
BLACK AND HISPANIC IMMIGRANTS’ RESILIENCE AGAINST
NEGATIVE ABILITY RACIAL STEREOTYPES AT SELECTIVE
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES IN THE UNITED STATES*

Jayanti Owens and Scott M. Lynch
Department of Sociology and Office of Population Research, Princeton University

Abstract
Stereotype threat is a widely supported theory for understanding the racial achievement gap in
college grade performance. However, today’s minority college students are increasingly of
immigrant origins, and it is unclear whether two dispositional mechanisms that may increase
susceptibility to stereotype threat are applicable to immigrants. We use survey data to examine
whether and how negative ability stereotypes affect the grades of 1,865 first, second, and third
generation or higher (domestic) minority students at 28 selective American colleges. Structural
equation model results indicate that first generation immigrants are highly-resistant to both
dispositional identity threat mechanisms we consider. Second generation immigrants experience
only certain dispositional elements of identity threat. Drawing on research in social psychology,
we suggest immigrants tend to resist stereotype threat in part due to the primacy of their
immigrant identities and their connectedness to the opportunity structure of mainstream society.
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Social scientists have long been interested in identifying the sources of the achievement gap
between whites and racial minorities (Jencks and Phillips 1998). Social psychology offers
one of the most empirically supported theories to explain the gap: the theory of stereotype
threat. Stereotype threat occurs when negative ability stereotypes increase minority students’
cognitive psychological load and reduce their academic effort, negatively affecting academic
performance. We might expect black and Hispanic1 students at elite schools to be well-
positioned to resist stereotype threat, given that they have achieved academic success in
secondary school and obtained admission to a selective institution. Yet stereotype threat
dampens even their academic performance.

However, considerable heterogeneity exists within minority student populations at elite
colleges. Today, minority immigrants comprise a rapidly increasing proportion of minorities
at elite colleges, despite being generally on par with domestic minorities on most
socioeconomic measures (Massey et al. 2007).2 Does stereotype threat theory apply to

*Please direct correspondence to Jayanti Owens, 284 Wallace Hall, Office of Population Research, Princeton University, (609)
258-5508, jowens@princeton.edu.
1Henceforth we use the term “minority” in lieu of “black and Hispanic”.
2Whereas black immigrants comprise 27 percent of all black students entering the 28 selective and highly-selective universities in our
sample in 1999, the Current Population Survey (CPS) from the same year (March 1999) showed that only 13 percent of 18–19 year
old African-Americans in the United States were first or second generation black immigrants (Massey et al. 2007). Similarly, Hispanic
immigrants comprise 73 percent of all Hispanic students entering the 28 universities in our sample in 1999, but only 66 percent of all
18–19 year old Hispanics in the United States.
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immigrant minorities? In a social context in which domestic minority students are the targets
of negative ability stereotypes, minority immigrants negotiate the boundaries of their
primary identity (“in”) group perhaps differently than their domestic minority peers. Their
identities are shaped by a combination of self-categorizations and perceptions of
categorizations made by members of other groups (Deaux 2006). In categorizing
themselves, first generation and, possibly second generation immigrants may give primacy
to their ethnic-immigrant identity rather than their racial identity. Ethnic-immigrant
identities may facilitate their resilience against the potentially grade-depressing effects of
negative ability racial stereotypes. On the other hand, immigrant minorities may perceive
that out-group members (i.e. whites and Asians) categorize them along racial lines with
domestic blacks or Hispanics. If so, second generation immigrants—more assimilated into
minority identities than first generation immigrants—may experience similar reductions in
effort and lowered academic performance, akin to domestic minorities.

This study considers the increasing heterogeneity of minority students at elite institutions
and offers a more nuanced conception than prior research of two dispositional—rather than
situational—mechanisms that may influence susceptibility to stereotype threat. That is,
much of the experimental literature has focused on situational stereotype threat, where
“situational” means that particular negative race-based stereotypes are “triggered” as a
treatment in an experimental context, and the consequence—in terms of task performance—
is then immediately measured (Crocker and Lutskey 1986; Steele 1998, 1992, 1988; Steele
and Aronson 1995). In observational studies like ours, measures of stereotype threat reflect
how dispositional characteristics of individuals influence susceptibility to multiple
exposures of negative ability stereotypes over extended periods of time (Oyserman and
Swim 2001).3 Thus, in this study, we ask:

1. Do immigrant minority students accept their own and others’ race-based negative
ability stereotypes in the same way that lowers the grade performance of domestic
blacks and Hispanics?

2. How can we reconcile differences in minority immigrants’ susceptibility to
negativeability stereotypes with their comparably low grade performance relative to
domestic minorities?

BACKGROUND
Massey and Fischer (2005) use a survey designed specifically to measure factors that may
increase minority students’ susceptibility to stereotype threat across their daily academic and
social encounters. They find that minority students at selective colleges simultaneously
externalize and internalize negative stereotypes, as shown in the conceptual model of
stereotype threat displayed in Figure 1.

Minority students recognize negative ability stereotypes in American society about their
intelligence (Steele 1998, 1988; Steele and Aronson 1995). This recognition—
externalization—places pressure on minority students to perform well in order to avoid
confirming the stereotypes. The psychological stress of this added pressure is often called
academic performance burden (Figure 1, path A; Steele and Aronson 1995). Performance
burden tends to lead minorities to perform more poorly than they otherwise would in the
absence of negative stereotypes (Figure 1, path B; Massey and Fischer 2005).

3Across both situational (experimental) and dispositional (observational) assessments of stereotype threat, the strength and impact of
the identity threat on grade performance across multiple exposures to negative stereotypes depends on the features of the setting, the
severity of threat experienced, and the individual sensitivities of a given student (Fiske 1998). Therefore—as discussed later—support
for the observational model we present here does not rule out the possibility that immigrants—even first generation immigrants—
experience stereotype threat in situation-specific contexts.
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In addition to recognizing that members of other racial groups hold negative stereotypes
about them, minority students may evolve to believe these stereotypes; this process is called
internalization. If students who identify with their racial group begin to believe that negative
stereotypes about their racial group’s intelligence are true, they may begin to reduce their
academic effort (Figure 1, path C) out of a fatalistic sense that such effort is pointless. Steele
and Aronson (1995) call this type of disengagement disidentification because students stop
identifying academic achievement as an indication of their self-worth. Disidentification may
then lead to a reduction in grades (Figure 1, path D).

Although this theoretical schema is powerful in understanding the achievement gap between
majority and domestic minority students, does this model apply to immigrant minorities?
We argue that the model may not apply directly. Instead, immigrant minorities negotiate
their identities over time. As they assimilate into the U.S., they situate themselves and define
the boundaries of their in-group relative to the American racial classification scheme and its
accompanying negative stereotypes about minorities (Oyserman 2008; Oyserman, Bybee,
and Terry 2003). More specifically, as voluntary migrants, first generation immigrants’
ethnic identities tend to be accompanied by a sense of self-determination and hopefulness
(Conzen et al. 1992; Gans 1992). This sense of self-determination stems from and reinforces
first generation immigrants’ perceptions of opportunities for upward mobility (Bean and
Stevens 2003). First generation immigrants’ optimism is reinforced by their shorter duration
in the United States and minimal exposure to the U.S. race-based classification system. First
generation immigrants are also more likely than second generation or domestic minorities to
live in ethnic enclaves with other recently-arrived immigrants (Grasmuck and Pessar 1991)
and to maintain stronger ties to their home (sending) communities (Menjívar 2000;
Grasmuck and Pessar 1991). As a result of these spatial and psychological buffers, members
of the first generation are less likely than second generation and domestic minority students
to be susceptible to negative stereotypes that dampen academic performance.

