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Abstract 

This study examines the political integration of immigrants in the two advanced democracies 

of North America: Canada and the United States. Literature shows that immigrants tend to 

participate more and feel more politically efficacious in countries, such as Canada, 

characterized by multiculturalism policies that proactively support the integration of 

immigrants. The literature, however, leaves unexplained the mechanisms through which 

multiculturalism policies influence immigrants at the individual level, where political 

attitudes crystallize and behavior is carried out.  This inattention to mechanisms poses a 

serious inferential problem. As we cannot determine how multiculturalism policies influence 

immigrants’ integration, we cannot establish whether integration outcomes are actually a 

result of multiculturalism policies or rather, as critics of multiculturalism argue, of the 

selective immigration criteria in multiculturalism countries, which privilege highly-skilled 

immigrants who are arguably better able to integrate, regardless of integration policies.  

Using an original data set I built through a survey with immigrants from India and El 

Salvador in the Greater Toronto Area (Canada) and the Santa Clara County (United States), 

I examine the processes through which multiculturalism policies influence the likelihood that 

immigrants will engage in politics and feel politically competent. I also address questions 

that remain empirically under-investigated in the literature, such as whether 

multiculturalism policies incentivize immigrants to develop ties within the immigrant 

community, to the detriment of wider social integration, and the relative influence of in-group 

and out-group connections for immigrants’ political participation.    

The findings in the study shows that multicultural policies – through their effects on ethno-

specific civic organizations-, redistribute social resources that are helpful for political 

incorporation in favor of more socioeconomically disadvantaged immigrant groups, while 
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equalizing the distribution of such resources within better off immigrant groups. The findings 

also show that in-group and out-group connections are positively related in both Canada and 

the United States.  

This study challenges the arguments of critics of multiculturalism who argue that these 

policies are inconsequential, or harmful to integration, or more beneficial to already better 

off immigrant groups. It shows instead that they matter particularly for more disadvantaged 

immigrant communities.  
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Chapter one. Introduction.   

Singing in unison or sounding unheavenly? Participation in the diverse 

democracies of Canada and the United States.  
 

Immigration and immigrant integration are currently among the most contested political 

issues in the increasingly diverse Western democracies. As anti-immigrant parties and 

candidates rise to electoral success, the future of multiculturalism policies, which recognize 

the existence of different cultural groups in the public sphere and consider them as 

facilitators, rather than obstacles, to immigrant integration, is uncertain. The prominence of 

public and political debates which portray immigrants as bearers of special interests that 

might endanger the social fabric of Western societies, however, obscures the fact that the 

opportunities to acquire political voice are not equally distributed among different social 

categories. The likelihood of participating in politics is not only consistently higher among 

the more educated and better off; foreign-born individuals are also less likely than the native 

born to engage in politics, even after taking into account their socioeconomic status (Bilodeau 

and Turgeon 2015; Black 2011; Ramakrishnan 2005; Ramakrishnan and Bloemraad 2009; 

Wong et al. 2011). The rise of anti-immigrant sentiments might reflect more the fact that 

political voice in diverse democracies is disprortionately concentrated among the white, 

native-born, rather than the alleged increase of immigrants’ special rights.   

This study is concerned with immigrants’ political voice in the two advanced democracies of 

North America: Canada and the United States. It addresses the question of how state 

intervention in immigrant integration facilitates political voice and redistributes 

opportunities for participation between high and low socioeconomic status immigrant groups. 

Immigrants’ participation in the politics of their new countries – be it in electoral or informal 

politics – is essential not only from an integration perspective, which sees  participation as 
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an indication that immigrants are becoming part of their receiving society. It also matters 

for social justice. Equality of voice is also crucial for democracy. The legitimacy of democratic 

processes of decision-making depends on all members of society having an equal chance to 

participate in them, regardless of the social group to which they belong. Immigrants’ political 

voice increases the legitimacy of democratic processes of decision-making and increases the 

visibility of their concerns. 

The idea I develop in this study builds upon the literature that considers socioeconomic status 

as a predictor of political participation. In his seminal study on the distribution of political 

power, Dahl (1961) argued that upward socioeconomic mobility would eventually lead to the 

formation of a political stratum even among ethnic minorities, granting them equal 

representation. As scholarship has then challenged this idea of straight-line assimilation, I 

contend here that ethno-racial hierarchies, as well as socioeconomic status, affect the 

distribution of opportunities for political voice. The higher the degree of correlation between 

ethno-racial hierarchies, the distribution of socioeconomic advantages and political 

resources, the higher the bar that immigrants must meet to become politically active.   

The central argument I elaborate in this study is that state intervention in immigrant 

integration can reduce the degree of overlap between racial, socioeconomic and political 

stratification. Specifically, I contend that multiculturalism integration policy regimes, 

characterized by state-supported policies and programs designed to facilitate the integration 

of all immigrant groups, whether high- or low-skilled, redistribute opportunities for political 

agency in favor of those that would otherwise be most disadvantaged, lowering the bar for 

immigrants’ participation. Conversely, regimes which rely on the market and civil society 

instead of government action in immigrant integration, result in higher levels of overlap 

between the three systems of stratification, decreasing the opportunities for participation 
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among the worst off and concentrating the participation of the socioeconomically better off to 

a few activists.  

Theoretically, this study is embedded in the literature that comparatively addresses the 

effects of integration policies (and the lack thereof) on immigrants’ integration. This 

literature shows that inclusive integration policies are positively associated with immigrants’ 

level of political engagement in their new countries. The problem with these studies, however, 

is that the results are weakened by inattention to the mechanisms through which these 

policies exert their effects. The mechanism gap leaves findings in this comparative literature 

open to criticism that positive integration outcomes in the countries that score high on 

multiculturalism integration policies, are due, not to inclusive policies, but to selective 

immigration programs, which recruit immigrant populations that are more likely to integrate 

regardless of government initiatives.  

In this study, I propose and empirically test the operation of two mechanisms according to 

which integration policy regimes influence immigrants’ political voice. I incorporate the 

concept of social capital to investigate the extent to which integration policies provide 

resources that are helpful for immigrants’ participation, over and above those made possible 

by immigrants’ own socioeconomic status. First, I examine if and how different integration 

policy regimes affect the organizational structure of immigrant communities – their 

aggregate-level social capital – that are endowed with different amounts of internal 

resources. I then look at how organizational structures influence the distribution of social 

resources that are conducive to political integration at the individual level.  

According to the first mechanism, which I define as the “networked conduit of participation”, 

ethno-specific civic organizations provide immigrant individuals with diverse social ties, 

including to the white majority and to other minorities, which multiply opportunities for 
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political recruitment and the acquisition of political information, thus increasing their 

political participation. Ethno-specific civic organizations can also affect political participation 

at the individual level directly, by affecting the extent to which immigrants are exposed to 

political elites and develop a sense of entitlement about their right to participate in the 

political sphere. According to this second mechanism, which I define as the “organizational 

conduit of participation”, this effect should vary across different integration policy regimes, 

and be more positive in the presence of state-led positive integration policies. 

In order to empirically test the operation of the networked and organizational conduits of 

political participation, I use an original data set that I built in 2013-2014 through a survey 

with two socioeconomically different immigrant groups: Indians and Salvadorans. I focus on 

two metropolitan areas that are demographically similar but vary markedly in their policy 

approaches to immigrant integration: the Greater Toronto Area in Canada and the Santa 

Clara County in the United States. The Greater Toronto Area exemplifies an inclusive and 

government-led approach to immigrant integration, in which all levels of government support 

programs designed to stimulate the integration of all immigrant groups, including highly 

skilled immigrants. In contrast, the Santa Clara County/Silicon Valley is characterized by a 

heterogeneous approach to immigrant integration in which different actors, including various 

levels of government, the market and civil society, take different degrees of responsibility for 

immigrant integration, each focusing on specific types of immigrant groups.  

This data set distinctively contributes to the literature by providing cross-context comparable 

data on the socioeconomic and ethnic composition of immigrants’ personal networks, as well 

as their political behavior and attitudes. I complement the survey data with official data on 

immigrant organizations and immigrant services, policy interviews and field observation. 

The data set allows me to investigate whether the effects of integration policies – in particular 
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their ability to provide social resources to immigrants – are consistent across 

socioeconomically different immigrant groups or whether they tend to redistribute social 

advantages towards the most socioeconomically marginalized. Additionally, the data on the 

composition of immigrants’ personal networks allow me to address questions that remain 

empirically under-investigated, despite being much debated in the literature. For instance, 

do dense organizational structures result in higher proportions of co-ethnic ties, to the 

detriment of connections to the majority population or other ethno-racial minorities? And 

what is the relative influence of in-group and out-connections on informal and formal political 

mobilization?  

This study advances the understanding of the effects of immigrant integration policies in 

multiple ways. First, it contributes to the literature on immigrant integration policies by 

defining and comparing integration approaches at the sub-national level, moving beyond 

dichotomous classifications based on the presence or absence of state intervention in 

immigrant integration and focusing instead on the different combinations of state and non-

state actors that engage with immigrant integration. These combinations are relevant for 

immigrants’ political voice because they create the conditions in which immigrant civil 

society can either narrow or widen the organizational implications of immigrants’ groups 

internal resources, leading to different distributions of political opportunities across groups 

within integration regimes.   

