goldner and Eckstein 2008; Duleep and
Dowhan 2002). These immigrant disadvantages have been so far been attributed mostly
to their relative lack of human capital (Borjas 1994; Chiswick 1982; Duleep and Regets
1997). U.S. immigrants have lower levels of education, skills and work experience than
the native‐born. Moreover, human capital acquired in the home country is often not
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transferred into the host country; therefore even if immigrants have high levels of pre‐
immigration human capital, they also will be more likely to experience human capital
deficiency (Chiswick 1978; Friedberg 2000; Jasso and Rosenzweig 1986). This relative
lack of human capital for immigrants prohibits them from acquiring more desirable jobs
such as more prestigious and better paying occupations, which in turn exacerbates the
labor market inequality between native‐born and immigrant workers (Borjas 1985, 1995;
Chiswick et al. 2005; Chiswick and Miller 2002; Chiswick 1978).
Alongside human capital deficiency, this study proposes that social capital
deficit will also contribute to immigrant disadvantages in the labor market. As social
capital studies suggest, social capital is another important determinant of labor market
outcomes: individuals with more social capital attain better labor market outcomes than
those with less social capital (Granovetter 1995; Lin 2001b; Marsden and Gorman 2001).
Naturally, it is reasonable to expect that social capital deficit will also contribute to
immigrant disadvantages in the labor market. Nevertheless, no previous study see social
capital as a source of the labor market inequality between native‐born and immigrant
workers. Most immigration studies have so far focused on social capital as a source of
individual differences in the labor market outcomes among immigrants (Aguilera 2005;
Greenwell et al. 1997; Phillips and Massey 1999). And the aim of those studies is to show
that well‐connected immigrants attain better labor market outcomes than poorly‐
connected immigrants.
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More importantly, some immigration scholars seemingly think of social capital
as reducing immigrant disadvantages in the labor market (Bankston 2014; Portes 1998).
Scholars note that a large portion of U.S. immigrants cannot find jobs through formal job
search methods because they do not have sufficient human capital that is required for
the formal job application. Given this specific job search context of disadvantaged
immigrants, some studies (Portes and Jensen 1989; Portes and Manning 1986; Wilson
and Portes 1980) argue that through their social relations, immigrants often find good
quality jobs that they could not get through formal job search methods, suggesting that
social capital can serve as a mechanism to reduce the labor market inequality between
native‐born and immigrant workers.
However, it should be noted that mobilizing social capital does not always
guarantee the attainment of better labor market outcomes. And some scholars also warn
that heavy reliance on informal job search methods can aggravate job prospects for
minority workers (Holzer 1987). Moreover, as explained earlier, three kinds of social
capital deficit can generate the labor market inequality between native‐born and
immigrant workers. If immigrants have a social capital deficit compared with the native‐
born, their social capital deficit will contribute to a gap in the labor market outcomes
between native‐born and immigrant workers beyond the contribution of human capital
deficiency.
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As the first chapter of this dissertation showed, immigrants experience access
deficits of social capital compared with the native‐born. Immigrants hold smaller size
and less diverse networks than the native‐born. However, it also found that not all
immigrants experience social capital deficit: only socioeconomically disadvantaged
immigrant groups are more likely than others to have an access deficit of social capital.
Among three immigrant groups―Mexican, non‐Mexican Hispanic, and non‐Hispanic
immigrants―the first chapter showed that Mexican immigrants are the only ethnic
group that have an access deficit of social capital compared with the native‐born.
This access deficit of social capital would naturally lead to the activation deficit
of social capital. Because social networks of a disadvantaged immigrant group are
smaller and less diverse than others, it will be difficult for them to locate within their
networks job contacts who can make effective recommendations or offer invitation of job
applications. Therefore, the only plausible option to activate social capital for this
disadvantaged group is to ask social contacts to provide job information, which is the
least rewarding job search method. In addition, due to negative stereotype about (or
discrimination against) disadvantaged immigrant groups (Behtoui 2009), potential
recommenders and inviters may hesitate to help disadvantaged immigrants, and this
will also contribute to the activation deficit of social capital especially for disadvantaged
immigrants. This activation deficit will eventually aggravate labor market outcomes of
disadvantaged immigrants.
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Beyond the effect of activation deficit, disadvantaged immigrants could also
have a return deficit of social capital. Disadvantaged immigrants may have fewer skills
or less finesse to entice job contacts to fully support their job finding because of their
acculturation experiences. They also may not locate the most effective job contacts in
their networks due to cognitive deficiency or because they just activate smaller
subsections of their networks for fear that their desperate situations will become known
to everyone they know (Smith, Menon, and Thompson 2012). In addition, job contacts
may put out less effort to help disadvantaged immigrant workers. As in the case of
African American job seekers whom Smith (2005) observes, job contacts may be
unwilling to help disadvantaged immigrants for fear that helping unreliable
disadvantaged workers could damage their own reputation. If this is the case, even if
disadvantaged immigrants use the same informal job search method as others do, the
benefits of mobilizing social capital will be smaller for them than those for the native‐
born. This return deficit will also contribute to the labor market inequality between
native‐born and immigrant workers.