Second generation children also come from immigrant families and communities. However,
the extent to which they experience susceptibility to negative ability stereotypes is debated.
Some research contests the notion of downward assimilation, even among second generation
Mexican-Americans born to low-skilled Mexican immigrants (Waldinger and Feliciano
2004). This research suggests that the immigrant social networks formed by the first
generation reliably provide the second generation entrée into working-class jobs at higher
rates than those of domestic minorities. Research also suggests that first-generation parents
instill in their children strong ethnic-immigrant identities and a sense of self-determination
(Deaux 1996; Fernandez-Kelly and Schauffler 1994). Other research, however, highlights
that with increased duration, and thus acculturation, in the United States, second generation
students become more aware of the American race-based classification system and domestic
minorities’ limited opportunities for upward mobility (Tajfel 1981). To the extent ethnic-
immigrant identities persist among the second generation, they may not provide as strong of
a buffer against either the externalization or internalization of negative ability stereotypes as
for their first generation counterparts.

The debate over the existence of a second generation decline is best addressed through
empirical testing of the specific mechanisms through which decline, or resilience, may occur
within specific contexts. In the context of academic performance among elite college
students, we posit that stereotype susceptibility may increase with duration (i.e. generation)
in the United States—much in line with theories of generational decline. One of the main
distinguishing characteristics between first generation, second generation, and domestic
students’ self-schemas is their unique reference groups. The reference group for most first
generation immigrants is other recent immigrants and co-ethnics in their country of origin
(Barrera 1980; Bean and Stevens 2003). For many in the second generation, reference
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groups vary based on social class and degree of residential segregation. Lower status second
generation students in poor neighborhoods outside of immigrant enclaves tend to identify
with domestic minorities, while higher status second generation students in middle-class
neighborhoods identify with their immigrant origins (Fernandez-Kelly 1995; Suarez-Orozco
and Suarez-Orozco 2001; Tajfel 1981). Resilience against negative ability stereotypes may
therefore be greater among the second generation in our sample of elite college students
compared to lower-status second generation immigrants.

Given the importance of reference groups when measuring perceptions of negativeability
stereotypes, our hypotheses are shaped by the reference groups specified in our survey.
Items in our study draw on questions about how members outside one’s racial group view
members of one’s racial (as opposed to ethnic-origin) group. The reference to the broad
racial group leads us to expect that most students—even those of first or second generation
immigrant backgrounds—will interpret the questions as pertaining to the racial categories
into which they know they are grouped by others. As Merton (1968) highlighted in his work
on race as a master status in American society, mainstream classification schemes for non-
European Americans tend to follow racial categories based largely on phenotypic
characteristics like skin tone, hair texture and facial features (see also Waters 1999). For
example, black immigrants from Haiti, Jamaica, and Nigeria are often classified uniformly
as African-American while those from countries as diverse as Mexico, Colombia, and Costa
Rica tend to be categorized as Hispanic or Latino despite the varied ethnic and cultural
backgrounds of each group (Kasinitz et al. 2008; Waters 1996, 1999). Because Americans
tend to classify others based on their racial group membership, black and Hispanic
immigrants are likely aware that they are associated with broad race-based stereotypes of
lower academic intelligence. Therefore, even if minority first and second generation
immigrants do not identify themselves within the framework of overarching racial
categories, their awareness of the race-based classification scheme dominant in the U.S. may
lead them to report the levels of externalization, internalization, and performance burden
they perceive for blacks or Hispanics as a whole. Thus:

Hypothesis 1: First generation, second generation, and domestic minority students
report similar levels of externalization, internalization, and performance burden

However, first generation immigrants’ sense of self-determination and connection to
opportunities in the mainstream society may be uniquely accompanied by the belief that
hard work pays off. As a result, first, and to a lesser extent second, generation immigrants
may work harder (e.g., study more hours) on average than domestic minorities (see a related
discussion in Bennett and Lutz 2009; Deaux 2006; Hagy and Ordovensky Staniec 2002).
Domestic minority and some second generation immigrant students, on the other hand, may
believe that, beyond a certain high level of effort, factors outside of their control determine
which opportunities are available to them and which are not. Though they may value
educational success just as much as first generation immigrants, they may spend less time
studying (Downey 2008; Downey, Ainsworth and Qian 2009). Thus:

Hypothesis 2: First and, to a lesser degree, second generation immigrants report the
highest levels of academic effort compared to domestic minority students

Although we expect comparable levels of externalization across immigrant generations, we
also suspect racial in-group exposure while growing-up shapes students’ perceptions of
opportunities and barriers (Sanders 2002). Ethnic enclaves tend to increase ethnic-immigrant
self-schemas in the first generation (Grasmuck 1984; Sanders 2002). In the second
generation, higher levels of exposure to domestic minorities produce domestic minority
identities (Zhou 1997a). Domestic minority students are likely to come from neighborhoods
with the highest concentrations of other domestic minorities who maintain race-based (vs.
ethnic) self-schemas (Iceland, Weinberg, and Steinmetz 2002; Zhou 1997a). Factors like
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residential segregation in domestic minority neighborhoods promote strong in-group racial
identities, racially homogenous social networks, and increased social distance from whites
(Charles 2003). This environment may foster a perception that whites and Asians hold
negative stereotypes about blacks and Hispanics. As a result, greater exposure to a domestic
minority racial in-group may be associated with higher levels of externalization. Thus:

Hypothesis 3: In-group racial exposure is not associated with higher levels of
externalization for first generation immigrants, slightly higher levels for second
generation immigrants, and significantly higher levels for domestic minority
students

In addition to differences in reference groups, a second primary distinguishing characteristic
of first and, to a lesser extent, second generation immigrants’ ethnic-immigrant compared to
domestic minority identities is possession of a dual self-schema (Oyserman et al. 2003). A
dual self-schema is adherence to one’s ethnic-immigrant identity in combination with
connection to the opportunity structure of mainstream society (Oyserman et al. 2003). These
strong ethnic-immigrant identities characteristic of minority first generation students
(Waters 1999) are particularly powerful in orienting them toward high academic
achievement when they are accompanied by selective acculturation into middle-class
American society—as with students at elite colleges. Selective acculturation involves
maintenance of strong ties to immigrants’ native culture, for example via continued fluency
in their native language, coupled with the adoption of certain elements of American culture,
including English fluency and understanding of mainstream social norms (Portes and
Rumbaut 2001; Rong and Brown 2001). The combination of a dual self-schema and
selective acculturation is central to first generation immigrants’ perceptions of opportunities
for upward mobility. Perception of these opportunities is facilitated by their belief that the
majority group does not hold negative stereotypes about their ethnic-immigrant group.
Therefore, they are able to dissociate awareness of negative stereotypes about African-
Americans and domestic Hispanics from themselves and how they are perceived.
Externalization, then, does not translate into academic performance burden and decreased
grade performance.

A similar dissociation process, enhanced by selective acculturation, is at play for second
generation immigrants. Because their connection to their ancestral homeland is less tangible,
second generation immigrants may glorify their parents’ sacrifices during the immigration
process as well as imagine their families’ respected position in their origin country (Portes
and Rumbaut 2001). This psychic connection to the origin country may serve as a powerful
motivator. High-achieving second generation immigrants develop a sense of agency
grounded in their families’ distinct history of migration, which facilitates their perceptions
of themselves as distinct from the domestic minorities targeted by negative ability
stereotypes (Deaux 2006). Their agency may facilitate resilience against the potentially
dampening effects of stereotype externalization and performance burden on grade
performance. Thus:

Hypothesis 4: Stereotype externalization does not reduce the grades of first or
second generation immigrants

Self-perceptions and perceptions about one’s in-group may have an equally significant effect
on grades as views on stereotypes held by other groups. However, as a result of their overall
belief in the dignity of hard work for overcoming even seemingly insurmountable barriers in
the United States, first generation immigrants are likely resilient against potential declines in
effort and performance (Portes and Rumbaut 2001). In the second generation, however, dual
self-schemas are not as strong as for first generation students. With greater duration in the
U.S. and movement out of enclaves and into neighborhoods more highly-concentrated with
domestic minorities, second generation students may begin to view themselves along racial
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lines and begin to believe that negative ability stereotypes apply to them. As a result, second
generation students may come to believe increased academic effort will not allow them to
overcome the larger structural barriers to success, thereby leading to a reduction in effort
and, subsequently, performance. Thus:

Hypothesis 5: The effects of stereotype internalization on effort and subsequent
grades increases across immigrant generations (first generation immigrants are least
affected)

Despite our hypotheses, we recognize that heterogeneity among immigrants based on
parental skill and social status may produce differential levels of resistance to negative
stereotypes. For example, low-skilled immigrants are most likely to experience blocked
educational and labor market opportunities, but first generation low-skilled immigrants’
connections to their home country, combined with their aspirations for a better life in their
new home, help motivate perseverance (Zhou 1997b). Second generation low-skilled
immigrants, however, must confront the reality that hard work did not pay off for their first
generation parents (Zhou 1997b). Consequently, low-skilled second generation students may
be more likely than high-skilled second-generation immigrants to internalize negative
stereotypes, which could lead to the development of similar oppositional identities as for
some poor and working-class domestic African-Americans and Hispanics. If oppositional
identities bring low-skilled second generation immigrants’ faster assimilation into domestic
racial identities, second generation immigrants may experience stereotype internalization
despite their success relative to same-race peers who did not make it to elite colleges.