It also shows that, while state-led integration regimes benefit the organizational structures 

of immigrant groups, they do so particularly for lower socioeconomic status immigrant 

communities. I argue that the ethno-specific organizations of Salvadorans are not only denser 

in the Greater Toronto Area compared to the Silicon Valley, but also the way in which ethno-

specific organizations structure immigrant communities is more similar to their Indian 
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neighbours. Conversely, the integration regime in the Silicon Valley accentuates the 

differences in the extent to which ethno-specific organizations are able to distribute social 

resources between high and low socioeconomic status immigrant groups.  

One of the distinctive contributions of this study is its examination of the effects of ethno-

specific civic organizations on the social ties of individual immigrants. I show that, in both 

integration regimes, in-group ties are positively associated with out-group ties. I also contend 

that patterns of socioeconomic inequality represent a more significant obstacle for social 

integration, defined as the presence of diverse ties in immigrants’ personal networks, than 

state-led immigrant integration policies. I demonstrate that membership in ethno-specific 

civic organizations does not always convey specific social advantages but that integration 

policy regimes interact with the internal resources of immigrant groups to redistribute or 

concentrate social benefits. The maximum redistribution of benefits occurs for Indians in the 

Greater Toronto Area, whereas the most notable concentration of social advantages is found 

in the Indian community in Silicon Valley. Salvadoran ethnic organizations in the Greater 

Toronto Area do not have the same redistributive potential of their Indian counterparts; 

however, such organizations allow the maintenance of a unified ethnic community and reduce 

the distance between the Salvadoran community and the political system. These positive 

effects are not observable in the Silicon Valley.     

Finally, I show that immigrants’ social ties and ethno-specific organizations matter 

differently for different types of political participation and across different integration 

regimes. While the operation of the network conduit appears to better account for 

participation in informal politics, the differential effects of ethno-specific organizations on 

political participation are more evident for participation in more formal political activities, 

such as contacting a politician, being a member of a party, or volunteering for a party or 
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candidate, as well as immigrants’ perceived political competence and influence. For these 

activities and attitude, membership in ethno-specific organizations appears to be respectively 

less positive and more beneficial for Indians and Salvadorans in the Greater Toronto Area 

compared to their Silicon Valley counterparts. I contend that these findings indicate that, 

while immigrant ethno-specific civic organizations are more conducive to political integration 

for low socioeconomic status immigrant groups in the Greater Toronto Area, they also serve 

to lower the bar for political participation for high socioeconomic status immigrant groups. 

The fact that Indian organizations distribute social advantages in the Greater Toronto Area 

and concentrate them in the Silicon Valley, implies that actual membership in these 

organizations is less relevant in Canada, while political participation tends to happen 

particularly among those involved in diverse civic associations in the United States.   

Overall, I demonstrate that immigrant integration policy regimes matter for immigrants’ 

political agency by altering their social resources in multiple ways. Government-led 

immigrant integration policies and initiatives not only increase the collective social resources 

of lower socioeconomic status immigrant groups, compared to their counterparts in different 

types of integration policy regimes. They also narrow the gap in social resources between 

high and low socioeconomic status groups. Additionally, in government-led integration policy 

regimes, immigrant organizations equalize the individual-level resources of individuals that 

belong to higher-resource immigrant groups while they exert more positive effects on the 

political behavior and political efficacy of lower-resource groups. Conversely, regimes where 

the market and civil society attempt to fill the void of government inaction in immigrant 

integration, accentuate the difference in the aggregate-level social resources of high and low 

socioeconomic status immigrant groups and increase the positive effects of immigrant 

organizations on the political behavior and efficacy of high- resource groups. By raising the 
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bar for immigrants’ political participation, these regimes minimize the political voice of the 

most disadvantaged immigrant groups, and limit the participation of higher-socioeconomic 

status groups to a narrow, but “voiceful”, elite. The findings in this study help to shed some 

light on the integration success of Indian immigrant communities in Canada, as well as on 

the structural causes why Latinos remain the sleeping giant of American politics and the 

participation of Asian Americans is dominated by a few “super-participants”.  

Critics of government-led approaches to immigrant integration contend that 1) they have no 

effects or 2) they are bad for social integration or 3) they reproduce advantages for the better 

off. The findings in this study challenge all three of these assertions. Integration policies 

matter, they do not jeopardize social integration, and they facilitate more equal structures of 

political opportunities, giving more political voice to the otherwise most marginalized. If the 

market and civil society are left to deal with the policy void in immigrant integration, 

immigrants’ political voice is instead concentrated within a small elite of the better-off 

minority groups.  

Which policy approach a country should espouse is not a technical or an academic matter. It 

is, instead, a political choice, which has to do with whether higher social value is placed on 

equality of opportunities or individual initiative and achievement. If the former is considered 

more important, then government-led integration is the preferable option. If the latter is 

preferred, then the Silicon Valley approach to immigrant inclusion is most likely the way to 

go. The choice between the two is not, however, without consequence. The fact that Canada 

has so far resisted the pressure of anti-immigrant sentiments suggests that the equal 

distribution of immigrants’ political voice might work as a protective force. On the other 

hand, the recent electoral victory of a candidate to the U.S. presidency that openly referred 

to Latino immigrants in derogatory terms and vowed to limit immigration in an effort to 
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“make America great again”, shows the dangerous implications of immigrants’ lack of 

political voice. Against the backdrop of increasing diversity and powerful anti-immigrant 

sentiment, whether the chorus of diverse democracy will sound “in unison” or rather 

“unheavenly” (Schlozman et al. 2012) in the near future will ultimately depend in part on 

this policy choice.      
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Chapter two. Literature Review and Theoretical Framework. 

Introduction 
 

The purpose of this chapter is two-fold. First, I introduce and review the literature in which 

this study is embedded. I identify three broad strands of literature. The first looks at the 

consequences of increasing ethnic diversity from the perspective of receiving societies. It 

addresses questions such as: does increasing diversity undermine citizens’ trust in one 

another? Does it jeopardize our ability to act collectively? The second strand examines 

whether different approaches to the governance of ethnic diversity influence immigrants’ 

integration outcomes in the social, economic, civic and political spheres. It asks: does what 

receiving countries do (or fail to do) to integrate immigrants matter?  If it does, does it 

actually aid integration or do integration policy efforts backfire? The third strand of literature 

looks more specifically at the political participation of immigrants. Though internally diverse, 

theoretically and methodologically, this literature asks whether immigrants are political 

actors just like the native-born or whether and how their routes to political mobilization are 

different.  

These three fields of scholarship, though not completely separate from each other, respond 

to different analytical concerns. Think about immigrants through the lens of the “stranger” 

metaphor elaborated by Simmel in his Essay on the Stranger. Simmel describes the stranger 

as somebody whose “position in the group is determined by the fact that he has not belonged 

to it from the beginning, [and] that he imports qualities into it, which do not and cannot stem 

from the group itself” (Simmel 1908 translated by Wolff 1950: 402). Incorporating Simmel’s 

metaphor, the first strand of literature assesses the consequences of the presence of the 

stranger for the group to which he did not originally belong. The second examines if the way 

that the group collectively decides to behave toward the stranger affects the extent to which 
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the stranger is able to become part of group. The third asks under what conditions the 

stranger becomes an actor in the collective processes of decision-making of the society of 

which he was not originally a part. The original contribution of this study is to examine how 

the way that the responsibility for dealing with the stranger is handled in the original group 

affects the likelihood that different types of strangers will become part of the processes of 

democratic decision-making.  

To advance this contribution, the second part of the chapter presents the theoretical model 

and the hypotheses that will guide the analysis in the following chapters. I investigate the 

mechanisms that connect the aggregate-level of integration policy regimes to individual-level 

political behavior and attitudes. My goal is to explain the finding in the literature reviewed 

in the first part of the chapter, according to which countries characterized by positive, 

government-funded immigrant integration policies – generally referred to in the literature 

as multiculturalism policies – also have higher levels of immigrants’ political integration. I 

use the literature on social capital to build a theoretical bridge, suggesting that assets 

available in the social sphere mediate the relation between policies and political integration. 

I hypothesize two possible mechanisms. In the first, which I call the “networked conduit” of 

political integration, integration policy regimes operate by increasing the density of 

immigrants’ ethno-specific civic organizations. Increased density raises the likelihood that 

individual immigrants become civically engaged.  Membership in ethno-specific civic 

organizations increases the network resources of immigrants, which I conceptualize as the 

diversity of the social ties represented in their personal networks. Network diversity, in turn, 

promotes immigrants’ political engagement. In the second mechanism, which I call the 

“organizational conduit” of political participation, membership in ethno-specific civic 

organizations matters for immigrants’ political participation not because of network effects 
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but because organizations per se provide immigrants with political resources. Their effect is, 

however, conditioned by the integration policy regime, with more positive effects in countries 

whose integration policy regime is labelled in the literature as multiculturalist.  