4.2 Data and Methods
4.2.1 Data
I use data from the 2005 Social Capital‐USA (SC‐USA) survey. This survey is
specifically designed for investigating social capital building and utilization of American
workers. From November 2004 to April 2005 the survey was administered to a national
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sample of 3,000 Americans aged 22 to 65 who were employed or had been previously
employed at the time of the survey. This survey is specifically designed for collecting
detailed information on how American workers access and utilize social capital in
various social domains. And these survey data have been widely used in social capital
studies (e.g., Lin et al. 2014; McDonald 2011; Son and Lin 2012; Song and Chen 2014;
Song 2011).
The survey was conducted by the random‐digit dialing (RDD) method and the
response rate was around 43%, which is comparable to that for other recent national
random‐digit dialed surveys (Groves et al. 2004). In combination with random sampling,
quota sampling was also administered to represent groups of minority workers (e.g.,
female and racial minority workers). Therefore, distributions of demographic traits (e.g.,
education, gender, race, marital status) in the sample match almost perfectly the U.S.
population structure (Lin, Fu, et al. 2014).
Consistent with previous studies on job search methods (Elliott 2000; McDonald
and Elder 2006; Mouw 2003), the final sample includes currently working employees
only; unemployed, retired and self‐employed workers are excluded from the analysis.
Because this study focuses on workers who changed employers to attain their current
jobs, those who get the current jobs through internal promotion are excluded from the
final analysis. 1,691 respondents who meet this criterion are included in the final
analysis. Out of these, 12.7% (N = 214) are identified as immigrants.
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4.2.2 Dependent Variables
The first dependent variable is job search methods. The SC‐USA survey asked
respondents about job search methods that eventually led to their current jobs. When
respondents report to find current jobs through examinations administered by the
company (or organization), employment (or placement) services, responding to
advertising (or public announcements), or direct applications, they are classified as
using formal job search methods.
Three informal job search methods are identified in the same questionnaire.
Contrary to previous studies, this study disaggregated one single informal method
users―job contact users―into two kinds of informal method users. Social capital theory
suggests that job contacts provide job seekers with either information or influence (Lin
2001b). Finding jobs through recommendations by job contacts is a typical way to utilize
the influence of job contacts for finding jobs. Thus, respondents who report finding
current jobs through recommendations by someone to the employer are classified as
using recommendations by job contacts as their job search method. On the other hand,
those who report finding current jobs with the help of family members or other people
are classified as using information passed from job contacts as their job search method.
Help is the most inclusive service that job contacts provide to job seekers. However,
because the influence exercised by job contacts is captured by recommendations by job
contacts, the remained help would be mostly information passed from job contacts. For
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this reason, I assume that respondents who report to receive help, but not
recommendations from job contacts find current jobs mostly by utilizing information
passed from job contacts.
For those who do not actively engage in job search activities but find jobs by
mobilizing social capital in an invisible way, the SC‐USA survey identifies such hidden
social capital utilizers with a specifically designed survey item: Did respondents find
current jobs through invitations by the company or by someone in the company to apply
for positions in that company? It should be noted that most job seekers who find current
jobs through such invitations are more likely to be classified as nonsearchers in the
previous study (Chua 2014; Elliott 2000; McDonald and Elder 2006; McDonald 2015;
Mouw 2003), because they do not actively engage in job search activities. By introducing
the survey item of invitation as a job search method, this survey offers a way to
distinguish hidden social capital utilizers from pure nonsearchers who use neither
formal job search methods nor mobilize social capital in any sense. Using this
specifically designed survey item, this present study classifies those respondents who
report to have been invited by someone to apply for positions in their company as using
invitations from job contacts as their job search method.
The survey allowed respondents to choose more than one job search method that
led to their current jobs. Only few respondents (2.2% of respondents in the final sample)
report using multiple job search methods, meaning that most respondents choose one
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single most effective job search method that led to their current jobs. Following previous
studies (Chua 2014; Elliott 2000; McDonald and Elder 2006; McDonald 2015; Mouw
2003), I simplified the use of multiple methods in the form of a single method. For this
purpose, I set two rules that assign priorities between four job search methods. First,
informal job search methods always override formal job search methods to maximize the
effect of informal job search methods. Respondents who use either of three informal job
search methods as well as formal job search methods are classified as informal method
users. Second, between three informal job search methods, methods in which job
contacts wield more influence on the hiring process override the other methods in which
they exert less influence. Thus, using invitations from job contacts overrides the other
two informal methods, and using recommendations by job contacts overrides using
information passed from those contacts.
Building on the responses to job search methods and these two rules, I
constructed the final variable of job search methods, as shown in Table 11. This table
shows how I classified all combinations across four job search methods into the final job
search method variable. The columns of the table represents the responses to job search
methods, and the rows of the table show the final variable of job search methods.
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Table 11: Coding Schemes of Job Search Method Variable
Responses to Job search methods
Variable of
job search methods

Formal

Information

Recommendations

Invitations

Nonsearch

No

No

No

No

Formal methods

Yes

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

Using information
Using recommendations
Using invitations

Yes

Notes: Blank cell can take on values of either “Yes” or “No”.

First, individuals who report no use of any job search method are classified as
using nonsearch method (the second row of Table 11). Literally, these are the people
who get their current jobs without engaging in any job search method. They may be
identified because of measurement errors such as survey fatigue, or unwillingness to
provide accurate or honest answers. It should be noted that the percentage of
nonsearchers identified in this study (7.3%) is much smaller than that of previous
studies (20‐30%, see Elliott 2000; Granovetter 1995; Hanson and Pratt 1991; McDonald
and Elder 2006). This is because this study identifies large portions of nonsearchers as
those who find jobs through invitations from job contacts.
Second, individuals who report using only formal job search methods, but not
any of the informal job search methods are classified as using formal (job search)
methods (the third row of Table 11).
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Third, individuals who report using information passed from job contacts, but
use neither recommendations by nor invitations from job contacts are classified as using
information passed from job contacts (the fourth row of Table 11).
Fourth, individuals who report using recommendation by, but not invitations
from job contacts are classified as using recommendations by job contacts (the fifth row
of Table 11).
Lastly, individuals who report using invitations by job contacts to apply for
positions in their company are classified as using invitations from job contacts (the sixth
row of Table 11). All these five categories of job search methods are mutually exclusive,
and are used for the final analyses.
The second dependent variable is labor market outcomes. Labor market
outcomes are measured by two empirical indicators. First, the social status of the current
jobs is measured by occupational prestige scores estimated by Nakao and Treas (1990).
Higher occupational prestige scores indicate more prestigious jobs that individuals hold.
Second, financial rewards of the current jobs are measured by annual earnings. To
normalize the highly‐skewed distribution of annual earnings, I used the log of annual
earnings as the dependent variable in the final analysis.