DATA AND METHODS
Sample

The data used in this study are from the National Longitudinal Survey of Freshmen (NLSF),
a stratified random sample of college students who entered 28 selective, four-year colleges
and universities throughout the United States in the fall of 1999. Students were interviewed
in the fall of their first year to collect a retrospective history of their childhood experiences
and then were re-surveyed every spring regarding their college experience. Of 4,573
students contacted, 3,924 completed the baseline face-to-face interview (response rate of
86%). Of these, 96% and 90% completed the follow-ups in the spring of 2000 and 2001,
respectively. We use the baseline and these two follow up waves.

We exclude white and Asian students because stereotype threat is only relevant for
explaining underperformance among minority students.4 Although excluded from our
sample, we often reference whites and Asians together in our discussion of externalization,
despite Asian-Americans being minorities and predominantly immigrants themselves, unlike
whites. Nonetheless, both groups are unsusceptible to negative-ability stereotypes and
therefore may be perceived by blacks and Hispanics as out-group propagators of negative-
ability stereotypes. Our analyses therefore rely on a restricted sample of 991 black and 874
Hispanic students (n=1,865). Multiple imputation of five datasets was used to address item
non-response (which ranged between 0% and 5% per item). All analyses were also
replicated using complete cases only; this approach yielded the same substantive
conclusions (results available upon request).

The racial and ethnic heterogeneity of Hispanics in our sample (see Appendix A1) merits
some discussion. Mexicans constitute approximately 25% of Hispanics (n=236), with
roughly 20% self-identifying as white-Mexican (n=188) and 5% identifying as black-

4As a conceptual check, however, the full model was estimated for whites and Asians. All paths except that between effort and
performance were non-significant at the .05 level (results available upon request).
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Mexican (n=48). Mixed race Hispanics comprise almost 30% of the Hispanic sample
(n=264) (they comprise 16% of the black sample (n=172), as shown in Appendix A2).
White South Americans account of 13% of Hispanics (n=119), white Puerto Ricans roughly
7.5% (n=68), and white Cubans roughly 4% (n=35). Ideally, our analyses would reflect this
heterogeneity. However, subsample sizes simply do not allow modeling using more detailed
measures of race, ethnicity, and generation than those we use.

Variables
The dependent variable in our analysis is academic performance, which is measured by
students’ GPA during the first two years. Our key predictors of performance—
externalization, internalization, academic performance burden, and academic effort (the
relevant components of stereotype threat)—are measured using a series of survey items used
in prior research (see Table 1; see Massey and Fischer 2005; Owens and Massey 2010).
Table 1 lists the items used as measures of each concept.

Externalization is measured by respondents’ perceptions of discrimination by whites (v1)
and Asians (v2) and the extent to which instructors’ (v3) and students’ (v4) negative
stereotypes affect their assessments of individuals from particular groups (Cronbach’s
alpha=.59). Internalization is measured by three items reflecting respondents’ perceptions of
the work ethic (v5), intelligence (v6), and persistence in completing tasks (v7) of members
of their own racial/ethnic groups (Cronbach’s alpha=.61). Academic performance burden is
measured by five items reflecting respondents’ perceptions of: whether an instructor’s
knowledge that the respondent is having difficulty in class will lead the instructor to think
less of him/her (v8), whether excelling or doing poorly academically reflects positively (v9)
or negatively (v10), respectively, on the respondent’s racial group, whether/to what extent
the respondent fears looking foolish in class (v11), and whether/to what extent doing poorly
in class will lead people to look down on others like him/her (v12) (Cronbach’s alpha=.67).
Finally, academic effort is measured by the average number of hours the respondent studies
each week (v13), how much importance the respondent places on learning course material
(v14), the respondent’s subjective rating of his/her overall academic effort during the year
(v15), and his/her hours of recreation (reverse-coded) (v16), including time spent watching
television, listening to music for fun, attending parties, and socializing with friends outside
parties during the typical college week (Cronbach’s alpha=.59).

As discussed earlier, these items measure factors that may increase dispositional
susceptibility to stereotype threat. First, these survey items capture students’ average
perceptions and experiences of identity threat across semesters as opposed to those based on
specific situational triggers. Second, the survey items do not allow us to explicitly
differentiate between ungrounded vs. experientially based perceptions of stereotype
susceptibility. We cannot identify students’ precise reference when responding to a given
survey item. There is likely to be substantial variation in individuals’—or groups’—points
of reference. For example, some students’ responses may average over myriad experiences
of exposure to negative- ability stereotypes when responding to items about whites and
Asians’ treatment of other racial groups, while others reference their most vivid experiences.
Students may even reference friends’ experiences with negative-ability stereotypes when
answering some questions and reference their own experiences when responding to others.
Given this ambiguity in each student’s reference for any given item, the most conservative
interpretation of responses to these items is to posit that they reflect individual differences in
vigilance to a broadly defined type of “identity threat,” rather than stereotype threat in
particular.

Our models also include an “Index of Racial In-Group Exposure” consisting of the sum of
four items that measure respondents’ exposure to members of their racial in-group,
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including: a subjective rating (from 0 to 10) of the strength of students’ identification with
their black or Hispanic racial in-group, the percent of friends of the same race they had
growing up (based on an average at ages 6, 13, and 18), the percent of their neighborhood
that was black or Hispanic while growing up, and a (reverse-coded) subjective rating (from
0 to 10) of their social distance to whites growing up (Cronbach’s alpha=.68). These
measures allow us to examine the strength of respondents’ African-American or Hispanic
racial identities, which is important for understanding the extent to which students’ racial
identification increases their susceptibility to stereotype threat. For example, we expect that
first generation immigrants are least likely to identify as African-American or Hispanic and
instead favor immigrant or ethnicity-specific identities. For them, less exposure and/or
identification with blacks or Hispanics (the “in-group” targeted by the survey questions)
may be associated with less vulnerability to the internalization and/or externalization of
stereotypes.

In addition to these key variables, we include controls for demographic and background
characteristics important in predicting educational outcomes (Bankston 2004; Coleman
1988; Kao 2004; Kao and Rutherford 2007; Harris and Sim 2002; Massey et al. 2003;
Woolley et al. 2008). Controls include a multiracial identifier (to help account for
heterogeneity in racial identification and experience among those who identify as mixed-
race; see Brunsma 2005 for further discussion), sex, the number of siblings in one’s
childhood household, an indicator for whether the student was raised in an intact, two-
parent/care-taker household, and family socioeconomic status (SES), measured by parental
educational attainment and percent of college paid for by family. This latter measure offers a
particularly valuable indicator of family social status, because it reflects wealth. Table 2
presents descriptive statistics for all variables used in the analyses by race and immigration
group.

Methods
We use a multiple group structural equation modeling (SEM) approach in our analyses.
SEM methods allow for the investigation of relationships between theoretical concepts
(latent variables constructed through factor analysis) while simultaneously controlling for
measurement error in observed measures (see Bollen 1989). Such an approach is important
for two reasons. First, given the somewhat low Cronbach’s alphas of the key constructs in
our model, SEM allows us to use factor analyses (rather than summed indexes) to measure
the key constructs of our model. Second, SEM also allows us to empirically assess how well
the key constructs represent the concepts of interest across race and immigrant groups.