2.1 The consequences of diversity: examining the effects of ethnic diversity on 

social capital in advanced democracies  
 

I begin my review with the contributions that address the question whether the presence of 

“strangers” – using Simmel’s metaphor – affects the ability of the original society to remain 

internally cohesive. If concerns about the potentially divisive consequences of increasing 

immigration inflows to Western democracies are common in political and public debates, 

Putnam’s (2007) capacious project on the consequences of ethno-racial diversity for social 

capital gives these fears some empirical validation. His highly cited 2007 study challenges 

the viability of the “E Pluribus Unum” project for American democracy by arguing that, at 

least in the short-run, diversity threatens social capital. Using data from the 2000 Social 

Capital Benchmark Survey, merged with data on the census tract in which survey 

respondents resided, Putnam challenges the predictions of two opposing theories about the 

effects of inter-ethnic association. “Contact theory” predicts that, as diverse communities 

come into contact with each other, negative biases are attenuated or disappear. Conversely,  

“conflict theory” predicts that inter-ethnic contact sparks conflict, most importantly – 

Putnam argues – because of inter-group competition over scarce resources. Results in 

Putnam’s analysis, however, provide evidence for what he calls a “constrict” effect. Living in 

a diverse neighborhood leads not only to decreased trust in other ethno-racial groups, but 

also in one’s own. This “hunkering down” effect of diversity, though substantively smaller 

than that of individual-level predictors of trust, such as age, ethnicity and socio-economic 

status, is independent of the influence of contextual variables such as poverty, crime rates 
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and inequality. Additionally, it applies both to the native population and to ethno-racial 

minorities. It is replicated at the census tract- and county-level. Additionally, it is robust to 

different measures of social capital, such as the density of civic and non-profit organizations, 

voting turnout and cooperation with the census for all counties in the US. 

Because the “hunkering down” finding raises serious concerns about the ability of diverse 

communities, as well as of ethnic minority groups, to solve collective action problems, it is 

perhaps unsurprising that Putnam’s 2007 article generated a spate of scholarship replicating 

his analysis in contexts institutionally different from the United States. These contributions 

overall paint a much more nuanced picture about the association between ethno-racial 

diversity and social capital than Putnam’s.  

Empirical support for the negative effects of diversity is more evident in the United States 

than in other countries (Gijsberts et al. 2012; van der Meer and Tolsma 2014). In addition, 

universal egalitarian social policies and multiculturalism integration policies reduce the 

negative effects on trust and increase individuals’ likelihood to join civic associations (Hooghe 

et al. 2007; Kesler and Bloemraad 2010; Reeskens and Wright 2013). The negative effects of 

ethnic diversity on trust are instead aggravated when mobilized by political parties and when 

diversity is accompanied by inequality and poverty (Helbling et al. 2015; Letki 2008; Sturgis 

et al. 2010). At the individual level, the negative effects of diversity on trust are moderated 

by social contact (Laurence 2011; Stolle et al. 2008). These findings cannot always distinguish 

the potentially different effects of diversity on trust among the native born population and 

ethnic minorities, given the small number of minority respondents in the surveys on which 

the analyses are conducted. Specific analyses of the effects of diversity on different population 

groups indicate that the effects of diversity vary depending on whether respondents are long-

time residents of a diversifying community or whether they move from a homogeneous to a 



 
 

14 
 

diverse community, and are more pronounced on the native-born (Laurence and Bentley 

2016; Wickes et al. 2014).  Scholars have also challenged the validity of the measure of 

generalized trust as an indicator of social cohesion in diversity societies and the 

operationalization of diversity in Putnam’s study (Hooghe et al. 2009; Koopmans and 

Schaeffer 2016; Portes and Vickstrom 2011; Schaeffer 2013; Soroka et al. 2007).   

If the consequences of diversity on social capital in the general population depend on a variety 

of socioeconomic, institutional and measurement factors, other important questions remain 

open, particularly for immigrant minorities. While social policies are found to moderate the 

relation between diversity and social capital in the general population, do they have an effect 

on the extent to which immigrant minorities develop insular, in-group forms of solidarity or 

cross-group relations?  Second, what are the relation between insular forms of solidarity and 

immigrants’ engagement with mainstream society and other minorities? Third, while the 

consequences of ethnic diversity at the aggregate-level might be negative, what are they on 

the individual level for minorities– in other words, does connecting to in-group and out-group 

individuals foster engagement rather than hunkering down?  

2.2. The comparative literature on immigrant integration: multiculturalism, 

integration policies and their outcomes  
 

Whereas the literature reviewed in the previous section addresses the concerns about the 

impact of newcomers on the cohesion of receiving societies, I now focus on immigrant 

minorities, and specifically on the effects of a particular institutional factor – immigrant 

integration policies – on their integration outcomes. The comparative literature on 

integration policies and immigrant integration addresses questions such as whether policies 

in immigration receiving countries matter at all for immigrants’ integration and, if they do, 
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whether they succeed in their goal or backfire. These questions have been the subject of an 

intense scholarly debate.  

A conspicuous part of the literature on integration regimes, both in its normative and 

empirical components, is framed around a particular approach to the accommodation of 

ethno-cultural diversity, referred to as multiculturalism. Three different uses of the term 

multiculturalism are found in the literature (Bloemraad and Wright 2014; Colombo 2015). 

The first usage, which is more common in public discourse, defines multiculturalism as the 

mere fact of increasing ethno-racial diversity. Countries as different in their approaches to 

immigrant integration as Germany, the United Kingdom and Canada are thus sometimes 

designated as multicultural. But the term multiculturalism has a second usage, which refers 

to a philosophical debate about different approaches to accommodate (or suppress) minority 

rights.  The third definition of multiculturalism refers to actual policies put in place by 

governments to recognize, accommodate and support cultural diversity. It is this concept that 

is the relevant one for this study.  

What is the content of multiculturalism as a distinct policy approach? Imagine a continuum 

of policies to the governance of immigration-generated diversity that varies from the least to 

the most accommodative of minority rights in the public sphere. Assimilationism represents 

one extreme of that continuum. This illiberal and homogenizing type of immigrant 

incorporation, which posits the conformity of the behaviours and attitudes of immigrants 

with those of the majority population as the foundation for the cohesion of diverse societies, 

is no longer espoused by liberal Western democracies (Brubaker 2001; Joppke 2009; 

Mollenkopf and Hoschchild 2009; Morales 2011). The concept of assimilationism has not, 

however, lost its purchase in scholarly debates. It is still used in the debate about whether 

the more recent waves of racially and culturally different waves of non-European immigrants 
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face increased difficulties to converge with the native-born (Alba 2005; Alba and Nee 2003; 

Jacoby 2004). In addition, scholars address the question whether the current growth of 

language requirements and mandatory civic integration programs and exams in many 

Western democracies can be conceptualized as having the benign intent of aiding immigrant 

integration or whether it represents a contemporary version of assimilationism, geared to 

screening out undesirable immigrants with less chances to integrate socio-economically 

(Baldy and Wallace Goodman 2015; Enright and Mullally 2013; Joppke 2007; Kostakopoulou 

2010; Suvarierol 2015; Vasta 2007; Wallace Goodman and Wright 2015). 

The communitarian version of multiculturalism is the opposite extreme of assimilationism. 

In this approach, the status of minority groups in diverse democracies is a modern form of 

imperial subjugation, which can be redressed by recognizing their right to cultural continuity 

and public recognition. Social justice in diverse societies thus stems from the “mutual 

recognition of the different cultures of its citizens” (Tully 1995: 8) or by “a regime of reciprocal 

recognition among equals” (Taylor 1992:50). While assimilationism and communitarian 

multiculturalism vary importantly in their protection of minority group rights, they both 

differ from liberal multiculturalism. Liberal multiculturalism differs from assimilationism 

because it assumes that immigrant integration can take place without convergence of 

immigrants’ cultural identities with the native born. But it also differs from its 

communitarian version because it challenges the idea that communities deserve more 

protection than individual rights, arguing that collective rights do not necessarily conflict 

with individual rights. There are two possible meanings of collective rights: the rights of 

minorities to be protected from the power of the majority – external protections – and the 

rights of minority groups to impose norms and practices to its members, in order to preserve 

group identity – internal restrictions. The liberal version of multiculturalism accepts external 



 
 

17 
 

protections. Unlike communitarian multiculturalism, however, it disputes internal 

restrictions (Kymlicka 1995, 2001, 2010).   

Banting and Kymlicka have created an index of multiculturalism integration policies1, which 

includes eight policy indicators. These include the constitutional, legislative or parliamentary 

affirmation of multiculturalism and the adoption of multiculturalism in school curricula, 

which measure the extent to which countries acknowledge immigration-generated diversity 

in public discourse. They also include, the inclusion of ethnic representation in public media, 

exemption from dress codes, and dual citizenship, which proxy the recognition and visibility 

of minorities in the public sphere. Finally, multiculturalism integration policies encompass 

the funding of ethnic group organizations, the funding of bilingual education and affirmative 

action policies for the integration of immigrant minorities in the labour market.   

Liberal multiculturalism was widely accepted as an approach to accommodating immigrant 

minorities in the 90’s (Glazer 1997; Kymlicka 2011; Parvin 2009). However, its viability has 

subsequently been seriously reconsidered, particularly in those Western democracies where 

immigration has been associated with immigrants’ concentration in impoverished ghettoes 

and inter-ethnic tension and violence (Reitz 2009; Taylor 2012). If multiculturalism policy 

remains relatively unchallenged in Canada (Banting 2014), scholars debate whether a new 

approach to immigrant integration, based on a combination of civic integration programs and 

decreased salience to ethnic group boundaries, is emerging as the new dominant paradigm 

(Joppke 2007, 2009; Meer and Modood 2009; Meer et al. 2015). The new paradigm, referred 

to as interculturalism, has its roots in minority nationalism and maintains that inter-group 

connections matter and these can happen while maintaining one mainstream cultural 

                                                           
1 Multiculturalism Policy Index, http://www.queensu.ca/mcp/ Accessed April 12th, 2017.  

http://www.queensu.ca/mcp/
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identity in the public sphere  (Bouchard 2015; Gagnon and Iacovino 2007; Gagnon 2011; 

Laxer et al. 2014; Zapata–Barrero 2016). Scholars debate whether the retreat from 

multiculturalism is happening more at the level of discourse than of actual policy (Banting 

and Kymlicka 2013; Bloemraad and Wright 2014; Joppke 2014; Korteweg and 

Triadafilopoulos 2015; Schiller 2015), the extent to which multiculturalism and 

interculturalism policies differ (Brahm Levey 2012; Meer and Modood 2012; Taylor 2012) as 

well as whether countries are now converging towards the new civic integration, intercultural 

model, or whether country-level policy differences still matter (Freeman 1995; Koopmans et 

al. 2006; Koopmans et al 2012; Koopmans 2012). 