4.2.3 Independent Variables
To study the different activation of and dissimilar returns from mobilizing social
capital between immigrants and the native‐born, those who were born outside of the
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U.S. are first identified as immigrants. And the native‐born who were born in the U.S.
are used as the reference category. Immigrants then are disaggregated into three ethnic
immigrant groups to account for their diverse socioeconomic and cultural backgrounds.
Mexican immigrants are first categorized as a separate group because they are the
largest and the most underprivileged immigrant group in the United States (Portes et al.
2005; Portes and Rumbaut 2006; Telles and Ortiz 2008; Vallejo 2012). The remaining
immigrants are categorized into non‐Mexican Hispanic or non‐Hispanic immigrants.
Non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants include immigrants from the Caribbean, South
American and Central American countries except for Mexico. Although they share much
commonality with Mexican immigrants with respect to languages and culture, non‐
Mexican Hispanic immigrants are overall more successful in the United States: they are
more educated, earn more, and hold higher‐status occupations than Mexican
immigrants (McCabe 2011; Portes and Rumbaut 2006; Stoney et al. 2013). On the other
hand, non‐Hispanic immigrants consist of diverse ethnic immigrants from African,
European, and Asian countries, and Canada. Studies have shown that they, regardless of
their origins, are more likely to hold college degrees and have executive/professional
occupations (Hagan 2004; Portes and Rumbaut 2006). Nonetheless, it is difficult to see
them as a coherent or an integrated immigrant group because of their diverse ethnic and
cultural backgrounds. Therefore, I consider the non‐Hispanic immigrant group simply
as a group exemplifying a high‐status immigrant group.
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4.2.4 Control Variables
Social capital is measured with the position generator method which aims to
measure the extent to which people make social connections to various social positions
in the occupational hierarchy. The survey includes a series of questions about whether
respondents know someone in a list of 22 different occupations at the time of job search
for their current jobs. The 22 occupations are selected from the entire list of U.S.
occupations, and these occupations include eleven low‐prestige occupations (i.e., janitor,
hotel bell boy, taxi driver, full‐time babysitter, hair dresser, receptionist, farmer, security
guard, operator in a factory, administrative assistant in a large company), eight middle‐
prestige occupations (i.e., production manager, personnel manager, policeman,
computer programmer, congressman, writer, high school teacher, nurse), and three
high‐prestige occupations (i.e., CEO of a big company, professor, lawyer).
Using the responses to the survey items of the 22 occupations, I have constructed
two social capital measures, following the methodology of previous studies (Lin and
Dumin 1986; McDonald 2011; Song 2011). Each measure is constructed to capture
different dimensions of social capital.
First, social capital extensity (SC extensity) is the number of occupations to which
respondents have access through social relations. This measure simply reflects the size
of each individual respondent’s personal network and resources embedded in it. Social
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capital extensity ranges from 0 to 22; a higher value means access to more diverse
occupations.
Second, social capital average is the average prestige scores of all occupations to
which respondents have access through social relations. To construct this measure, each
occupation in the position generator first is assigned a prestige score based on the
occupational prestige scores estimated by Nakao and Treas (1990), and then all the
prestige scores of accessed occupations are averaged. This score shows the average
quality of social capital in the personal networks of individuals.
Several sociodemographic variables that could influence choices of job search
methods and labor market outcomes are controlled. Education is measured by years of
schooling; gender is identified with a dichotomous indicator in which males are coded
as 1. Age is adjusted to the time (year) of taking on the current job when the choice of job
search methods is examined. The metric for age is years, and the square term of age is
also included in the analysis to control for its curvilinear effect on outcome variables.
Previous occupations are measured with two kinds of indicators. The first is a set of
indicators of previous occupations: managerial occupations, professional occupations,
technical occupations, and no previous occupations as the reference category. The
second is prestige scores of the previous occupations respondents held. To control for
the advantages of seasoned workers in labor market outcomes, job tenure measured in
years is included in the analysis.
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4.2.5 Analytic Strategy
I used descriptive statistics and two multivariate regression models to examine
different activation of and dissimilar returns from mobilizing social capital between the
immigrants and the native‐born. First, in order to identify the activation deficit of social
capital for immigrant workers, I compared job search methods between the native‐born
and the three ethnic immigrant groups. The multinomial logistic regression model then
was used for testing whether the identified activation deficit of some immigrant groups
is driven by their access deficit of social capital. The equation of the multinomial logistic
regression model in this study is as follows:

The multinomial logistic regression model computes simultaneously four sets of
the log odds of using each job search method with relative to using formal job search
methods. The coefficients for each ethnic immigrant group show the extent to which
they use different job search methods compared with the native‐born. Therefore, the
analytic focus is on the changes in the coefficients for each ethnic immigrant group
between before and after controlling for social capital that each immigrant group hold.
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When the abstract value of those coefficients is reduced to an insignificant level after
controlling for social capital, this means that their activation deficit of social capital is
driven primarily by their access deficit of social capital.
To estimate differential returns from social capital mobilization by different
ethnic immigrant groups, two labor market outcomes―prestige scores of current
occupations and the log of annual earnings―were regressed on the interaction terms
between job search methods and ethnic immigrant groups. Because the two labor
market outcomes are continuous variables, the OLS regression model was used to
estimate them. In this model, the coefficients for each interaction term show different
returns from using the corresponding job search method that accrue to the
corresponding immigrant group in comparison with the native‐born who use the same
job search method. For example, the coefficient for the interaction term between Mexican
immigrants and information passed from job contacts indicates the size of different
returns from using information passed from job contacts that accrue to Mexican
immigrants compared with those returns of the native‐born who use the same job search
method.
The analyses only included respondents who were employed at the time of the
survey and who changed their employers to attain their current jobs; thus the
unemployed, the self‐employed, or people who were internally promoted to current
positions were excluded from the analysis. Some scholars suggest that excluding those
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who used job search methods, but failed to get jobs such as some of unemployed
workers; or excluding those who used job search methods, but did not change
employers such as some of internally promoted workers could bias the result
(Montgomery 1992). To take account of this potential selection bias, following Breen
(1996), I used a Heckerman selection procedure to compute the inverse Mill’s ratio―the
likelihood of selection into the analytic sample―and then included this ratio as a control
variable in all of the subsequent analyses. And the SC‐USA oversampled racial minority
workers. To correct potential bias from this oversampling and from the sample selection,
the final data are weighted to match the population parameters from the 2005 Current
Population Survey.

4.3 Results
4.3.1 Activation Deficit of Social Capital for Immigrants
Figure 4 shows the job search methods that lead to current jobs for the native‐
born and three immigrant groups. Three facts are notable in this figure. First, compared
with the native‐born, Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants rely less on
formal job search methods to find jobs. While 51.4% of the native‐born find their current
jobs through formal job search methods, 34.2% of Mexican immigrants and 38.5% of
non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants attain their current jobs through the same methods.
In other words, for finding jobs, these two Hispanic immigrant groups mobilize social
capital more than the native‐born: the percent of Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic
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immigrants who use any kind of informal job search method are 61.7 (45.4+11.5+4.8) and
56 (27.1+17.9+11), respectively, and these percentages are much higher than the percent
of the native‐born (41 = 14.5+14.2+12.3). This finding is consistent with previous studies
showing that informal job search methods tend to be used more by minority workers
than by non‐Hispanic white workers (Corcoran, Datcher, and Duncan 1980).
Second, in activating social capital to find jobs, Mexican and non‐Mexican
Hispanic immigrants are more likely to find their current jobs through information
passed from job contacts than through the other two informal methods. 45.4% of
Mexican immigrants and 27.1% of non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants report that using
information passed from job contacts is their primary job search method that led to their
current jobs. This suggests that these two Hispanic immigrant groups have an activation
deficit of social capital. As seen in the figure, the two Hispanic immigrant groups rely
more on a less rewarding social capital activation method―using information passed
from job contacts―than the native‐born as well as non‐Hispanic immigrants. Moreover,
Mexican immigrants rely less on a more rewarding social capital activation
method―receiving invitations from job contacts―than both the native‐born and other
immigrant groups, which aggravates more notably their activation deficit of social
capital.
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Figure 4: Job Search Methods Employed by the Native‐Born and by Immigrant
Groups

Lastly, contrary to the case of the two Hispanic immigrant groups, non‐Hispanic
immigrants show similar usages of job search methods to those of the native‐born. 48.9%
of non‐Hispanic immigrants find their current jobs through formal job search methods,
and 46.7% (14.6+17.7+14.4) of them attain their current jobs by mobilizing their social
capital. All these percentages are comparable to those of the native‐born. Therefore,
Figure 4 provides no evidence that non‐Hispanic immigrants have an activation deficit
of social capital, compared with the native‐born.
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In sum, compared with the native‐born, Mexican and non‐Mexican immigrants
have an activation deficit of social capital, but non‐Hispanic immigrants do not have
such a deficit. The activation deficit confirmed for the two Hispanic immigrant groups
will negatively affect their labor market outcomes, which would contribute to the labor
market inequality between native‐born and immigrant workers.