The first issue—whether the constructs of stereotype threat in fact measure the same
phenomena for each group—has generally been ignored in prior research on stereotype
threat. Most studies have relied on summed indexes. However, if any differences by group
in the way that the indicators reflect the constructs of interest are ignored, then differences in
regression coefficients between race and immigrant groups may be biased. SEM allows us to
differentiate substantive versus measurement differences. We can therefore more accurately
test whether different race and immigrant generation groups experience identity threat in the
same way.

To address the second issue—whether the externalization and internalization mechanisms
“work” the same way for each race/immigrant group (i.e., whether regression coefficients
are similar)—we disaggregate the data by immigrant generation and race into six groups: (1)
first generation blacks, (2) second generation blacks, (3) domestic blacks (third generation
or higher), (4) first generation Hispanics, (5) second generation Hispanics, and (6) domestic
Hispanics.5 We use broad racial/ethnic categorizations because sub-group cell sizes preclude
their separate analyses (see Appendix A for details).
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Figure 2 shows the SEM path diagram we use to operationalize the conceptual model of
stereotype threat shown in Figure 1 for each race and immigrant generation group. Each
circle in Figure 2 represents a latent variable for one of the key constructs of stereotype
threat theory. Double-lined arrows represent regression paths between constructs. Squares
represent observed variables used to measure each latent variable (variable labels are shown
in Table 1). Single-line arrows connecting observed measures to latent constructs represent
measurement relationships. Dotted-line arrows indicate regression paths between control
variables and latent constructs.

As a preliminary step, we used factor analyses and goodness-of-fit tests to assess whether
sufficient measurement error and between-group differences existed to necessitate an SEM
instead of a set of regressions on summed indexes. Results established the need for an SEM
approach (see Appendix B; complete results available upon request).

Our subsequent analyses employed the following strategy. First, we estimated a full
multiple-group SEM model to test the general fit of the model shown in Figure 2. Our goal
was to determine whether the full model fit the data well for all six race-immigrant groups.
Next, we investigated whether the structural model parameters differed across race and
immigrant groups. Differences in structural parameters would indicate that the model
“worked” differently across groups. Third, after determining that differences in structural
coefficients exist by immigrant generation, but not by race, we simultaneously estimated
three separate SEM models for the immigrant generation groups, controlling on the
background characteristics shown in Table 2. Finally, we ran two sensitivity analyses to
establish the robustness of the relationships between latent constructs. Our goal was to
ensure our results were robust to slight changes in indicator selection for each latent
construct (results available upon request).6

Focusing on differences by immigrant generation, hypotheses 1 and 2 concern expected
differences in levels of internalization, externalization, effort, and performance burden. We
also examine whether higher levels of racial in-group exposure may be associated with
higher levels of externalization (hypothesis 3). Finally, although we expect relatively
uniform levels of externalization, internalization, and performance burden across groups, it
is nonetheless possible that the effects of internalization on effort, externalization on
performance burden, etc. vary by immigrant generation (hypotheses 4 and 5). Because prior
research shows both internalization and externalization mechanisms lower the performance
of domestic minority students at elite institutions, we treat domestic minorities as our
comparison group.

5Throughout this paper, we refer foreign-born college students as first generation because of their direct experiences of international
migration. Because members of the 1.5 generation (those who arrived prior to age 8) are collapsed with recent arrivals, our findings on
the uniqueness of the first generation are particularly conservative. Second generation students were born in the U.S. but have at least
one foreign-born parent. We refer to both together as immigrants because they have close familial ties to the social, cultural, linguistic,
and financial impacts of acculturating to a new society. In contrast, domestic underrepresented minorities are those whose parents and
grandparents are each American-born.
6First, to test the robustness of relationships between the structural paths shown in Figure 2 to slight changes in the selection of latent
construct indicators, the SEM was re-run 16 times, each time excluding one of the 16 indicators from the full model. Results indicated
no substantive changes in the magnitudes or significances of the regression paths between constructs. Second, as an alternate to SEM,
the full model was also analyzed using path analysis, with summed indexes modeled with a single factor loading for each latent
construct. Though not allowing for differential inter-item weighting of indicators nor controlling for measurement error, results were
similar to those of the SEM presented in Table 4.
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RESULTS
Differences in Levels of Externalization, Internalization, Performance Burden, and Effort

Given first and second generation immigrants’ awareness of the salience of racial
categorizations in the United States, our first hypothesis is that even first and second
generation immigrants perceive similar levels of stereotypes about blacks and Hispanics. We
hypothesize this recognition will translate into similar levels of externalization,
internalization and performance burden for immigrant and domestic blacks and Hispanics.
In other words, immigrant students’ responses will be driven by their interpretation of the
survey items as referencing minorities overall. Based on the means shown in Table 2, our
results support this hypothesis. We find non-significant differences (p>.05) in the means of
summed indexes for externalization, internalization, and performance burden between
immigrant and domestic minority students, net of controls (results available upon request).
However, Hispanics report roughly 9 and 12 percent lower mean levels of externalization
and performance burden, respectively, compared to blacks.

Our second “levels” hypothesis—also based on the results shown in Table 2—is that first
and, to a lesser degree, second generation immigrants report higher levels of academic effort
than their same-race domestic counterparts. We find some support for this hypothesis. On
the basis of summed indexes consisting of the four items used to measure academic effort,
effort among first generation black immigrants is 4 percent higher than that of both second
generation and domestic blacks, net of controls (results available upon request). The same
pattern exists for Hispanics. First generation Hispanics report roughly 4 percent higher mean
levels of effort than second generation and domestic Hispanics. However, these differences
by immigrant generation are modest in magnitude. We find no statistically significant
differences in mean levels of academic effort between second generation immigrants and
their same-race domestic counterparts.

A Parsimonious Model of Group Differences in Two Mechanisms of Identity Threat
Having established only modest differences in mean levels of externalization,
internalization, performance burden and effort, between race and immigrant generation
groups, we next identify a parsimonious model for capturing race and immigrant-generation
differences in the associations between externalization and internalization and performance.
Table 3 shows the results for the first two steps of the analyses. In the first model, all
parameters were allowed to vary by race and immigrant generation. The results indicate that
the model fit the data well by two of three measures of goodness-of-fit: the RMSEA was .
04, and the CFI is 0.91, indicating good fit. Although the model chi-square indicated poor fit
(2653.53, 1742 d.f., p<0.001), it is common for models with large sample sizes to have
statistically significant chi-squares (see Bollen 1989 for discussion of model fit measures).

In our second model, we constrained the structural (regression) parameters to be equal
across immigrant generations but allowed them to vary across racial groups. The fit of that
model was worse than that of Model 1 (chi-square=2770.84,1779 d.f., p<0.001; CFI=0.78;
RMSEA=0.05). A chi-square difference test indicated that imposing these constraints
significantly worsened the fit of the model (chi-square=117.31, 37 d.f., p<0.001).

In Model 3, we allowed parameters to vary across immigrant generation, but not across race.
This model yielded fit measures comparable to that of Model 1 (chi-square=2672.40, 1755
d.f., p<0.001; CFI=0.91; RMSEA=0.04). A chi-square difference test between Models 1 and
3 indicated a non-significant difference (difference chi-square=18.87, 13 d.f., p>.05). In
model 4, we constrained parameters to be equal for first and second generation immigrants
(but free for domestic minority students). This model fit poorly (chi-square=2761.43,1777
d.f., p<0.001; CFI=0.85; RMSEA= 0.04), and a chi-square difference test comparing Model
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4 to Model 1 indicated a significant loss of fit (difference chi-square=107.90, 35 d.f.,
p<0.001). Finally, in model 5 we constrained parameters to be equal for second generation
immigrants and domestic minorities, but free for first generation immigrants. This model
also yielded a poorer fit (chi-square=2752.55, 1778 d.f., p<0.001; CFI=.84; RMSEA=.04),
and the chi-square difference test comparing to Model 1 indicated significant loss of fit (chi-
square=99.02, 36 d.f., p<0.001). We conclude from these models that the structural
(regression) parameters in the model differ across immigrant groups, but not across racial
groups. This finding lends support to hypotheses three and four, which highlight our
prediction that students’ experiences of the internalization and externalization mechanisms
would vary significantly by immigrant generation.