Scholars have also conducted active debates about the consequences of multiculturalism 

policies. If the Council of Europe in 2008 concluded in 2008 that multiculturalism has been 

harmful to integration, and Angela Merkel in 2010 declared that multiculturalism had failed 

in Germany – even though Germany had never been a multicultural country-, the question 

remains whether the retreat from multiculturalism is a response to actual evidence about its 

negative outcomes. The empirical findings are mixed. While the effects of multiculturalism 

policies appear null or negative on immigrants’ socio-cultural and labour market integration, 

they are instead moderately positive on indicators of civic and political integration. This is 

perhaps not surprising, considering that the participation of immigrant minorities was the 

original intention of such policy approach.  

In countries with multicultural policies, immigrants are more likely to naturalize, to develop 

political efficacy and trust, to engage in ethnic community organizing and to develop higher 

attachment to the host country, even while maintaining their ethno-cultural identification 

(Bloemraad 2006a, 2006b; Bloemraad 2015; Reitz 2009; Wright and Bloemraad 2012). In 

multicultural countries, correlational evidence also indicates that the gap between 
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immigrants and native born political participation is lower than in other countries and the 

propensity of different immigrant groups to join civic associations and vote is similar to those 

of the native born, especially once taking into account the years spent in the host country 

(Black 2011; Helbling et al. 2016; Soroka et al. 2007). Similar outcomes are also found in 

countries that implement civic integration programmes, where immigrants’ levels of political 

interest and efficacy are also higher (Wallace Goodman and Wright 2015).  

The debate remains open about how these positive effects take place. Bloemraad (2006a, 

2006b) emphasizes that multiculturalism policies create political opportunity structures that 

facilitate the political mobilization of ethnic communities. Wright and Bloemraad (2012) also 

argue that the positive effects of multiculturalism policies on immigrants’ political attitudes 

are independent of citizenship policies. On the other hand, Wallace-Goodman and Wright 

(2015) contend that the higher levels of immigrant participation in countries that implement 

civic integration problems could stem from learning mechanisms but might also be the result 

of the generally higher requirements for membership in those countries, which screen out 

immigrants that are less likely to integrate.  

While the influence of multicultural integration policies and programmes on immigrants’ 

civic-political participation appears positive, literature on immigrants’ socio-economic 

integration reports more troubling results. Findings suggest that Canadian multiculturalism 

has not fully integrated the more recent, racially and religiously different waves of non-

European immigrants into the labour market (Reitz and Banerjee 2007; Reitz et al. 2009). 

Evidence also shows lower levels of labor market participation and language proficiency, high 

levels of residential segregation, over-representation of immigrants among those convicted 

for criminal behavior and higher levels of residential segregation and in-group contact in 

European multiculturalism countries  (Ersanilli and Koopmans 2010; Heath and Demireva 
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2014; Koopmans 2013). Some of these critiques are in line with discursive challenges to 

multiculturalism, according to which such policies jeopardize national unity by facilitating 

the self-segregation and essentialization of immigrant groups into “cultural aspics” (Miller 

1995, 2008; Ryan 2010).  

All these critiques, however, leave unclear how multiculturalism policies are distinctly 

related to the reported outcomes. In addition, they do not provide conclusive evidence about 

the alleged breakdown of social life in multiculturalism countries. The literature in fact also 

indicates that the “integration-recognition paradox” inherent in multiculturalism policies 

(Harles 1997; Levrau and Loobiuyck 2013), according to which the integration of immigrants 

is facilitated by the recognition of cultural diversity in the public sphere, leads to decreased 

bias and prejudice among the white majority, higher support for immigration and social 

policies supporting minorities, more harmonious intergroup relations and higher 

psychological engagement among minorities (Guimond et al. 2013; Guimond et al. 2014; Plaut 

et al. 2009; Rattan and Ambady 2013; Reitz 2014; Urbiola et al. 2017; Wright et al. 2017).  

A different set of critiques of multiculturalism questions does not question the value of 

recognizing the group rights of minorities or its ability to promote integration. More 

fundamentally, it suggests its complicity in perpetuating racial inequalities and the 

marginalization of more disadvantaged minority groups. The argument that 

multiculturalism privileges high-status immigrant groups, who need those policies the least 

but possess the resources to take advantage of them, is prevalent among critical race scholars 

(Kymlicka 2007), who argue that multiculturalism is embedded in liberal and neoliberal 

citizenship models that not only do not address but actually reproduce class exploitation, 

racism and sexism (Abu-Laban 2014; Abu-Laban and Gabriel 2002; Stasiulis and Bakan 

1997). The success of white immigrants, compared to the difficult integration of visible 
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minority immigrants, reconfirms that multiculturalism cannot address racism and 

systematic discrimination but works instead to reproduce the hegemony of the white majority 

(Chazan et al. 2011; Galabuzi 2011). Some of the conclusions of critical race scholars are not 

incompatible with broader concerns about the ability of multiculturalism to address the real 

causes of immigrant disadvantage, to accommodate immigrant populations with different 

religious beliefs, and to take into account intersectional minority identities, which encompass 

gender, disability and age (Cantle 2014; Hansell 2014; Jacubowicz 2007; Joppke 2009; Meer 

and Modood 2007; Statham et al. 2005). However, they are distinctive in suggesting that the 

marginalization of minorities represents multiculturalism’ hidden agenda.   

While the contributions I have reviewed so far vary widely in their assessment of the success 

of multiculturalism integration policies and in their methodological approach, they all suffer 

from some inferential weaknesses. First, they do not elaborate or test the mechanisms 

through multiculturalism policies operate, limiting our understanding of their differential 

effects. A variety of institutions and policies affect immigrant integration outcomes. 

Particularly immigration and citizenship policies shape to a large extent the socioeconomic 

and cultural features of the immigrant populations that reside in different countries. As a 

result we remain in the dark about how much of the negative socioeconomic outcomes and 

positive civic-political ones are explained by multiculturalism policies or are an effect of the 

different composition of immigrant populations in the countries under analysis (Alba and 

Foner 2014; Banting 2014; Bloemraad and Wright 2014; Koopmans 2013; Kymlicka 2011).  

Additionally, all these contributions implicitly assume that national-level policies and 

programmes are the most consequential for immigrant integration. This is perhaps not 

surprising given that the comparative indices currently available rank country’s integration 

policies at the national level (for an assessment of multiculturalism, citizenship and civic 
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integration indices, see Helbling 2013; Helbling and Vink 2013; Michalowsky and van Oers 

2012; Wallace Goodman 2010, 2012, 2015). However, there is evidence that subnational 

policies matter for immigrant integration (Jones-Correa 2011; Andersen 2010; Nicholls and 

Uitermark 2016).  Even for countries, such as Canada, for which national-level immigrant 

integration paradigms can be clearly identified, in practice these are translated into a host 

of diverse local-level programmes and initiatives. Good (2005, 2009) provides evidence 

regarding city-level variation in the responsiveness of Canadian cities to immigrant 

demands. In addition, the literature indicates that provincial governments are becoming 

increasingly active in immigration and integration policy making (Garcea 2006, 2011; Paquet 

2014, 2015). Even more city-level variation can be plausibly expected for countries that have 

no codified, federal-level integration policies, such as the United States (Bloemraad and 

deGraauw 2012; DeGraauw 2017; Gleeson and DeGraauw 2016). The role of subnational 

governments in the making and implementation of immigration and integration policies casts 

serious concerns regarding the replicability at the sub-national level of findings obtained 

using national-level indices. 

Another layer of analytical problems in the contributions just reviewed lies in the incomplete 

assessment of the extent to which multiculturalism policies affect different types of 

immigrant groups. The comparative institutional literature implicitly assumes that all 

immigrant groups respond consistently to the same policies. The critical race literature 

suggests that multiculturalism disadvantages poorer minorities. But empirically, we do not 

know whether lower socioeconomic status immigrant groups in polities with multicultural 

integration policies are better off than their counterparts in different integration policy 

regimes. This is theoretically plausible, because groups with less internal resources might 
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benefit from the public recognition of their collective rights more than better endowed ones, 

for which no empirical assessment has, to my knowledge, so far been conducted. 

In this study, I am interested in examining the mechanisms through which immigrant 

integration policies influence the integration of socioeconomically different immigrant groups 

in the civic and political spheres, and which immigrant groups benefit most. In the next 

section, I survey the literature on immigrants’ political participation, in order to formulate 

empirically testable hypotheses for such mechanisms.  

2.3 Explaining the political participation of immigrants  
 

The literature on immigrants’ political participation aims to identify the conditions – 

individual, social and institutional – which facilitate immigrants’ engagement in their new 

homes. A first strand of literature shares a concern for the effects of political opportunity 

structures on the participation of immigrant groups in the political sphere. The second takes 

a more methodologically individualistic approach and seeks to explain convergence with the 

native-born (or the lack thereof) as a result of a number of individual-level attributes.  