4.3.2 Sources of Activation Deficit of Social Capital for Immigrants
The activation deficit of social capital confirmed for Mexican and non‐Mexican
immigrants can be driven by their relative lack of social and human capital compared
with the native‐born. Table 12 tests this idea. The Model 1 of Table 12 simply compares
job search methods of three ethnic immigrant groups with those of the native‐born.
Consistent with the findings of Figure 4, and compared with the native‐born, Mexican
and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants find their current jobs more through information
passed from job contacts than through formal job search methods, confirming for the
activation deficit of social capital for the two Hispanic immigrant groups. The log odds
of using information passed from job contacts with relative to using formal job search
methods are higher for Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants than for the
native‐born by 1.506 and .889, respectively. However, these two Hispanic immigrant
groups show no difference in the log odds of using other informal job search methods
compared with the native‐born.
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Table 12: Unstandardized Coefficients for Multinomial Logistic Regression on Job Search Methods
Information

Immigrant groups (ref = Native‐born)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic
Non‐Hispanic

Invitations

Non‐search

Model 2

Model 1

Model 2

Model 1

Model 2

Model 1

Model 2

1.506***
(.310)
.889**
(.325)
‐.004
(.436)

1.172***
(.335)
.856**
(.325)
.221
(.457)

.124
(.435)
.475
(.364)
.153
(.370)

.217
(.462)
.510
(.368)
.252
(.391)

‐.522
(.603)
.179
(.375)
.216
(.411)

.046
(.629)
.185
(.384)
.134
(.425)

‐.277
(.537)
‐.065
(.623)
‐.570
(.562)

‐.470
(.574)
‐.147
(.618)
‐.564
(.566)

Social Capital
SC extensity

.014
(.021)
.004
(.006)
‐.193***
(.047)
.226
(.178)
‐.046
(.053)
.001
(.001)

SC average
Education (in years)
Gender (male = 1)
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Age
Age2
Previous occupations (ref = other occupations)
Managerial
Professional
Technical
No occupations
Constant

Recommendations

Model 1

‐1.719***
(.301)

.081
(.344)
‐.217
(.272)
‐.142
(.409)
‐.137
(.196)
1.768
(1.384)

.055**
(.020)
.011
(.008)
‐.111*
(.044)
.288
(.181)
‐.047
(.059)
.000
(.001)

‐2.148***
(.333)

.397
(.328)
‐.123
(.276)
.861**
(.310)
‐.140
(.232)
‐.465
(1.461)

.092***
(.020)
.019
(.012)
.043
(.044)
.510**
(.185)
‐.009
(.062)
.000
(.001)

‐1.409***
(.355)

Notes: All models control for inverse Mill’s ratio; robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 1,691.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.

.727*
(.308)
.004
(.248)
‐.112
(.400)
‐.067
(.223)
‐4.190**
(1.428)

‐.008
(.024)
.005
(.008)
‐.033
(.060)
.214
(.248)
.099
(.077)
‐.001
(.001)

‐2.392***
(.402)

‐.139
(.447)
‐.582
(.399)
‐.150
(.486)
.038
(.257)
‐4.231*
(1.835)

The Model 2 of Table 12 includes control variables that could influence the job
search method choices of individual workers, and investigate whether the activation
deficit of Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants are driven by differences in
socioeconomic traits between the two Hispanic immigrant groups and the native‐born. If
the differences in socioeconomic traits are the primary cause of the activation deficit of
Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants, the coefficients for Mexican and non‐
Mexican Hispanic immigrants will be reduced to an insignificant level.
The effects of two socioeconomic factors on choices of job search methods
deserve special attention. Consistent with previous studies (Lee 2015), social and human
capital are critical determinants of job search method choices. As the positive coefficients
for SC extensity in the recommendations and the invitations of Table 12 indicate (.055
and .092, respectively), compared with individuals who access less diverse occupations,
those who access more diverse occupations find their current jobs more through
recommendations by and invitations from job contacts than through formal job search
methods. However, the average quality of social capital (measured by SC average) has
no effect on job search method choices.
On the other hand, education also strongly impacts the choice of job search
methods. As the negative coefficients for education in the information and the
recommendations of Table 12 suggest (‐.193 and ‐.111, respectively), compared with less
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highly educated people, those more highly educated people rely on formal job search
methods more than on information and recommendation obtained from job contacts.
Given these effects of social capital and education, the relative lack of such
resources for the two Hispanic immigrant groups can surely drive their activation deficit
of social capital. Intriguingly, compared with the native‐born, Mexican immigrants have
a relative lack of social capital and education, whereas non‐Mexican immigrants have
comparable levels of those resources to those of the native‐born. The supplementary
analysis shows that the average SC extensity and the average years of schooling for the
native‐born are 7.04 and 14.1, respectively; those for Mexican immigrants are 3.69 and
11.6, respectively; those for non‐Mexican immigrants are 7.12 and 13.6, respectively.
Naturally, it is reasonable to expect that access deficit of social capital and relative lack
of education could be a primary cause of activation deficit of social capital, especially for
Mexican immigrants.
Nonetheless, contrary to this expectation, the model 2 of Table 12 shows that
compared with the native‐born, Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants still
rely on information passed from job contacts more than on formal job search methods,
even after controlling for social capital, education and other relevant variables
(coefficient for Mexican immigrants = 1.172; coefficient for non‐Mexican Hispanic
immigrants = .856). Although the coefficients for Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic
immigrants are somewhat reduced by .334 and.033, respectively, their statistical
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significance still remains, however, after including the covariates. This suggests that
social factors other than social capital and educational deficiencies of the two Hispanic
immigrants will drive their activation deficit of social capital.
However, it, should be noted that the activation deficit confirmed in the model 2
of Table 12 can be caused either by less reliance on formal job search methods or by
more reliance on information passed from job contacts, because one of the dependent
variable in this model is the log odds of using information passed from job contacts
relative to using formal job search methods. To assess a source of the activation deficit of
the two Hispanic immigrant groups more accurately, it is therefore helpful to compute
separately the predicted probabilities of using information passed from job contacts and
of using formal job search methods while controlling for the other covariates, and to
compare these predicted probabilities of the two Hispanic immigrant groups with those
of the native‐born.
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Figure 5: Predicted Probabilities of Job Search Methods by the Native‐Born and by
Immigrant Groups