To test hypotheses 3, 4, and 5 in more depth, Table 4 presents the complete results from
Model 3 in Table 3, in which the regression paths in Figure 2 were allowed to vary by
immigrant generation but not by race (r-square values establishing reliability, and factor
loadings for assessing validity are shown in Appendix C; because no systematic patterns
were found by race or immigrant generation, regression coefficients for the effects of control
variables are shown in Appendix D).7 Note that, although we rely on institutional racial
classifications of respondents to preserve the 5% of respondents who did not provide a
racial/ethnic self-classification, model results based on student self-classification do not
change substantively from those based on students’ institutional racial classification.

The overall model fit indexes shown in Table 4 suggest the model fits well. While the model
chi-square is statistically significant (chi-square= 2672.4, d.f. =1755, p<0.001), both the
RMSEA (0.040) and the CFI (0.91) suggest that the model fits quite well. The first panel of
Table 4 displays estimated structural regression paths between externalization,
internalization, academic performance burden, academic effort, and academic performance.
The second panel presents regression coefficients for the effect of racial in-group exposure
on each latent variable. Post-hoc tests indicate that the magnitudes of the coefficients are
significantly different from one another across immigrant generation (results available upon
request). Expected and observed directions of the structural paths are shown by immigrant
generation in Figure 3.

Our third hypothesis is that in-group racial exposure is not associated with an increase in
externalization among first generation immigrants, is slightly positively associated for
second generation immigrants, and is strongly associated for domestic minority students. We
find support for this hypothesis. A one unit increase in exposure is associated with a small
but non-significant 0.06 unit increase in externalization among first generation immigrants, a
larger and statistically significant 0.22 unit increase in externalization among second
generation immigrants, and a still larger and highly significant 0.31 unit increase in
externalization among domestic minorities.

Results generally support our fourth hypothesis—that stereotype externalization does not
dampen the grades of first or second generation immigrants. Although we hypothesize—and
find—that the relationship between externalization and academic performance burden is
statistically zero for first generation immigrants (0.02, p>0.05), we also find the same holds
true for second generation immigrants (0.03, p>0.05). Furthermore, the magnitudes of

7In order to assess the reliability of each latent construct, we examined the r-square values for constituent items (shown in Appendix
C). We conclude that the r-square values of each item are sufficiently large to suggest that each indicator contributes substantially to
the overall joint variation of the latent construct (and only limited unique variance) (Bollen 1989). To assess construct validity, we
report factor loadings for each item in a latent construct (see Appendix C). To assess predictive validity, we examine whether the
internalization and externalization mechanisms are significant predictors of their corresponding constructs based on the conceptual
model for domestic minority students—those shown to be susceptible to these mechanisms of identity threat in prior research. We find
high predictive validity.
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association are almost identical for both groups. As expected, externalization is associated
with a significant increase in performance burden for domestic minority students (0.10,
p<0.05). The association between academic performance burden and grade performance is
also statistically zero for both first and second generation students (−0.05 and −0.01,
respectively, p>0.05). Performance burden is associated with a significant decrease in
performance for domestic minorities (−0.08, p<0.05). The direct effect of externalization on
academic performance is statistically zero for all groups (−0.03, 0.04, and 0.07 for first
generation, second generation, and domestic students, respectively, p>0.05), indicating that
externalization is associated with academic performance through the posited mechanism of
academic performance burden even once measurement error has been eliminated through
SEMs.

Our fifth hypothesis is that the associations between stereotype internalization, academic
effort, and grades increase in magnitude across immigrant generations. As expected, we find
that first generation immigrants are not affected by the potentially grade-dampening effects
of stereotype internalization (−0.03, p>0.05). In fact, the only statistically significant
relationship for first generation students is that between academic effort and performance
(0.10, p<0.05). For second generation immigrants and domestic minorities, however, a
negative association between stereotype internalization and academic effort exists. The
magnitude of the negative association between internalization and effort is less than half as
large for second generation immigrants (−0.11, p<0.05) as for domestic minorities (−0.24,
p<0.001). Interestingly, the association between effort and performance is more than twice
as strong for domestic students as for first generation immigrants, and almost twice as strong
for domestic students as for second generation immigrants (0.10, p<0.05 among first
generation students, 0.18, p<0.01 among second generation students, and 0.27, p<0.001
among domestic students).

Although paths from internalization to academic effort and from effort to performance are
significant for both second generation immigrant and domestic students, the strength of the
relationships differs for the two groups. For domestic minorities, internalization has a
negative association with effort that is twice as strong as that for second generation
immigrants, and a positive association between effort and performance that is also almost
twice as strong as for second generation immigrants. Furthermore, for only domestic
minorities, the direct relationship between internalization and performance is also positive
and statistically significant (0.13, p<0.01). This residual direct effect suggests internalization
does not operate exclusively through effort as it is measured here. It may operate through
unobserved or unmeasured effort or through some other factor. Overall, these results
indicate that internalization works as expected for domestic minorities but less well for more
recent immigrant students.

Group Differences in the Overall Effects of Threat on Performance
Finally, we present predicted GPAs to exemplify more concretely the influence of the
components of identity threat on students of varying immigrant generations. We calculate
predicted GPAs for three hypothetical students—a first generation, second generation, and
domestic minority student—under three conditions: low, medium, and high levels of identity
threat. All covariates were set to their means/modes. Low, medium, and high levels of
externalization, internalization, effort, and performance burden were established at three
standard deviations below, at, and three standard deviations above their respective means.

Figure 4 reveals several important patterns. First, the “average” second generation student is
expected to have the highest GPA (about 3.2). Second, the “average” first generation and
domestic minority student are expected to have comparable, but lower GPAs (around 2.7).
Third, the relationship between level of identity threat and predicted GPA differs
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considerably depending on immigrant generation. First generation expected GPA tends to
increase with higher levels of identity threat, rising from 2.6 at low levels of threat to 2.8 at
high levels of threat. Second generation GPA seems impervious to changes in level of
identity threat. Third generation expected GPA tends to decrease with higher levels of
identity threat, falling from 2.9 at low levels of threat, to 2.5 at high levels of threat.

These results are very consistent with our general hypothesis. Net of other considerations,
like level of exposure to racial in-groups and socioeconomic background, domestic minority
students are most susceptible to identity threat. First and second generation immigrants seem
resilient to threat. Indeed, first generation immigrants appear to be motivated to do better
under threat. Second generation student response to threat, in contrast, appears to be a
“composite” of the response of first generation students and that of domestic minority
students. One explanation may be that second generation immigrants are in a unique
position to benefit from understanding structural and culture features of the US that help
them navigate the education system (compared to first generation students) but
simultaneously suffer from recognizing—and buying into—their position in the U.S. racial
hierarchy, albeit to a lesser extent than domestic minorities.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
In this study, we ask: Are first and second generation immigrants susceptible to the same
grade-lowering effects of externalization and internalization as domestic minority students?
Our hypotheses suggest that they are not. Rather, we propose that first and, to a lesser
extent, second generation immigrant minority students may be resilient to race-based
negative ability stereotypes. Their resilience may be based on their unique ethnic-immigrant
identities. Our main findings are three-fold: First, we find the importance of the factors we
use to capture externalization, internalization, performance burden, and effort varies across
group. This lends initial support for variation in students’ experience of each factor by race,
immigrant generation, or both. Second, probing deeper, we find the biggest differences in
the effects of externalization on performance burden, internalization on effort, and burden
and effort on grades fall along lines of immigrant generation, not race. Third, first generation
immigrants are the most resilient against the effects of both the externalization and
internalization mechanisms, second generation immigrants are only resilient against the
externalization mechanism but are susceptible to the internalization mechanism, and
domestic minority students experience both mechanisms in line with stereotype threat
theory.

These findings provide some evidence for second generation decline. They point to
stereotype susceptibility as an important mechanism through which to understand how and
why decline occurs, even among elite college students. Results also call into question the
racial classification system that permeates much of the education and stratification research
—and American society. Despite its prevalence, this system overlooks significant
heterogeneity among minority students along lines of immigrant background. Our findings
call for a more nuanced understanding of the intersection of race and ethnicity with
immigrant generation. As America’s immigrant population expands, elite colleges and
universities adjust to these demographic changes disproportionately represented in their
ranks. They will need to consider alternate explanations for the similarly low grades of
minority immigrants compared to domestic minority students (Massey et al. 2007).