Consider the first approach. Here the concern is to account for cross-polity variation in the 

extent of or types of immigrants’ collective political mobilization. The central explanatory 

factor is the concept of politically opportunity structure, which was originally developed in 

the social movement and protest literature, to identify elements of the institutional and 

political context that affect the frequency of contention, the frames of protest actors and their 

chances of success in affecting policy and politics (Kriesi 1989; McAdam 1982; Meyer and 

Minkoff 2004). Different structures of opportunities account for diverse levels of immigrants’ 

political integration, defined as the “collective mobilization as a group of a particular 

background, ethnicity, culture, religion and race” (Ramakrishnan and Bloemraad 2009: 14). 
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A variety of factors are argued to inform structures of political opportunities, which in turn 

affect different political outcomes. The ability of political parties to recruit immigrant 

minorities shapes the costs of incorporation in the host country, influencing the emergence 

of identity politics (Jones-Correa 1998a,1998b) or the extent of descriptive representation of 

immigrant minorities in elected office (Bird 2005; Bird et al. 2011; Garbaye 2002, 2005). 

Countries’ approach to cultural diversity in the public sphere and citizenship models also 

affect the number and frames of immigrants’ contentious claims-making (Koopmans et al. 

2006) and the extent to which immigrants collective mobilization focuses on the host country 

or the country of origin (Vermeulen and Berger 2008).  

An influential sub-set of the literature on immigrants’ political incorporation addresses 

specifically the influence of immigrant groups’ organizational resources. It was spearheaded 

by Fennema and Tillie’s contribution on ethnic civic communities (1999). In this article, rank 

correlations are found between indicators of ethnic “civicness” and of electoral participation 

for the four largest immigrant groups in the Netherlands. The concept of “ethnic civicness” is 

derived from Putnam’s argument about the importance of horizontal networks of civic 

engagement for the development of social trust and collective action in Italy (1995). Putnam’s 

original argument focuses on the relationship between the number of civic associations and 

measures of good government for a particular territorial unit. Fennema and Tillie focus 

instead on measures of inter-locking directorates – that is, shared board members – among 

the civic organizations of each of the four immigrant groups they include in their analysis. 

They find that, at the aggregate level, immigrant groups with more inter-locking directorates 

are also more likely to participate electorally. Using data on Amsterdam municipal elections, 

Fennema and Tillie pinpoint that Turkish immigrants have both the highest prevalence of 
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inter-locking directorates and the highest turnout rates (even higher than those of native-

born citizens).  

Multiculturalism policies are found to positively affect the organizational dynamics of 

immigrant groups, resulting in higher density levels of immigrant organizations, and frames 

of immigrants advocacy which posit them as legitimate political actors in the public sphere 

of their host countries (Bloemraad 2006a, 2006b; DeGraauw and Vermeulen 2016; Hooghe 

2005; Koopmans et al. 2006; Laxer 2013; Manatschal and Stadelmann-Steffen 2014; 

Vermeulen 2006). Social movement literature provide additional and compatible evidence 

regarding different institutional factors that impinge on an immigrant group’s ability to 

organize collectively. Ethnically-linked resource policies and the political recognition of a 

group can also raise a group’s self-awareness. So can the residential concentration of an 

ethnic group, both resulting in higher likelihood of organizing, which is instead deflated by 

“institutional threats” (Ebert and Okamoto 2013; Hechter and Okamoto 2001).  

There is also abundant evidence confirming that immigrant organizations matter positively 

for immigrants’ political participation (Diaz 2012; Ghergina 2016; Nguyen Long 2016; 

Nyhagen-Predelli 2008; Palmer et al. 2011; Ramakrishnan and Viramontes 2010; Sinha et 

al. 2011; Van Heelsum et al. 2016; Wong et al. 2005). Evidence indicates, however, that the 

positive influence of immigrant organizations varies across different groups and contexts as 

well as types of political activities (Aptekar 2009; Berger et al. 2004; Jacobs et al. 2004; Jeong 

2013; Michon and Vermeulen 2013; Pilati and Morales 2016; Togeby 2004; Tran 2017).    

If the first strand of literature is concerned with the effects of political institutions, and their 

interaction with group resources, on the capacity of immigrant groups to mobilize collectively, 

the second strand of literature looks more specifically at “outcomes and processes that 

operate on [immigrant] individuals” (Ramakrishnan 2013: 28), and their similarity and 
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difference with those of the native born. Dahl’s (1961) seminal study of political power 

originally suggested that equality of access to political power stemmed from equality of social 

conditions. The implication for immigrant minorities was that, as immigrants improved their 

economic wealth and, in turn, their social conditions, they would then become part of a 

“political stratum” committed to democratic norms.  His assimilation predictions have been 

contradicted by a persistent gap in political participation between immigrants and the 

native-born (Bilodeau and Turgeon 2015; Black 2011; Verba et al. 1995) as well as by puzzling 

outcomes regarding the lower than expected levels of political participation among well-off 

immigrant groups, most notably Asian Americans (Lien et al. 2001; Lien 2004; Wass et al. 

2015; Wong et al. 2011).  

Some of the earlier contributions to the literature on immigrants’ political behavior assess 

the inferential power of Verba and Nie’s SES model of political participation (1972) on ethno-

racial minorities (Verba et al. 1993; Leighley and Vedlitz 1999; Bass and Casper 2001a, 

2001b). Evidence suggests that, while the SES model maintains some predictive power for 

immigrant minorities, the effects of the traditional determinants of participation are 

moderated by race. The SES model also better explains specific types of political engagement. 

Junn (1999) finds that gaps between Blacks, Latinos and the white majority in participation 

in political activities “aimed at influencing elected representatives and other agents of 

government” (p. 1423), such as voting and contacting a politician, are explained fully by 

differences in socioeconomic status. However, controlling for socioeconomic status, Asian 

Americans on one hand, and Blacks and Latinos on the other, are respectively less and more 

likely than the white majority to participate in activities “that involve working directly with 

others, where the action is not necessarily aimed at elected or appointed officials” (p. 1423). 

Cho (1999) finds that ethno-racial identities moderate the influence of standard predictors of 
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participation. The positive effects of education on voting are twice as large for Latinos as for 

the general population. Conversely, the effects of education on Asian Americans’ electoral 

engagement are not significant. While the relationship between age and voting has a 

parabolic shape for the general population, foreign-born Asian Americans and Latinos 

become significantly less likely to participate as they grow older. Using different data, 

Jackson (2003) finds that the positive effects of education and marital status on electoral 

participation are stronger for Anglos than they are for Latinos, but the effects of age are more 

positive for Latinos.  

As a result, the literature has increasingly incorporated specific immigration-related factors 

in models of immigrants’ political participation. Ramakrishanan and Espenshade (2001) for 

the first time systematically test the relative effects of immigration-specific factors such as 

generational status, duration of stay in the United States, political socialization in the home 

country, mobilization over anti-immigrant mobilization and host-country language 

proficiency on political participation. They demonstrate that racial differences in political 

participation are durable; that linguistic barriers are not the primary obstacles to voting and 

that early political socialization does not significantly affect immigrants’ participation in 

politics. However, anti-immigrant legislation can increase the electoral participation of first- 

and second-generation immigrants.  

A number of themes have emerged in the immigrants’ political behavior literature. Some 

emphasis has been placed on the effects of the residential concentration of minorities in 

specific settings, whether directly or through its effects on the acquisition of political 

information, as well as the influence of the descriptive representation of a racial group on 

electoral turnout, with mixed empirical findings (Barreto 2007; Bhatti and Hansen 2016; 

Bilodeau 2009; Cho et al. 2006; De Sante and Perry 2016).  
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Scholars have also investigated whether countries of origin, through their effects on 

immigrants’ political socialization, influence immigrants’ behavior and attitudes. Hailing 

from a repressive country diminishes the likelihood of engaging in protest behavior, as well 

as reducing immigrants’ support for democracy as a preferred form of government, even 

though it does not significantly affect their electoral participation (Bilodeau 2008; Bilodeau 

et al. 2010; Bilodeau 2014). Jones-Correa (2016) shows that political socialization, in the form 

of both previous experience with political participation and competitive elections in the 

country of origin, significantly affects the political engagement of Mexican immigrants in the 

United States, though not always in the direction of increased participation, with the 

exception of engaging in voluntary activities in the US (for effects of country of origin on 

political socialization, see also Bueker 2005; Lien 2004).  

Additionally, the literature has addressed the interaction between attitudes beyond political 

socialization and participation in both formal and informal political activities. Schildkraut 

(2005) shows that immigrants’ preferred identifications moderate the relation between 

perceived discrimination and electoral participation. In the absence of experiences of 

perceived individual discrimination, respondents who identify as American are more likely 

than others to register and vote. To the contrary, in the presence of perceived discrimination, 

immigrants who identify as American are demobilized. In the same conditions, those who 

identify as Latino or use their national origin are more likely to vote. In line with findings 

that experiences of discrimination can, under certain conditions, spur political action, 

Klandermans et al. (2008) show that perceived unfairness of treatment by the government in 

the country of immigration is highly positively correlated with political cynicism. The most 

political cynicals include both the least and the most politically active. High political 
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cynicism, when accompanied by embeddedness in ethno-religious organizations, increases 

the likelihood of involvement in protest activities.   

Finally, attention has been paid to the effects of racial priming and get out the vote campaigns 

particularly on the participation of Latinos, considered to be the sleeping giant of American 

politics (Barreto 2005; Jackson 2011; Michelson and Garcia Bedolla 2014).  