Building on the model 2 of Table 12, using the average marginal (or partial) effect
method, I calculated the predicted probabilities of using each job search method. The
average marginal effect method is widely used for estimating the net effects of an
independent variable while accounting for correlations between the focal variable and
other covariates (Cameron and Trivedi 2005; Greene H. 1997; Wooldridge 2002). The
estimation procedures are as follows. First, I calculated the predicted probabilities of
using each job search method across all observations by treating them all as the native‐
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born, while maintaining original values for all other control variables; I then averaged
the predicted probabilities across all observations, which are the predicted probabilities
of using each job search method for the native‐born. Next, the same procedure was
repeated, but I treated all the observations as if they were Mexican immigrants. The
averaged predicted probabilities computed by this process are for Mexican immigrants.
The same procedures were repeated again for the other two immigrant groups; I then
obtained the predicted probabilities for all three immigrant groups as well as the native‐
born.
Figure 5 shows these predicted probabilities and their 95% confidence intervals.
In this figure, when error bars between the groups overlap with each other, it suggests
that differences in the corresponding predicted probabilities are not statistically
significant at a significance level of .05. As seen in the (A) Formal methods of Figure 5,
Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants would be less likely to find jobs
through formal methods than the native‐born after accounting for the differences in
social capital, education and other relevant factors. However, these differences are not
statistically significant. On the other hand, Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic
immigrants would be more likely to find jobs through information passed from job
contacts than the native‐born after accounting for differences in social capital, education
and other relevant factors (see (B) Information of Figure 2). However, this difference is
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statistically significant only between Mexican immigrants and the native‐born, but not
between non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants and the native‐born.
Taken together, these findings suggest that Mexican immigrants rely on a less
rewarding job search method (i.e., information passed from job contacts) more than the
native‐born, irrespective of their social capital and education. Indeed, the activation
deficit of Mexican immigrants is neither driven primarily by their access deficit of social
capital nor by their human capital deficiency.
A possible explanation about Mexican immigrants’ activation deficit relates to
discrimination against them in the job search process. Given their low educational
backgrounds and low‐status occupations, people may have a negative stereotype about
Mexican immigrants. If this is the case, it may be difficult for Mexican immigrants to
expect their job contacts to make every effort for their job finding. As Smith (2005)
suggests, job contacts may not strongly recommend Mexican immigrants because they
fear that recommending unreliable workers could damage their own reputation. In
addition, job contacts may also hesitate to invite Mexican immigrants to apply for
positions in their company for similar reasons. By contrast, job contacts may be willing
to provide job information to Mexican immigrants because this does not require much
effort or risk on the side of job contacts. As a result, obtaining information from job
contacts could remain as the most plausible and effective way to activate social capital
for Mexican immigrants, and this may explain their activation deficit of social capital.
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Another possible explanation is in line with the rational choice theory of job
search methods (Holzer 1987): Mexican immigrants rely more on information passed
from job contacts than other job search methods because they may expect to gain more
by doing so. This suggests the possibility that although information passed from job
contacts is a less rewarding job search method than other methods for overall workers,
Mexican immigrant workers may benefit more than other workers by employing this job
search method.

4.3.3 Different Returns from Social Capital Activation for Immigrants
Table 13 shows the effect of each job search method on current occupation’s
prestige scores and its differential effect by three ethnic immigrant groups: Mexican,
non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic immigrants. Model 1 of Table 13 shows the
overall effect of each job search method for all workers including both the native‐born
and immigrants, while controlling for other covariates. Consistent with previous work
(Lee 2015), using invitations from job contacts is the only informal job search method
that provides advantages in attaining more prestigious jobs over formal job search
methods. Prestige scores of occupations attained through invitations from job contacts
are higher than those attained through formal methods by 2.813.
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Table 13: Unstandardized Coefficients for OLS Regression on the Prestige Scores of
Current Occupations
Model 1
Job search methods (ref = Formal)
Information
Recommendation
Invitation
Non‐search
Immigrant groups (ref = Native‐born)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic
Non‐Hispanic

Model 2

Model 3

‐.559
(.814)
.885
(.912)
2.813**
(.949)
.399
(1.141)

‐1.083
(.911)
.898
(.908)
2.784**
(.953)
.390
(1.143)

‐.735
(.814)
1.703
(.988)
2.823**
(.950)
.412
(1.140)

‐.540
(.816)
.876
(.913)
3.007**
(1.006)
.405
(1.143)

‐1.728
(1.144)
.316
(1.304)
6.058***
(1.669)

‐3.717**
(1.326)
‐.136
(1.547)
6.342***
(1.836)

‐.502
(1.162)
1.874
(1.422)
5.985**
(1.943)

‐1.981
(1.158)
.947
(1.385)
6.604***
(1.857)

Interaction terms
Mexican × Information

4.710*
(2.132)
1.861
(2.856)
‐2.054
(4.063)

Non‐Mexican Hispanic × Information
Non‐Hispanic × Information
Mexican × Recommendation

‐9.979***
(2.446)
‐8.861***
(2.681)
‐.052
(2.931)

Non‐Mexican Hispanic × Recommendation
Non‐Hispanic × Recommendation
Mexican × Invitation

5.929
(4.372)
‐5.635
(4.073)
‐3.876
(3.663)

Non‐Mexican Hispanic × Invitation
Non‐Hispanic × Invitation
Control variables
Education (in years)
Gender (male = 1)
Age
Job tenure (in years)
Previous occupationsʹ prestige
Constant
R2

Model 4

1.937***
(.158)
‐5.319***
(.632)
‐.174***
(.035)
.287***
(.053)
.112***
(.016)
38.594***
(3.665)

1.936***
(.158)
‐5.347***
(.632)
‐.174***
(.035)
.283***
(.053)
.112***
(.016)
38.659***
(3.669)

1.957***
(.158)
‐5.321***
(.633)
‐.175***
(.035)
.283***
(.053)
.110***
(.016)
38.227***
(3.658)

1.947***
(.158)
‐5.261***
(.633)
‐.171***
(.035)
.287***
(.053)
.113***
(.016)
38.264***
(3.658)

.345

.346

.349

.346

Notes: All models control for inverse Mill’s ratio; robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 1,691.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.
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However, adding interaction terms between job search methods and ethnic
immigrant groups in the model reveals more nuanced relationships between job search
methods, labor market outcomes and ethnic immigrant groups. Model 2 of Table 13
added the interaction terms between using information as a job search method and the
three immigrant groups. Interestingly, this model shows that finding jobs through
information passed from job contacts rewards Mexican immigrants more than the
native‐born. Among the native‐born, using information passed from job contacts does
not provide substantial advantages in getting more prestigious jobs than using formal
job search methods, which is indicated by the insignificant coefficient for information (‐
1.083).
Nonetheless, as the positive coefficient for the interaction between Mexican
immigrants and using information suggests (coefficient for Mexican × Information =
4.710), the benefit of finding jobs through information passed from job contacts is
significantly greater for Mexican immigrants than for the native‐born. In addition,
Mexican immigrants who find jobs through information passed from job contacts get
more prestigious jobs than their peers who find jobs through formal job search methods.
Mexican immigrants who find jobs through information passed from job contacts get
more prestigious jobs than the native‐born who find jobs through formal methods by
3.627 (‐1.083+4.710), whereas Mexican immigrants who find jobs through formal
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methods get less prestigious jobs than the native‐born who find jobs through formal
methods by 3.717.
On the other hand, non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic immigrants show
no differential return to using information passed from job contacts in getting more
prestigious jobs, compared with the native‐born.
Model 3 of Table 13 added the interaction terms between using recommendation
as a job search method and the three immigrant groups. This model shows that Mexican
and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants get substantially smaller benefits from using
recommendations by job contacts than the native‐born. Among the native‐born, using
recommendations by job contacts does not provide substantial advantages in getting
more prestigious jobs than using formal job search methods (coefficient for
recommendation is 1.703, but it is not statistically significant). However, as the negative
coefficients for the interaction term between using recommendation and the two
Hispanic immigrant groups indicate (coefficient for Mexican × Recommendation = ‐
9.979; coefficient for non‐Mexican Hispanic × Recommendation = ‐8.861), the benefit of
finding jobs through recommendations by job contacts is much smaller for the two
Hispanic immigrant groups than for the native‐born.
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Table 14: Unstandardized Coefficients for OLS Regression on Log of Annual Earnings