Our first hypothesis draws on qualitative research suggesting that first generation
immigrants identify least with American racial categories (Portes and Rumbaut 2006;
Waters 1999). Why, then, do they experience similar levels of externalization,
internalization, and performance burden as second generation and domestic minority
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students? Aware of the dominance of racial categorizations, we believe first generation
immigrants report based on their perceptions of negative stereotypes about their racial group
as a whole, which is dominated by domestic minorities. However, unlike domestic
minorities, their ethnic-immigrant identities—grounded in a sense of self-determination and
a perception of opportunities in the mainstream economy—lead them to believe hard work
pays off. As a result, they report higher levels of academic effort than their second
generation and domestic counterparts, in line with our second hypothesis. Their dual self-
schema offers an important buffer against the potential effects of exposure to most negative
stereotypes.

Overall, the first generation’s resilience against the effects of stereotype externalization and
internalization on grades is exhibited through our finding that first generation immigrants
experience an increase in grades even under high levels of exposure to negative ability racial
stereotypes. However, because our study tests students’ vulnerability to dispositional
triggers averaged over long periods of time (i.e., multiple semesters of college), while
experimental studies test students’ vulnerability to situational triggers, we cannot rule out
the possibility that even first generation immigrants may be susceptible to strong situational
triggers. Our conclusions therefore extend only to immigrants’ limited dispositional
sensitivities to stereotype threat when averaged over myriad exposures to stereotype threat
of varying severity.

Our third hypothesis is grounded in the notion that second generation immigrants, unlike
their first generation counterparts, are more assimilated into domestic minority identities.
Accompanying their heightened exposure to domestic minorities, the second generation may
believe they are included in the lower ability group targeted by negative stereotypes
(Crocker, Major and Steele 1998; Oyserman et al. 2003). We find second generation
immigrants’ greater exposure to African-Americans and Hispanics while growing up is in
fact associated with an increase in second generation immigrants’ level of externalization.
(Following a similar pattern, we also find in-group racial exposure is associated with the
largest increase in level of externalization among domestic minority students.) Buy-in to
negative stereotypes about themselves also facilitates the second generation’s susceptibility
to the effects of stereotype internalization on lowered effort and, subsequently, grades. In
line with our fifth hypothesis, we believe second generation immigrants experience
stereotype internalization’s effects via lowered effort and decreased grade performance
because greater assimilation into America’s racial classification system limits their belief in
their own abilities. As a result, they are more likely to perceive limits to the payoffs of
academic effort, leading to lower effort and dampened performance.

Even if second generation immigrants buy into negative stereotypes about themselves—they
nonetheless believe others outside their group do not. Instead, they believe their parents’
sacrifices to migrate are warranted because others perceive them as viable candidates for
opportunities in mainstream society. As such, in support of our fourth hypothesis, we find
the second generation is resistant to the effects of externalization on performance burden and
grades.

Interestingly, despite their experience of the effects of internalization, we find second—
rather than first—generation immigrants earn the highest grades, in line with prior research
(Kao and Tienda 1995, 1998; Kao and Thompson 2003; Zhou and Bankston 1998; Zhou,
Lee, Vallejo, Tafoya-Estrada and Xiong 2008). Their advantage is facilitated by their
parents’ sacrifices for their children, their sense of responsibility for high academic
performance (Kasinitz 2008; Turney and Kao 2009), and their familiarity with the
educational norms and expectations and language systems of the United States (Kao and
Thompson 2003).
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Although this study emphasizes the importance of considering heterogeneity within racial
groups based on immigrant generation, future research should consider the following: First,
although our inferences presume a difference between domestic minorities’ and first and
second generation immigrants’ self-schemas and in-group identities, we lack an explicit,
empirical measure of how immigrants define their in-group. Measure of identification along
ethnic and immigrant (in addition to racial) lines would remedy this limitation to directly
address how identifying as an immigrant may help buffer against the effects of negative
stereotypes.

Second, future research would also benefit from having detailed measures of the
mechanisms through which the internalization of negative stereotypes lowers academic
performance. Our finding that domestic minority students invest less academic effort at
higher levels of internalization is reinforced by experimental work that draws the same
conclusions (Steele 1988, 1998). However, we also find these associations are not fully
explained through our hypothesized paths. We find a strong direct path from internalization
to performance after controlling on effort. For example, some minority students may spend
less time studying because they spend more time in extracurricular and recreational
activities that help create and maintain community, which combats—rather than reinforces
—disidentification (Charles, Torres and Brunn 2008; Charles et al. 2009; Morgan and Mehta
2004). Extracurricular involvement may foster a sense of belonging that increases academic
self-confidence and other factors that in turn are positively associated with grades, even if
not through academic effort directly.

Third, future data collection efforts would benefit from larger and more ethnically-
representative samples of each immigrant generation group. Although we treat Hispanics as
a racial group based on the fact that Hispanics/Latinos are racialized within the American
context (Cornell and Hartmann 2007; Omi and Winant 1994; Telles and Ortiz 2008),
Hispanics span multiple racial categories. Similarly, even same-race students reflect
tremendous heterogeneity by national origin (Tafoya 2004). Larger numbers of black
Hispanics as well as of the largest ethnic background groups—such as Mexicans—spread
over immigrant generations would provide greater power in our analysis, especially for the
first generation immigrants for whom the posited mechanisms explain very little. Combined
with measures explicitly referencing an ethnic-immigrant in-group, larger samples of black
Hispanics as well as of Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, Cubans, and Caribbean versus African
origin immigrant blacks would also allow for more accurate and nuanced analyses of
immigrant self-schemas and their influence on the relationship between negative racial
stereotypes and performance.
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Appendix A1

Institution-Identified Hispanic Respondents’ Self-Described Racial & Ethnic Origins

Racial & Ethnic Origin Freq. Percent Cum.

Non-Hispanic White 16 1.75 1.75

Filipino 3 0.33 2.07

Indian 1 0.11 2.18

Asian, other 1 0.11 2.29

Black-Mexican 48 5.24 7.53

Black-Puerto Rican 21 2.29 9.83

Black-Cuban 6 0.66 10.48

Black-Dominican 14 1.53 12.01

Black-Central American 12 1.31 13.32

Black-South American 19 2.07 15.39

White-Mexican 188 20.52 35.92

White-Puerto Rican 68 7.42 43.34

White-Cuban 35 3.82 47.16

White-Dominican 13 1.42 48.58

White-central American 30 3.28 51.86

White-South American 119 12.99 64.85

Mixed race 264 28.82 93.67

Other 53 5.79 99.45

Refused 3 0.33 99.78

Don’t know 2 0.22 100

Total 916 100

Appendix A2

Institution-Identified Black Respondents’ Self-Described Racial & Ethnic Origins

Racial & Ethnic Origin Freq. Percent Cum.

Non-Hispanic White 4 0.38 0.38

Non-Hispanic Black 806 76.69 77.07

Indian 4 0.38 77.45

Asian, other 2 0.19 77.64

Black-Mexican 2 0.19 77.83

Black-Puerto Rican 2 0.19 78.02

Black-Cuban 2 0.19 78.21

Black-Dominican 2 0.19 78.4

Black-Central American 9 0.86 79.26

Black-South American 4 0.38 79.64

White-Puerto Rican 1 0.1 79.73

Mixed race 172 16.37 96.1

Other 39 3.71 99.81
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Racial & Ethnic Origin Freq. Percent Cum.