The contributions reviewed so far address different dimensions of the question under which 

conditions the “stranger” becomes an actor in the collective processes of decision-making of 

the group of which he was not originally a part. The first strand of scholarship examines how 

features of the political and institutional regimes, affect the collective political activation of 

immigrant communities.  The second strand of literature considers the applicability of models 

formulated to explain the political behavior of the members of the original group to the 

newcomers, the relative predictive power of general factors and immigration-related factors, 

and the extent of the difference between individual immigrants versus members of the 

majority.   

Besides these analytical differences, the review of the two approaches makes it clear that 

there is no consensus on what kind of behaviors count as immigrants’ political incorporation. 

Jones-Correa (2001) suggests three possible meanings: 1) naturalization leading to 

participation in formal electoral politics; 2) living within the policy as a law-abiding citizens 

and 3) participation in organizational life. The focus on naturalization raises some problems, 

because it represents only one step in the process of political engagement and because not all 

political behaviors depend on citizenship (Barreto 2003; DeSipio 1996; Morales and Giugni 

2011). Electoral participation is inaccessible for a large number of immigrants, particularly 

in the United States, and the patterns of political activities preferred may vary across 

immigrant groups (Garcia Bedolla 2005; Ramakrishnan 2005; Wong et al. 2011). In addition, 
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some scholars suggest that transnational engagement, descriptive and substantive 

representation in elected office, as well as the representation of immigrant concerns in civil 

society advocacy should also be regarded as dimensions of integration (Bird et al. 2010; Bird 

2016; Black 2016; DeGraauw 2012; DeGrauuw 2016; DeSipio 2006; Gleeson 2013).   

More substantively, the first strand of literature provides significant insights into 

understanding how the institutional factors, including integration policies, affect the 

collective organizing of immigrant groups. But it also has its share of drawbacks. The focus 

on structural opportunities and group processes leaves undertheorized the mechanisms 

through which the operation of institutions and organizations trickles down to the individual-

level of analysis, where political agency takes place. Members of the same immigrant group 

do not all exhibit the same political behavior, even with the same structure of opportunities, 

and it remains unclear what explains this internal variation.  

In their seminal contribution on ethnic civic communities, which I reviewed earlier, Fennema 

and Tillie (1999) contend that immigrant organizations matter to political participation when 

they are characterized by horizontal networks of civic engagement, defined as the presence 

of inter-locking directorates among them. They argue that these networks facilitate intra-

community trust, the solution of collective action problems and, thus, participation. This 

would suggest that members of immigrant communities characterized by networks of civic 

engagement – regardless of whether they are direct members of these networks – should have 

higher levels of trust, which would then lead them to participate politically. The idea that 

higher levels of trust in one’s minority community facilitates electoral engagement in the 

country of immigration remains an untested claim.  

Community trust is not the only plausible mechanism that connects immigrant organizations 

to individual behavior. Bloemraad (2006b) suggests that ethnic communities play a role in 
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political mobilization, and other contributions reviewed above stress the relevance of ethnic 

networks for recruitment. Fennema and Tillie’s horizontal networks of civic engagement 

could thus operate not by increasing trust but by facilitating the circulation of political 

information and increasing the likelihood of political recruitment within immigrant groups. 

This issue is part of a larger debate about whether the effects of civic organizations are more 

attitudinal – organizations function as schools of democracy or as the loci for the emergence 

of group consciousness– or structural – organizations functions as pools of recruitment for 

political action (Brady et al. 1999; Calhoun-Brown 1996; Ingen and Meer 2016; Junn 2006; 

Lee 2008; McClain et al. 2009; Miller et al. 1981; Teorell 2003). The difference between these 

two mechanisms – the former tapping into the motivations, and the second into the 

opportunities for engagement - is consequential because motivations to participate remain 

unrealized if unaccompanied by opportunities to do so (Benford and Snow 2000; Jenkins 

1983; Klandermans 1984; McCarthy and Zald 1977; Tarrow 2011).  

Relatedly, the question of how membership in ethnic organizations matters for political 

participation at the individual level remains open. Organizations might increase the social 

capital of immigrant communities. But it is also possible that membership in ethno-specific 

organizations provides distinctive benefits, which are not available to non-members. These 

benefits might go beyond the ethnic community. For instance, members of ethnic 

organizations could also have better connections outside the ethnic group, which in turn 

increase the chances that individuals will be exposed to opportunities for political 

recruitment and the diffusion of political information that is useful for participation.  The 

types of connections that are relevant for participation could also vary across different 

political opportunity structures, and different types of political participation. The relative 

importance of membership in ethnic organizations and non-ethnospecific organizations, and 
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whether this might vary between different types of political participation and political 

opportunity structures, also requires further investigation.   

Additionally, the comparative contributions to the first strand of literature tend to focus 

cross-sectionally either on groups with different levels of resources within the same 

opportunity structure or on groups of similar socio-economic status across different 

opportunity structures. This leaves open the question whether political opportunity 

structures can influence both within- and between- variations in the political participation of 

immigrant groups.  For instance, structures of political opportunities could make the patterns 

of political recruitment more or less similar between immigrant groups that are differently 

positioned on the socioeconomic status hierarchy, which can go undetected when focusing 

only on cross-context comparisons.   

The focus on the individual level of analysis in the second strand of the literature on 

immigrants’ political participation can usefully complement the comparative institutional 

literature, as it can help to shed light on how structural factors affect the distribution of 

individual factors that facilitate political participation, within immigrant groups and within- 

and across- different opportunity structure regimes. The combination of the two approaches 

offers an opportunity to merge the two traditional approaches to the study of political 

participation – the Columbia school emphasizing collective factors and the Michigan school 

privileging individual psychological ones – in an effort to synthesize individual and social 

explanations of political engagement, understanding the role of contextual variation on 

individual attitudes and behaviors (Gidengil 1992; Hall and Lamont 2013; Zuckerman 2005).  

Campbell (2013) argues that, in the field of political behavior, the “most compelling research 

going forward will synthesize individual and social explanations” (p. 45).  He also contends 

that the emerging study of social networks in political science holds the potential to realize 
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this promise. In the next section, I introduce the literature on social capital and social 

networks, before I move on to explain how I will focus on immigrants’ social resources as the 

mechanism connecting the aggregate-level of institutional factors – immigrant integration 

policies in particular – to the individual level of analysis, where immigrants’ political 

behavior and attitudes develop.   

2.4 Social capital and social networks: mediating the aggregate and 

individual level of analysis?  
 

The comparative institutional literature on the political incorporation of immigrant groups 

that I have reviewed in the previous section focuses on the effects of institutional and political 

factors on immigrant groups’ collective mobilization. Immigrant ethnic organizations are, if 

implicitly, often conceptualized as the mediator. They enable participation as well as the 

development of different frames of mobilization and the emergence of specific collective 

issues. Unanswered questions relate to how these ethnic organizations provide opportunities 

for participation to their members or, more generally, to members of the ethnic community; 

whether these opportunities vary between different structures of political opportunities; and 

what kind of opportunities matter more for different types of political participation. 

Comparing socioeconomically different groups both within and across regimes characterized 

by different opportunity structures can help to address these questions, as different regimes 

can reduce or exacerbate the extent to which the resources of immigrant groups affect the 

ability of immigrant organizations to serve as conduits for immigrants’ incorporation.  

In order to address these questions, and specifically to examine the effects of immigrant 

integration policy regimes as a source of political opportunity structures, I use the concept of 

social capital, and in particular two definitions of it: social capital at the aggregate level, 

defined as the density of the organizational structure of immigrant communities, and social 
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capital at the individual level, defined as the diversity of social resources that individual 

immigrants can access and mobilize through the ties in their personal networks. These 

different definitions reflect a broader debate on the concept of social capital, what 

distinguishes it from other types of capital and whether it is more appropriately measured at 

the level of individuals or small groups or at the level of larger communities.    

Social capital has been one of the most prolific concepts in the social sciences since the early 

work of Bordieu and Coleman in the early 1980s (Kay and Johnston 2007; Portes 2000). While 

it has been applied to a remarkable variety of theoretical and policy problems, at different 

levels of analysis, the essential feature of the concept of social capital is that it inheres to 

social relations and it generates distinctive benefits to individuals or groups, which would be 

otherwise unattainable (Burt 1992; Lin 2001). The variety of such distinctive outcomes spans 

realms such as job search, firm competition, individual health outcomes, school performance, 

economic development and government effectiveness (Coleman 1988; Ensel and Lin 1991; 

Granovetter 1973; Smith 2005; Wellman and Wortley 1990).  

The literature on the consequences of diversity incorporates social capital as a dependent 

variable, and the scholarship on immigrant organizations incorporates ideas from the social 

capital literature as well. Whereas the appropriateness of the measures of diversity and trust 

have been challenged in the literature, the immigration literature has overwhelmingly 

adopted the definition of social capital as “norms of reciprocity and networks of civic 

engagement” that Putnam (1993: 167) elaborates in the 1993 study of the determinants of 

democratic performance in Italy. In this definition, social capital transcends individuals and 

is instead the property of aggregate-level localities.  While very common, this definition 

presents some conceptual weaknesses. First, it identifies and measures social capital based 

on the outcomes it is supposed to produce (trust and civic engagement), rather than on what 
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constitutes social capital and what distinguishes it from other types of capital, human or 

economic (Paxton 1999; Portes and Landolt 1996; Portes 1998). Second, and perhaps more 

important for this study, it does not address the problem of the micro-macro link of social 

resources, that is, how the properties of an aggregate-level unit trickle down to individuals, 

affecting their behaviors and attitudes. From this perspective, Putnam’s social capital is the 

“glue” that keeps societies together, and yet it cannot explain how agents can transform this 

latent asset into a resource that can generate specific benefits (Krishna 2002). Does the 

literature provide different definitions of social capital, which can better address the macro-

micro link?  