Job search methods (ref = Formal)
Information
Recommendation
Invitation
Non‐search
Immigrant groups (ref = Native‐born)
Mexican
Non‐Mexican Hispanic
Non‐Hispanic

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

‐.110
(.107)
.132
(.099)
.149
(.105)
‐.024
(.143)

‐.214
(.123)
.136
(.098)
.146
(.105)
‐.026
(.143)

‐.129
(.107)
.220*
(.103)
.150
(.105)
‐.023
(.143)

‐.106
(.107)
.134
(.099)
.104
(.111)
‐.025
(.143)

.160
(.124)
.153
(.143)
.020
(.232)

‐.112
(.165)
.044
(.180)
‐.024
(.257)

.273*
(.123)
.370**
(.132)
‐.006
(.264)

.130
(.129)
.090
(.158)
‐.029
(.253)

Interaction terms
Mexican × Information

.670**
(.208)
.445
(.263)
.288
(.578)

Non‐Mexican Hispanic × Information
Non‐Hispanic × Information
Mexican × Recommendation

‐.917**
(.346)
‐1.232**
(.435)
.096
(.509)

Non‐Mexican Hispanic × Recommendation
Non‐Hispanic × Recommendation
Mexican × Invitation

.497**
(.166)
.559*
(.246)
.353
(.600)

Non‐Mexican Hispanic × Invitation
Non‐Hispanic × Invitation
Control variables
Education (in years)
Gender (male = 1)
Age
Job tenure (in years)
Previous occupationsʹ prestige
Constant
R2

.048**
(.018)
.174*
(.073)
‐.003
(.004)
.020***
(.006)
.007***
(.002)
9.308***
(.402)

.047*
(.018)
.177*
(.073)
‐.003
(.004)
.020***
(.006)
.007***
(.002)
9.299***
(.402)
.049

.053

.049**
(.018)
.177*
(.073)
‐.003
(.004)
.020***
(.006)
.007***
(.002)
9.258***
(.401)
.056

.046*
(.018)
.177*
(.074)
‐.003
(.004)
.020***
(.006)
.007***
(.002)
9.320***
(.402)
.050

Notes: All models control for inverse Mill’s ratio; robust standard errors are shown in parentheses; n = 1,691.
*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<.
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Model 4 of Table 13 added the interaction terms between using invitation as a job
search method and the three immigrant groups. Although this model confirms for the
positive effect of using invitations for getting more prestigious jobs for the native‐born
(coefficient for invitation = 3.007), it finds no differential effect of it by ethnic immigrant
groups.
Similar findings are observed in Table 14, which shows the effect of each job
search method on the log of annual earnings and its differential effects by three ethnic
immigrant groups. Although none of the informal job search methods provides
advantages in getting better‐paying jobs over formal job search methods for overall
workers (Model 1), Model 2 through Model 4 show differential effects of using informal
job search methods between the native‐born and the two Hispanic immigrant groups.
First, using information passed from job contacts is more beneficial for Mexican
immigrants in getting better‐paying jobs than for the native‐born (Model 2). The annual
earnings of Mexican immigrants who find jobs through information passed from job
contacts is higher than those of the native‐born who find jobs through the same method
by 95.4% (e.670‐1). Second, using recommendations by job contacts is detrimental to
getting better‐paying jobs for both Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants, but
not for both the native‐born and non‐Hispanic immigrants (Model 3). The native‐born
who find jobs through recommendations by job contacts earn 31.4% (e.273‐1) more than
their peers who find jobs through formal methods. By contrast, the annual earnings of
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Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants who find jobs through
recommendations by job contacts are lower than those of the native‐born who find jobs
through the same method by 60.0% (e‐.917‐1) and 70.8% (e‐1.232‐1), respectively. Third,
finding jobs through invitations from job contacts is more financially rewarding for the
two Hispanic immigrant groups than for the native‐born (Model 4). Finding jobs
through invitation does not provide substantial advantages in getting better‐paying jobs
over formal job search methods to the native‐born. However, for Mexican and non‐
Mexican Hispanic immigrants, using invitations from job contacts lead to better‐paying
jobs than using formal job search methods. In addition, the benefits of using invitation as
a job search method are substantially greater for both Mexican and non‐Mexican
Hispanic immigrants than for the native‐born. The annual earnings of Mexican and non‐
Mexican Hispanic immigrants who find jobs through invitations from job contacts are
higher than those of the native‐born who find jobs through the same method by 64.4%
(e.497‐1) and 74.9% (e.559‐1), respectively.
In sum, the returns from using each job search method vary between the native‐
born and the three ethnic immigrant groups. For the native‐born, using invitations from
job contacts is the most rewarding job search method. For them, jobs found through
invitations from job contacts are more prestigious than those found through other
methods. And non‐Hispanic immigrants get similar returns from using each job search
method as those of the native‐born.
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By contrast, Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants receive returns
from using each job search method that are different from those of the native‐born. For
both of them, finding jobs through recommendations by job contacts is detrimental to
attainment of better jobs. When Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants find
jobs through recommendations by job contacts, they would get less‐prestigious and less‐
paying jobs than those found through other job search methods. This may reflect the
hesitation or unwillingness of job contacts to strongly recommend stigmatized
immigrant workers to the employers, as proposed by Behtoui (2009). However, using
invitations from job contacts is beneficial for getting better‐paying jobs for both Mexican
and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants. Moreover, using invitation as a job search
method even rewards more both Hispanic immigrant groups than the native‐born.
Because invitation is initiated by job contacts rather than by job seekers, job contacts who
invite Hispanic immigrants to apply for positions in their company would be the
persons who are willing to put every effort on behalf of them. In addition, given the
potential negative stereotype about Hispanic immigrants, job contacts who invite
Hispanic immigrant workers could be inviters who are more willing to help their
invitees than those who invite native‐born workers, which may explain higher returns of
using invitations accruing to Hispanic immigrants than those accruing to the native‐
born.
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Intriguingly, only Mexican immigrants who use information passed from job
contacts would get more prestigious and better‐paying jobs than their peers who use
other job search methods. Some studies report that using job contacts as a source of job
information is closely associated with low‐quality job attainment (Corcoran et al. 1980;
Elliott 2000). For this reason, some scholars even argue that minority workers should
rely more on formal job search methods to increase their job prospects (Holzer 1987). In
contrast with these arguments, Mexican immigrant workers find better quality jobs by
utilizing information passed from job contacts rather than by using formal job search
methods. Against negative stereotype about Mexican immigrants, Mexican immigrant
workers may share valuable information on quality jobs as a way to improve their job
prospects. Anyhow, the higher returns from using information passed from job contacts
for Mexican immigrants also explains well why they use information more than other
job search methods for their job attainment.