Refused 1 0.1 99.9

Don’t know 1 0.1 100

Total 1,051 100

Appendix B
Preliminary analyses involved comparing a latent variables-based measurement modeling
strategy to the traditional summed indexes approach to establish which offered a better fit to
our data. First we fit four measurement models—one each for externalization,
internalization, performance burden, and academic effort—allowing weights given to each
indicator of each latent construct to vary for each of our six race-immigrant groups. Next,
we compared these results to measurement models that are akin to summed indexes in that
they assume no inter-item variability in weighting and measurement error. Based on three
measures of model fit commonly used to test goodness-of-fit in structural equation models
(the model chi-square, the RMSEA, and the CFI; see Bollen 1989) and t-tests to examine the
significance of each indicator in adding value in the measurement of each latent construct
for each of the six race-immigrant groups, we examined results from a combination of
goodness-of-fit tests as well as significance tests for the factor loadings (weights) of each
indicator.

We found that the latent constructs of stereotype threat theory are best modeled using latent
variables via measurement models as opposed to summed indexes based on both the
goodness-of-fit tests and the t-tests. Specifically, the multiple group confirmatory factor
analysis measurement models of the latent constructs have good to strong fit when estimated
separately for all six race-immigrant groups (results available upon request). In contrast, the
summed index models did not fit well, indicating that an appropriate model should use SEM
to handle measurement error and differential weighting of indicators in representing latent
concepts. The second step for establishing the value-added of a latent variables approach
was to examine the significance and variability in magnitudes of the indicator factor
loadings for each latent construct. Results showed the significance and noticeable variation
in the magnitudes of each factor loading for each latent construct, respectively indicating
that each variable enhances the measurement of its latent construct and that a summed
indexes approach with ordinary least squares regression does not most accurately capture the
true variance of the construct it intends to proxy. The unequal weighting for each indicator
of a latent construct allowed by the measurement models, on the other hand, uses the joint
variance of all indicators, providing a more robust measure of each construct by controlling
for the measurement error produced by each indicator on its own.

Appendix C

R-Square Values and Factor Loadings for Items in Each Latent Construct (Externalization,
Internalization, Performance Burden, Effort, and GPA)

1st Gen 2nd Gen Domestic

Constructs of Stereotype Threat R2 F.L. R2 F.L. R2 F.L.

Externalization (EXT) (α=.588)

Whites treat other races equally or discriminate (0–10) 0.21 0.42 0.54 0.67 0.22 0.68
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1st Gen 2nd Gen Domestic

Constructs of Stereotype Threat R2 F.L. R2 F.L. R2 F.L.

Asians treat other races equally or discriminate (0–10) 0.30 0.82 0.14 0.55 0.27 0.53

Instructors’ stereotypes do not affect evaluations of members of
stereotyped groups (0–10)

0.15 0.32 0.18 0.18 0.20 0.22

Students’ stereotypes do not affect evaluations of members of stereotyped
groups (0–10)

0.29 0.17 0.31 0.26 0.23 0.22

Internalization (INT) (α=.610)

Own group’s intelligence (0–6) 0.35 0.94 0.32 0.56 0.23 0.54

Own group is hard working (0–6) 0.33 0.51 0.52 0.72 0.50 0.67

Own group perseveres (0–6) 0.33 0.36 0.27 0.52 0.25 0.63

Academic Performance Burden (APB) (α=.665)

Instructors think less of me for having difficulty in class (0–10) 0.18 0.28 0.18 0.28 0.18 0.31

Excelling academically reflects positively on my racial/ethnic group (0–
10)

0.13 0.36 0.18 0.38 0.13 0.36

Doing poorly academically reflects negatively on my racial/ethnic group
(0–10)

0.24 0.49 0.21 0.52 0.10 0.49

I don’t want to look foolish or stupid in class (0–10) 0.27 0.52 0.24 0.52 0.21 0.56

If I don’t do well, people will look down on others like me (0–10) 0.40 1.00 0.20 0.98 0.38 0.98

Academic Effort (EFF) (α=.592)

Average Number of Hours Studied in a 7 day Week/10 (0–12) 0.35 0.10 0.45 0.45 0.28 0.43

Importance of learning course material (0–10) 0.32 0.12 0.31 0.40 0.27 0.44

Self-reported [academic] effort during past year of college (0–10) 0.21 0.55 0.13 0.74 0.21 0.79

Average Number of Hours of Recreational Activities during a 7 day
Week/10 (0–10)1

0.10 0.54 0.17 0.33 0.21 0.43

Academic Performance (GPA)

Average Second and Third Semester GPA 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

N (=1865) 250 607 1008

Note: Reporting standardized factor loadings. All factor loadings are significant at p<.001.

Appendix D

Regression Coefficients for Effects of Controls on Structural Equation Model of
Relationships Between Externalization, Internalization, Academic Performance Burden,
Effort, and Academic Performance

Immigrant
Generation

Externalization Internalization
Academic

Perf. Burden Effort Performance

Variables1 Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.

Male 1 0.12 (0.19) 0.29** (0.11) 0.04 (0.13) −0.38* (0.18) −0.13 (0.14)

2 0.05 (0.10) 0.04 (0.09) 0.03 (0.08) 0.09 (0.10) −0.05 (0.08)

3 −0.17*** (0.04) 0.12* (0.05) 0.10 (0.04) −0.17** (0.05) −0.06 (0.04)

Multiracial 1 −0.18 (0.14) −0.20 (0.12) −0.04 (0.13) −0.13 (0.20) 0.58 (1.01)
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Immigrant
Generation

Externalization Internalization
Academic

Perf. Burden Effort Performance

Variables1 Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.

2 −0.07 (0.09) 0.07 (0.09) 0.00 (0.07) −0.08 (0.08) 0.02 (0.08)

3 −0.03 (0.05) 0.03 (0.05) −0.08 (0.04) −0.09 (0.06) 0.05 (0.04)

# of Dependents 1 0.29 (0.16) 0.07 (0.11) −0.14 (0.13) 0.20 (0.17) −0.13 (0.13)

2 0.08 (0.10) −0.21* (0.10) 0.05 (0.08) 0.08 (0.10) −0.10 (0.08)

3 −0.03 (0.05) 0.01 (0.05) −0.01 (0.04) 0.05** (0.05) −0.01 (0.04)

Intact Family 1 −0.10 (0.15) 0.10 (0.12) 0.03 (0.13) 0.28 (0.18) 0.16 (0.13)

2 0.12 (0.10) 0.04 (0.10) 0.10 (0.09) 0.02 (0.10) 0.14 (0.08)

3 −0.01 (0.05) 0.08 (0.05) 0.06 (0.05) 0.15 (0.06) 0.01 (0.04)

1 parent B.A.
(Ref=No parents
B.A.)

1 −0.27 (0.17) −0.08 (0.12) 0.01 (0.15) 0.16 (0.18) 0.03 (0.14)

2 −0.07 (0.11) 0.04 (0.11) 0.17 (0.10) 0.18 (0.11) −0.08 (0.09)

3 −0.06 (0.05) 0.00 (0.06) −0.03 (0.05) 0.02 (0.06) −0.02 (0.04)

2 parents B.A. 1 −0.14 (0.16) −0.05 (0.12) −0.01 (0.14) 0.22 (0.19) −0.24 (0.14)

2 −0.39*** (0.11) −0.11 (0.11) 0.05 (0.09) 0.09 (0.11) 0.14 (0.08)

3 0.02 (0.05) −0.04 (0.06) −0.04 (0.05) −0.04 (0.06) 0.07 (0.04)

1 parent
Advanced
Degree

1 −0.11 (0.18) −0.31* (0.14) −0.04 (0.15) 0.22 (0.21) 0.19 (0.15)

2 0.08 (0.12) 0.01 (0.12) 0.16 (0.10) 0.00 (0.12) −0.06 (0.09)

3 0.06 (0.05) 0.04 (0.06) −0.03 (0.05) −0.16** (0.06) 0.06 (0.04)

2 parents
Advanced Degree

1 −0.28 (0.20) −0.13 (0.12) 0.20 (0.15) 0.17 (0.20) −0.05 (0.14)

2 −0.01 (0.12) −0.01 (0.12) 0.15 (0.10) −0.07 (0.12) 0.02 (0.09)

3 0.03 (0.06) 0.01 (0.06) −0.01 (0.05) −0.04 (0.06) 0.07 (0.04)

% of college paid
by family (%/10)

1 0.02 (0.17) −0.07 (0.13) 0.31* (0.14) −0.37 (0.19) 0.09 (0.16)