Before Putnam, the concept of social capital developed in sociology, and its origins can be 

traced back to Durkheim’s work on the importance of communities to protect individuals from 

anomie (Portes 1998). In the ample literature on social capital and its measurement, there is 

no dispute over the basic idea that social relations matter – a scholarly translation of the old 

adage “who you know matters as much as, if not more than, what you know” – and that they 

independently affect individual or social outcomes. There is instead disagreement over what 

kind of social relations matter more, what they matter for, and whether the consequences of 

their activation are, overall, more positive or negative. In table 2.1, I summarize four types 

of conceptualizations of social capital available in the literature. While all these definitions 

share the basic idea that social relations generate distinctive benefits, they differ in the form 

of social relations they argue to provide benefits. They also vary in relation to the level of 

analysis at which social relations and their outcomes are measured. Additionally, and 

relatedly, they different in the extent to which they ascribe the distinctive benefits of social 

capital to social relations in dense and closed structured as opposed to those in larger and 

open networks.  
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Table 2.1. Conceptualizations of social capital, based on level of analysis and 

density/openness of networks 

 Social capital as dense 

and closed structures  

Social capital as open 

networks  

Individual level of 

analysis  

1) Social capital = capital 

that allows the reproduction 

of social stratification 

(Bourdieu)  

1) Social capital = property 

of individuals’ weak ties 

(individuals to whom one is 

connected loosely) 

(Granovetter) 

 2) Social capital = property 

of social relations in small 

groups, which individuals 

can utilize as a utility 

generating asset (Coleman) 

2) Social capital = property 

of social networks that are 

rich in structural holes, i.e. 

areas of low density (Burt)   

  3) Social capital = diversity 

of resources that individuals 

can access through the 

social ties in their personal 

networks (Lin; Lin and 

Erickson) 

Aggregate level of 

analysis  

1) Social capital = dense 

networks that support 

trusts and norms, which 

allow civic communities to 

thrive (Putnam)  

1) Multi-level 

conceptualization of social 

capital (Wellman, 

Kadushin) 

 

The modern usage of the concept of social capital derives from the works of Bourdieu (1980; 

1985) and Coleman (1988). For Bordieu, social capital is produced in families, clans and clubs, 

which bring together individuals that are as “homogenous as possible” and whose similarity 

allows the reproduction of the social benefits and cultural practices that perpetuate a class 

society. Coleman is more agnostic regarding the implications of social capital for social 

stratification. He argues that social capital is a property of relations in small groups which 

individuals can mobilize to accrue benefits that would be impossible to attain in its absence, 
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regardless of whether these benefits refer to the perpetuation of structures of inequality or 

to opportunities for social mobility. In these conceptualizations of social capital, the key 

resource that social relations convey lies in their density. Close social relations within clans 

and clubs both depend upon and reproduce the benefits that individuals accrue from material 

capital and cultural capital, and guarantee their survival. Close social relations also provide 

a source of family-mediated social control, which produces individual level benefits. Both 

Bourdieu and Coleman measure social capital at the individual level and calculate the stock 

available to small groups “by aggregating 1) the size of the group or network and 2) the 

volume of capital possessed by members” (Lin 2001: 8).  

The migration of the concept of social capital to the field of political science corresponds to a 

measurement shift from the individual to the aggregate level of analysis and a conceptual 

focus on interpersonal trust and collective action (Kay and Johnston 2007; Portes 2000). In 

his influential book assessing the influence of social capital on the institutional performance 

of Italian local governments, Putnam (1993) defines social capital as the aggregate-level stock 

of “networks, norms and social trust that facilitate coordination and cooperation for mutual 

benefit” (p. 67) in a specific territorial unit. It is a public good: it belongs to aggregate units 

and generates collective benefits. Social capital generates collective action, which in turn, 

explains institutional performance, because communities can organize to hold their 

governments accountable. This conceptualization of social capital informs the literature that 

views trust as a dimension of social capital and a social resource per se (Flap 1999; Putnam 

2000). It is also the definition of social capital which underpins the scholarship on the 

consequences of diversity I reviewed in section 2.1.   

Though they differ on the level of analysis at which social capital is measured, and on 

whether social capital is a source of social influence or control or of trust, Bourdieu, Coleman 
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and Putnam all look at social capital as the property of dense, close networks. Coleman (1988) 

makes the point explicit by focusing on four examples – the wholesale diamond market in 

New York City, radical student activism in South Korea, a district of the city of Jerusalem 

and the Kahn El Khalili market of Cairo – in which social capital is produced through the 

monitoring of individual access to an exclusive community or club, which in turn sustains the  

“trustworthiness”, the “normative structures” and the “reciprocal obligations” and the “basic 

organizational unit”, through which members accrue individual benefits.  

In contrast, Granovetter (1973) positions social capital in the “loose-knit” parts of individuals’ 

social networks, where individuals associate with others who are not part of their “close-knit” 

core network. Social capital is located in those “weak ties” that expose individuals to new and 

non-redundant resources. Burt’s notion of social capital as “structural holes” (1992; 1997; 

2000; 2004) further elaborates Granovetter’s idea of weak ties. Structural holes are areas 

between social networks that connect together dense cliques of individuals that would 

otherwise remain unrelated. Structural holes – and, thus, social capital – are more likely in 

sparse, rather than dense networks, which represent “a virtually worthless monitoring 

device. Because the relations between people in that network are strong, each person knows 

what the other people know and all will discover the same opportunities at the same time” 

(Burt 1992: 17). For Granovetter and Burt, social relations bring advantages to individuals 

outside of close and dense networks. Weak and diverse ties offer “the best guarantee of having 

a contact present where useful information is aired” (p. 16), and therefore to be competitive 

in the market of relevant information. What is distinctive in these conceptualizations of social 

capital, is that its advantages result not from social influence or social control, but from the 

acquisition of useful information that social relations facilitate.   
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Lin (2001) and Lin and Erickson (2008) take a step further by proposing a definition of social 

capital as the diversity of resources embedded in a social structure which individuals access 

and/or mobilize through their personal networks. This networked concept of social capital 

shares with Granovetter and Burt the emphasis on resources located outside of individuals’ 

dense and closed networks. The key feature of weak ties is their diversity. Unlike close ties, 

which are limited in number and in the types of people they expose individuals to (Erickson 

2003), weak ties magnify the potential for individual agency through four mechanisms: 

information, influence, social credentials and reinforcements. Diverse weak ties facilitate the 

flow of information over and above the limited contacts within closed networks. “If they carry 

more valued resources and exercise greater power” (Lin 2001, p. 7), social ties can also exert 

an influence on other agents’ decision-making. Many diverse social ties also enhance an 

individual’s social credentials and reinforce an individual’s identity and recognition, which 

are in turn “essential for the maintenance of mental health and the entitlement to resources” 

(p.7). 

Unlike Coleman, Bordieu and Putnam, Lin and Erickson’s definition of social capital is 

attribute-based, it identifies its structural features and illustrates the mechanisms that 

provide advantages for individual action (Kadushin 2004). Because it separates social capital 

from its hypothesized consequences, it allows empirical testing of the relation between 

structural features and outcomes. In contrast to Bordieu’s conception, this definition singles 

out features of individuals’ personal networks that help them accrue advantages over and 

above those allowed by their social status alone. It also provides an opportunity to examine 

empirically the multi-level nature of social capital, by offering a concept and a measurement 

strategy that allows scholars to investigate whether specific patters of aggregate-level social 

capital influence the stocks of individual-level social capital (Woolcock 1998; Wellman and 
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Frank 2001). This characteristic matters for the purpose of this study, because it offers a 

solution to the analytical problems surrounding the study of immigrants’ political agency 

present in the literature.  

In this project, I will leverage the developments in the literature on social capital by focusing 

on social capital at two different levels of analysis. At the aggregate level, I will focus on social 

capital as the density of civic organizations in small groups. At the individual level, I will 

focus instead on the diversity of social ties in personal networks. By adopting these two 

different definitions, and investigating their relations, I can address some of the questions 

left unaddressed in literature on immigrants’ political incorporation. Do immigrant 

organizations raise the social capital of their members? Do they affect the social capital of 

members of immigrant communities more broadly? And what kind of social capital do they 

result in, that is, does it consist predominantly of in-group resources or resources that come 

from the majority or other minorities? Do the effects of organizations on individuals vary 

across different immigrant integration policy regimes and across immigrant groups?  And is 

individual-level social capital what explains immigrants’ political participation at the 

individual level? In addition, the focus on social capital at different levels of analysis will 

shed light on whether the special advantages that social capital generates depend on whether 

we focus on groups or on individuals. While social capital as density might be useful for 

groups, by distributing social and political resources, social capital as diversity might 

generate more distinctive benefits for individuals, by affecting their distance or closeness to 

relevant information.  