4.4 Conclusion and Discussion
This study has investigated mobilization of social capital for the job attainment of
immigrants. This study makes two contributions. First, I showed that immigrants choose
job search methods in ways that are different from those of the native‐born. Compared
with the native‐born, Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants rely more on
informal job search methods. More specifically, both Hispanic immigrants find their jobs
through information passed from job contacts more than through formal job search
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methods. Given that using information passed from job contacts is a less rewarding job
search methods than others, the heavy reliance on information passed from job contacts
of Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants can aggravate their job prospects,
suggesting the activation deficit of social capital for them. This study also found that the
heavy reliance on information passed from job contacts of Mexican and non‐Mexican
Hispanic immigrants is not driven by their lack of social capital and educational
deficiencies. The result showed that both Hispanic immigrants would rely on
information passed from job contacts more than the native‐born even after controlling
for social capital, education and other covariates.
Second, I showed that immigrants receive returns from activating social capital
for their job finding that are different from those of the native‐born. Although for the
native‐born, using information passed from job contacts is not a more rewarding job
search method than formal job search method, for Mexican immigrants, using
information is the most beneficial job search method for getting more desirable jobs. By
contrast, using recommendations by job contacts aggravates the job prospects of
Mexican and non‐Mexican Hispanic immigrants. For the native‐born, using
recommendations by job contacts leads to jobs comparable to those attained through
formal methods; however, the two Hispanic immigrants who find jobs through
recommendations get less‐prestigious and less‐paying jobs than their peers who find
jobs through formal job search methods. On the other hand, for Mexican and non‐
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Mexican Hispanic immigrants, using invitations from job contacts is as much beneficial
as for the native‐born in getting more prestigious jobs. Moreover, for getting better‐
paying jobs, using invitations from job contacts rewards Mexican and non‐Mexican
Hispanic immigrants more than the native‐born.
Taken together, these findings provide new insights into the social capital
mobilization of immigrants in the job attainment process. Depending on socioeconomic
status of immigrant group, immigrants activate social capital for their job finding in
different ways, and they receive different returns from activating social capital in their
job attainment. A high‐status immigrant group like non‐Hispanic immigrant group
chooses job search methods in similar ways as the native‐born do, and the returns from
using each job search method for them is comparable to those returns for the native‐
born. The majority (48.9%) of non‐Hispanic immigrants find jobs through formal job
search methods. And when they activate social capital for their job finding, among three
kinds of informal job search methods the use of invitations from job contacts only
provides advantages in getting more desirable jobs over formal job search methods.
By contrast, the choices of job search methods for a low‐status immigrant group
like Mexican immigrants are different from those of the native‐born, and they receive
returns from activating social capital in their job attainment that are different from those
of the native‐born. The majority (61.7%) of Mexican immigrants find jobs through
informal job search methods, and the use of information passed from job contacts is the
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most prevalent informal job search method among Mexican immigrants: approximately
half (45.4%) of Mexican immigrants find jobs through information passed from job
contacts. More interestingly, for Mexican immigrants, using information passed from job
contacts is a better way to find more‐prestigious and better‐paying jobs than using
formal job search methods, which explains in part why Mexican immigrants heavily rely
on information passed from job contacts as their primary job search method. Using
invitations from job contacts is also beneficial for getting better‐paying jobs to Mexican
immigrants, and this benefit is even greater for them than for the native‐born. However,
using recommendations by job contacts is detrimental to the attainment of better jobs for
Mexican immigrants. When they find jobs through recommendations by job contacts,
the attained jobs are more likely to be less‐prestigious and lower‐paying jobs than those
attained through formal job search methods.
These findings open the door to complicated social processes in which
mobilization of social capital interacts with social status of immigrants to generate the
labor market inequality between native‐born and immigrant workers. Disadvantaged
immigrants like Mexican immigrants often face negative stereotype about themselves
when they ask job seekers to help them to find jobs (Behtoui 2009). Because of this
discrimination, it is highly likely that job seekers hesitate to recommend disadvantaged
immigrant workers or do not put as much effort for them as they do for other workers.
For the same reason, job seekers also will be less likely to invite disadvantaged
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immigrant workers to apply for positions in their company. Moreover, for many
disadvantaged immigrant workers, using formal job search methods is not viable
options for finding jobs simply because they do not have sufficient skills and work
experience that are necessary for formal job applications (Kim 1999; Portes and Bach
1980; Raijman 2001; Yoon 1995). Consequently, disadvantaged immigrant workers are
obliged to rely on information passed from job contacts for their job finding.
Although disadvantaged immigrants are obliged to find jobs more through
information passed from job contacts than through other job search methods, using
information as a job search method could be a good choice for them in enhancing their
job prospects, as evidenced by higher returns from using information for Mexican
immigrants than for the native‐born in this study. As prior work on immigrants working
in enclave economy(Portes and Bach 1980, 1985; Wilson and Portes 1980) suggests,
especially in an immigrant community where a norm of mutual obligations is
prevailing, members of this community can get more desirable jobs through information
passed from job contacts than other immigrants who find jobs through formal job search
methods, because they willingly share information with other members or pass it on for
quality jobs. This implies that disadvantaged immigrants can overcome discrimination
against them by mobilizing both macro‐level (i.e., a norm of mutual obligations) and
micro‐level social capital (i.e., using information passed from job contacts).
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Nevertheless, it should be noted that the heavy reliance on information passed
from job contacts as a job search method can eventually be a barrier to the upward job
mobility of disadvantaged immigrants. Some studies report that high‐status occupations
are more likely to be matched through invitations from job contacts, while low‐status
occupations through information passed from job contacts (Elliott 2000; Lee 2015). Given
that most disadvantaged immigrants hold lower‐status occupations, they will benefit
from using information passed from job contacts for getting more prestigious jobs only
within the lower echelons of occupational hierarchy. However, simply relying on
information as a job search method will lower their probability of attaining high‐status
occupations such as managerial or executive occupations. Naturally, it is reasonable to
expect that disadvantaged immigrants’ choices of job search methods (i.e., heavy
reliance on information passed from job contacts) will improve their job prospects in the
short run, but will aggravate them in the long run. Without having many potential job
contacts in the networks who can provide invitations to apply for positions in their
company, disadvantaged immigrants will not be able to make great strides in their job
mobility. Therefore, social capital reduce the labor market inequality between native‐
born and immigrant workers in the short run, but will aggravate it in the long run.
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5. Conclusion
This dissertation has shown how social capital serves as a source of immigrant
disadvantages in the labor market. Chapter 1, “Social Capital Inequality Across