2 0.13 (0.10) 0.05 (0.10) 0.05 (0.09) −0.14 (0.11) 0.13 (0.08)

3 −0.04 (0.05) 0.02 (0.06) 0.05 (0.05) 0.02 (0.06) 0.03 (0.04)

# AP Courses 1 0.14 (0.17) 0.16 (0.12) −0.03 (0.14) 0.04 (0.19) 0.17 (0.13)

2 0.05 (0.11) 0.15 (0.11) −0.03 (0.09) −0.05 (0.11) 0.04 (0.08)

3 −0.01 (0.05) 0.06 (0.05) 0.03 (0.05) −0.01 (0.06) 0.17*** (0.04)

Self-rated
preparation (0–10)

1 0.16 (0.19) 0.07 (0.13) 0.19 (0.16) −0.35 (0.23) 0.18 (0.16)

2 0.07 (0.12) −0.17 (0.10) −0.15 (0.09) −0.18 (0.10) 0.17 (0.08)

3 0.03 (0.05) 0.01 (0.05) −0.07 (0.04) −0.07 (0.05) 0.01 (0.04)

Hours Work
for Pay (/10)

1 −0.13 (0.16) 0.03 (0.11) 0.03 (0.13) 0.05 (0.17) −0.14 (0.12)

2 0.11 (0.10) −0.08 (0.10) −0.09 (0.08) 0.02 (0.10) −0.07 (0.08)

3 −0.03 (0.05) −0.01 (0.05) 0.04 (0.04) −0.02 (0.05) 0.10 (0.04)

High School
GPA (0−4)

1 −0.22 (0.15) −0.01 (0.12) −0.10 (0.13) −0.03 (0.18) 0.24 (0.13)

2 0.01 (0.10) −0.03 (0.10) 0.15 (0.09) 0.41*** (0.10) 0.11 (0.09)

Owens and Lynch Page 22

Sociol Educ. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 September 26.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



Immigrant
Generation

Externalization Internalization
Academic

Perf. Burden Effort Performance

Variables1 Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E. Mean S.E.

3 0.01 (0.03) 0.03 (0.03) −0.14*** (0.03) 0.20*** (0.06) 0.19*** (0.04)

*
Significant at .05,

**
Significant at .01,

***
Significant at .001.

One-tailed test.

NOTE: Reporting Standardized coefficients. Model includes university-level fixed effects. Effects of regression paths
between constructs in full SEM shown in Table 4.
1
See Table 2 for fuller description of control variables.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model of the Externalizationand Internalization Mechanismswith
Expectedthe Directions of Relationships between Concepts Based on Stereotype Threat Theory
NOTE: The boxes overlaying arrowscontain positive (+) and negative (−) signs that indicate
the expecteddirection of the effect based on the theory of stereotype threat. Positive signs (+)
represents an expected positive relationship between the two conceptsand negative (−) signs
represents an expected negative relationship.
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Figure 2. Path Diagram for Externalization and Internalization Mechanisms and Academic
Performance1
1 See Table 1 for specification of measures v1–v17.
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Figure 3. Directions of Expected vs. Actual Structural Paths between Latent Constructs and
Effects of Racial In-Group Exposure, by Immigrant Generation
Note: E=expected direction of effect based on stereotype threat theory. IEX=index of racial
in-group exposure (see Table 2 for index properties). 1=first generation, 2=second
generation, 3=domestic students. Only significant paths are shown with a + or − sign; 0’s
indicate statistically zero coefficients.
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Figure 4. Predicted GPAs for a Hypothetical Student1 at Low, Medium, and High Levels2 of
Externalization, Internalization, Performance Burden, and Effort, by Immigrant Generation
1The hypothetical student has the modal characteristics on each categorical variable and
sample mean characteristics for all continuous variables. Specifically, she is a monoracial,
first generation college-going black or Hispanic female from a non-intact family without
siblings, whose parents paid the sample-mean percent of tuition and who has the mean level
of in-group racial exposure and degree of academic preparation.
2Low levels of internalization, externalization, effort, and performance burden correspond to
three standard deviations below the sample mean of each construct, medium levels
correspond to the sample mean of each construct, and high levels correspond to three
standard deviations above the sample mean of each construct.
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Table 3

Changes in Structural Equation Model Fits by Estimation Strategies for All Six Race-Immigrant Generation
Groups (N=1865)1

Model Chi-square (d.f.) Diff in Chi-Square (d.f.)2 Goodness of Fit Measures

(1) All groups estimated separately 2653.53(1742)*** CFI 0.91
RMSEA 0.04

(2) Blacks and Hispanics estimated separately 2770.84(1779) 117.31(37)*** CFI 0.83
RMSEA 0.04

(3) Immigrant generations estimated separately 2672.40(1755)*** 18.87(13) CFI 0.91
RMSEA 0.04

(4) First and second generations collapsed (‘immigrant’) vs.
domestics

2761.43(1777)*** 107.90(35)*** CFI 0.85
RMSEA 0.04

(5) Second generation and domestic students collapsed vs.
first generation students

2752.55(1778) 99.02(36)*** CFI 0.85
RMSEA 0.04

*
Significant at .05,

**
Significant at .01,

***
Significant at .001.

One-tailed test.

1
University-level fixed effects are included in all models in order to remove between-university variation, effectively fitting the model based on

within-university variation between specified groups.

2
Difference in Chi-square statistic indicates difference from model (1) where all six race-immigrant generation groups are estimated separately.

Sociol Educ. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 September 26.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Owens and Lynch Page 32

Table 4

Structural Equation Model Results of Relationships Between Externalization, Internalization, Performance
Burden, Effort, and Performance Based on Institution’s Racial/Ethnic Categorization1

1st Gen 2nd Gen Domestic

Structural Parameters for Paths Between Constructs2

Externalization → Academic Performance Burden (APB) 0.02 (0.08) 0.03 (0.05) 0.10 (0.05)*

APB → Academic Performance (GPA) −0.05 (0.10) −0.01 (0.05) −0.08 (0.04)*

Externalization →Academic Performance (GPA) −0.03 (0.05) 0.04 (0.06) 0.07 (0.05)

Internalization →Academic Effort (EFF) −0.03 (0.08) −0.11 (0.05)* −0.24 (0.06)***

Academic Effort (EFF) → Academic Performance (GPA) 0.10 (0.05)* 0.18 (0.07)** 0.27 (0.05)***

Internalization → Academic Performance (GPA) 0.11 (0.08) 0.06 (0.05) 0.13 (0.05)**

Index of Racial In-group Exposure3 as a Predictor of:

Internalization (INT) −0.18 (0.14) −0.10 (0.10) −0.05 (0.05)

Academic Effort (EFF) 0.19 (0.32) 0.01 (0.09) 0.04 (0.05)

Externalization (EXT) 0.06 (0.18) 0.22 (0.10)* 0.31 (0.05)***

Academic Performance Burden (APB) 0.10 (0.17) 0.09 (0.08) 0.00 (0.05)

Academic Performance (GPA) −0.64 (1.57) −0.01 (0.09) −0.03 (0.05)

N (=1865) 250 607 1008

Chi-squared (d.f.) 2672.40(1755)***

RMSEA 0.04

CFI 0.91

*
Significant at .05,

**
Significant at .01,

***
Significant at .001.

One tailed test.

NOTES: Reporting Standardized coefficients. Standard errors in parentheses. University-level fixed effects. Effects of control variables on each
construct shown in Appendix D.

1
Race/ethnicity based on institution classifications of “Hispanic” or “black”. A control variable is used to identify multiracial black or Hispanic

students (results based on students’ racial/ethnic self-classifications do not change substantively).

2
Structural residual error correlations are estimated between internalization and externalization and between academic performance burden and

academic effort. Measurement error correlations are estimated between indicators v6 and v7 and v10 and v11 (See Table 1 for list of variables by
number). Models include controls for the demographic, prior academic performance, and social class characteristics outlined in the appendices.

3
The index of Racial In-group Exposure (IEX) includes: Strength of racial in-group identity (0–10), social distance from whites growing up (0–10,

reverse-coded), percent of friends of same race as respondent while growing up, and percent black or Hispanic neighborhood composition growing
up.
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