Immigrant Groups”, has demonstrated how the low socioeconomic status of
disadvantaged immigrants develops into their further network disadvantages. Among
three ethnic immigrant groups―Mexican, non‐Mexican Hispanic and non‐Hispanic
immigrants―Mexican immigrants are the most disadvantaged immigrant group: they
are less educated and occupy lower echelons of the occupational hierarchy than the
other two immigrant groups. Detailed analysis has shown that the disadvantaged
structural positions of Mexican immigrants, especially their relative lack of education,
constrain them from accessing more and better social capital. Owing to their educational
deficiencies, Mexican immigrants access a smaller number of occupations, compared
with the other two immigrant groups, and the prestige of the highest‐status occupation
in their network is lower; they reach vertically less heterogeneous positions in the
occupational hierarchy, and the average prestige of their accessed occupations is also
lower.
Chapter 2, “An Examination of the Social Mechanisms of Enclave Immigrants’
Network Disadvantages”, illuminated another social condition, which aggravates a
greater social capital deficit of disadvantaged immigrants. When disadvantaged
immigrants are concentrated in segregated residential areas such as ethnic enclaves,
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their access deficit of social capital becomes more severe. The constraining effect of
ethnic enclaves on the access to social capital of enclave immigrants is found only for
Mexican immigrants, but not for less disadvantaged groups like non‐Mexican Hispanic
or non‐Hispanic immigrants. This is because in an ethnic enclave consisting primarily of
low‐status immigrants, even if enclave immigrants build many social connections, their
social contacts will be mostly low‐status coethnic immigrants living in the enclave, thus
leading to the social capital deficiency of enclave immigrants. Therefore, the
concentration of low‐status immigrants in a certain area aggravates more severely the
access to social capital of enclave immigrants with low status. Given that many
disadvantaged immigrants in the United States live in ethnic enclaves, residence in
ethnic enclaves is also a substantial contributor to the access deficit of social capital for
disadvantaged immigrants.
Chapter 3, “Social Capital Deficit and Immigrant Disadvantages in the Labor
Market”, tested whether the constrained access to social capital of Mexican immigrants
identified in the previous two chapters prevents them from mobilizing social capital in
their job attainment in a more efficient way than other immigrant groups. The result
showed that Mexican immigrants rely more on finding jobs through information passed
from job contacts, which is a less rewarding job search method than the other two non‐
Mexican immigrant groups, suggesting that Mexican immigrants also have an activation
deficit of social capital. However, this shows that their activation deficit of social capital
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is not primarily driven by their access deficit of social capital. The finding suggests the
possibility that Mexican immigrants are obliged to rely more on information passed
from job contacts for finding jobs because of their disadvantaged networks and the
negative stereotypes against them. Since Mexican immigrants do not have sufficient
human capital that rewards them in the formal job search channels, they are obliged to
rely more on mobilizing social capital for finding jobs. In mobilizing social capital,
Mexican immigrants have difficulties in locating effective job contacts in their
constrained networks who provide job recommendations or invitations on behalf of
them. Moreover, job contacts are often reluctant to recommend or to invite Mexican
immigrants as job candidates because they fear that referring unreliable workers to
employers may damage their reputation. For this reason, using information passed from
job contacts for finding jobs is the only plausible job search method for Mexican
immigrants. More interestingly, the analysis showed that although using information
passed from job contacts is not a rewarding job search method for most workers,
Mexican immigrants receive greater benefits from using such a method in finding better
jobs than the other two non‐Mexican immigrants. Thus it is only for Mexican
immigrants that using information passed from job contacts is a better way to find more‐
prestigious and better‐paying jobs than using formal job search methods. This suggests
the possibility that Mexican immigrants may attempt to overcome discrimination
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against them in the labor market by sharing valuable information on quality jobs with
other Mexican immigrants.
Nonetheless, it should be noted that the heavy reliance on information passed
from job contacts as a job search method can eventually be a barrier to the upward job
mobility of Mexican immigrants. Mexican immigrants can benefit from using
information passed from job contacts in attaining better jobs when they look for
positions in the lower echelons of the occupational hierarchy. However, their heavy
reliance on such a job search method will hinder them from attaining middle‐ and high‐
status occupations such as managerial and executive positions. Without having many
potential job contacts in the networks who can provide invitations to apply for positions
in their company, disadvantaged immigrants will not be able to make great strides in
their job mobility.
The framework of social capital deficit presented in this dissertation can be a
useful analytic tool for understanding various forms of group inequality in the labor
market. For example, gender inequality in the labor market can be understood as an
outcome of social capital deficiency for female workers. Many previous studies have
reported that female workers tend to have smaller networks and fewer high status and
influential contacts in their networks than male workers (Ibarra 1997; Marsden 1987;
McGuire 2000, 2002; Moore 1988), suggesting that female workers would have an access
deficit of social capital compared with male workers. Other studies have also
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documented that even though female workers are connected with male job contacts,
male job contacts prefer to vouch for male rather than female workers (McDonald 2011),
indicating the return deficit of social capital for female workers.
Social capital deficit, on the other hand, can also serve as a source of racial
inequality in the labor market. It is well‐established that African Americans hold smaller
and less diverse networks than non‐Hispanic whites because of their low structural
positions and racial homophily (DiPrete et al. 2011; Marsden 1987; McPherson et al.
2006). And many African Americans live in urban ghettos where poor African
Americans are concentrated, and this eventually constrains even more the access to
social capital of their residents (Briggs 2005; Rankin and Quane 2000; Small 2007; Tigges
et al. 1998; Wilson 1987, 1996). In addition, African American workers may receive
smaller benefits from mobilizing social capital for finding jobs than non‐Hispanic white
workers, because job contacts tend to make less effort to help them due to discrimination
against them (Royster 2003; Smith 2005). As a result, it is highly likely that the access and
return deficit of social capital for African American workers compared with white
workers contributes substantially to racial inequality in the labor market.
As this dissertation has demonstrated, an examination of social capital
deficiencies will shed light on network processes that contribute to labor market
inequalities across varying social groups. By illuminating serial network processes by
which various underprivileged groups are disproportionately disadvantaged in their job
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attainment processes, future research will be able to contribute to a systematic
understanding of how social capital processes aggravate the job prospect of
disadvantaged workers by channeling between their initial and further status.
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Appendix A
Table A: Unstandardized Coefficients for Logistic Regression on the Enclave
Residence of Immigrants
Independent Variables

Living in ethnic enclaves

Education (in years)

‐.225***
(.059)

English proficiency
(English not primary language = 1)

1.975***
(.322)

Employment status
(currently employed = 1)

.228
(.285)

Occupations (ref = other occupations)
Managerial occupation

‐.630
(.477)

Professional occupation

.499
(.385)

Age

.024
(.014)

Gender (male = 1)

‐.856***

Marital status (currently married = 1)

‐.400

(.255)

(.261)
Length of U.S. Residence (in years)

.001
(.014)

Constant

1.295
(1.016)
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