2.5 Theoretical model and hypotheses 
 

In this section, I introduce the theoretical model in this study. The goal of the study is to 

examine the mechanisms according to which immigrant integration policies affect political 
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incorporation at the individual level. I am interested in particular in immigrants’ 

participation in different political activities and their sense of political competence. From this 

point of view, my definition of incorporation follows Tillie (2004) in that it does not focus on 

gaps between the minority and majority. Rather, as incorporation increases, the more types 

of political activities immigrants engage in and the more their attitudinal orientations are 

conducive to active democratic participation. I focus on social capital as the realm in which 

the connection between policies and individual behavior and attitudes takes place. 

Specifically, I focus on the relations between social capital in Putnam’s sense (the density of 

the structure of immigrant ethno-specific organizations) and social capital at the individual 

level (the diversity of resources individual immigrants can access through the social ties in 

their personal networks).  

In section 2.2, I report findings in the literature according to which multiculturalism 

integration policies are positively associated with indicators of political incorporation, which 

encompass naturalization rates, political efficacy, electoral participation and contentious 

claims-making. These contributions refer to institutional and/or opportunity structures 

which expand the ability of ethnic organizations to recruit and position immigrant groups as 

a worthy target of policy attention. Ethnic organizations are conceptualized as playing an 

important mediating role in the process, but the way in which they operate on the individual 

level remains underexplored. I propose two possible mechanisms, which I define as the 

networked conduit and the organizational conduit of immigrants’ incorporation. They are 

graphically represented in figure 2.2.  

Integration policies significantly affect the organizational life of immigrant groups, with 

multiculturalism integration regimes leading to denser organizational infrastructures and 

greater focus on the politics of the receiving country (Berger and Vermeulen 2008; Bloemraad 



 
 

42 
 

2006a; DeGraauw and Vermeulen 2016; Fennema and Tillie 1999; Koopmans et al. 2006; 

Laxer 2013; Manatschal and Stadelmann-Steffen 2014). I thus hypothesize that 

multiculturalism policy regimes will lead to higher density in the organizational structure of 

immigrant communities.  

There are two possible ways this result is linked to increased political incorporation. First, 

increased density means that there are more ethno-specific organizations available for every 

potential joiner. As a result, increased density signals a higher degree of opportunity, on the 

individual level, for immigrants to become joiners. Joiners can then accrue, by virtue of their 

activism in the civic sphere, increased social capital on the individual level (Fong and Shen 

2016; Handy and Greeenspan 2009; Lauer and Yan 2013; Tillie 2004).  

Building on the expanding literature that assesses the effects of the composition of individual 

social networks on political participation (see  Born et al. 2016; Chaeyoon 2008; Huckfeldt 

2014; LaDue Lake and Huckfeldt 1998; McClurg 2003, 2006; Nieuwbeerta and Flap 2000), I 

hypothesize that increased networked social capital will increase immigrants’ political 

participation. Though the specific role of networks on immigrants political participation has 

been understudied compared to the effects of immigrant organizations, I build on the 

contributions that focus specifically on the diversity of weak ties on immigrant participation. 

There is an established literature that looks at weak ties as sources of immigrants’ access 

and mobility on the labour market (Bagchi 2001; Pfeffer and Parra 2009; Portes and 

Sensenbrenner 1993; Riedel 2015; Roth et al. 2012; Sanders et al. 2002). The focus on the 

effects of weak ties on political participation is more recent, and overall suggests that 

outgroup ties matter for participation, particularly for non-electoral participation and when 

complemented by in-group ties as well.  (Damstra and Tillie 2016; Gidengil and Stolle 2009; 

Hampton 2011; Klofstad and Bishin 2014; Quintelier et al. 2013; Santoro et al. 2012). I 
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contend that networked social capital, defined as diversity of resources accessed through the 

networks of weak ties, will be positively related to participation. This is what I call the 

networked conduit of political integration. 

A second mechanism is possible.  Here, membership in ethno-specific civic organizations is 

directly associated with political incorporation. Ethno-specific civic organizations provide 

opportunities for political voice over and above the networked resources of their members. 

This direct relation, however, is conditioned by the integration policy regime in which 

immigrant communities are embedded, being more positive in the presence of state-

supported immigrant integration programs. This hypothesis draws from Bloemraad’s (2006a) 

qualitative analysis of the more mobilizing effects of immigrant organizations in 

multicultural Toronto. More recently, Pilati and Morales (2016) find that the effects of 

immigrant organizations are more positive in immigrant-friendly integration regimes, 

though this effect is only observed on protest behavior. I call this mechanism the 

organizational conduit of political integration. This mechanism is theoretically different from 

the previous one in that it entails a conceptual moderation rather than mediation (hence why 

I indicate it with a thicker arrow in Figure 2.2).  

These two mechanisms generate empirically testable hypotheses. First, I investigate the 

effects of integration policy regimes on the social capital of immigrant groups, specifically the 

density of the organizational structure of immigrant communities. I assume that 

multiculturalism integration policy regimes are associated with higher levels of 

organizational density. Drawing from Bloemraad (2006a, 2006b), I suggest that two 

mechanisms could be responsible for such effect. The first is the “assistance mechanism”, 

according to which immigrant civil society benefits directly from financial and technical 

assistance from the state in multiculturalism policy regimes. The second is the “advocacy 
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framework mechanism”, according to which multiculturalism policies distinctively provide 

immigrants with a sense of entitlement to public visibility as a minority community and 

deservingness of being politically incorporated. I assess this hypothesis in chapter five.  

Hypothesis 1: Multiculturalism integration policy regimes characterized by state 

funding of integration programs result in higher density of the organizational structure 

of immigrant communities, as a result of the “assistance mechanism” or the “advocacy 

framework mechanism”.  

In the previous section, I contend that the effects of immigrant integration policies should be 

assessed on socioeconomically different immigrant communities, within and across policy 

regimes. There is preliminary evidence that the effects of integration policies can interact 

with socioeconomic resources in influencing organizational density. Focusing on Pakistani 

communities in Toronto and New York, Chaudary and Guarnizo (2016) find that, in the 

presences of higher socioeconomic resources, immigrant groups can have more organizational 

density in non-multicultural contexts (even though their analysis only considers an 

incomplete list of organizations in Toronto and compares it to New York, which represents 

an outlier in the United States for its degree of local policy commitment to immigrant 

integration). In addition, Mollenkopf and Sonenshein (2009) have called for more in-depth 

analysis of the mutual influence of local opportunity structures and the internal resources of 

immigrant groups on their incorporation.  
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Figure 2.2. Theoretical model (regular arrows indicate mediation; thick arrow indicates moderation) 

 

Immigrant Integration  
Policy Regime 

Density of organizational 

structure of immigrant 

communities  

Individual-level social capital of 

immigrants  

Immigrants’ political 

incorporation 

Networked Conduit of Political Incorporation 
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Three outcomes are theoretically possible, and I leave a discussion of them open to empirical 

analysis (also in chapter five). First, it is possible that the density of organizational structures 

is higher in multiculturalism integration policy regimes but the effects of the immigrant 

communities’ own resources on their organizational capacity remains constant. This would 

result in an equal gap between high and low socioeconomic status groups across integration 

policy regimes. Second, it is possible that the density of organizational structures is higher 

in multiculturalism integration policy regimes but the organizational gap between different 

types of immigrant groups is also more in favor of high socioeconomic status groups. This is 

the empirical implication of the critical race critiques of multiculturalism reviewed earlier. 

Third, it is possible that the density of organizational structures is higher in multiculturalism 

integration policy regimes but the organizational gap between different types of immigrant 

groups is in favor of low socioeconomic status groups, because they accrue resources that 

would otherwise be internally unavailable.  This is consistent with the idea that more 

marginalized groups can use social ties to offset the lack of formal means to participate (Allen 

Hays 2015; Garcia Bedolla 2005; Pfeffer and Parra 2009).  

The second hypothesis looks at the relation between aggregate-levels of social capital and 

individual-level networked social capital. Drawing from the literature on the individual 

correlates of participation in immigrants’ voluntary association, in chapter six, I assess the 

proposition that:  

Hypothesis 2: On the individual level, membership in ethno-specific civic 

organizations will increase the diversity of resources that individuals have access to 

through the social ties in their personal networks.  

In the previous sections, I refer to contributions to the literature according to which ethno-

specific organizations also affect immigrants’ attitudes and behavior beyond direct 



 
 

47 
 

membership. As a result, it is possible that the organizational structure of ethnic 

communities influences the social capital both of joiners and non-joiners. So far, scholarship 

only indicates that internally connected organizations lead to internally connected 

immigrant communities (Fennema and Tillie 1999). While there is a literature on the 

individual and contextual determinants of individual-level social capital in immigrant 

communities (Andersen and Milligan 2011; Damstra and Tillie 2016; Voicu 2014), the 

question whether internally connected immigrant communities are associated with more or 

less social capital on the individual level is still open. So is the issue whether the presence of 

out-group resources in the networks of individual immigrants varies across integration 

regimes. In addition, multiculturalism policies have been argued to incentivize self-

segregation, that is, the development of in-group connections to the detriment of ties to the 

majority and other minorities. In chapter six, in addition to testing hypothesis 2, I therefore 

explore the relation between immigrant integration policy regimes and the internal 

composition of immigrants’ personal networks, as well as the relation between the shapes of 

immigrant communities and the personal networks of immigrant community members.  

I then move on to examining the relations between individual-level social capital and the two 

dimensions of immigrants’ political integration: participation in different political activities 

and their sense of political efficacy. In addition to the evidence about the effects of diverse 

weak ties on participation, having diverse ties, and particularly ties to the white majority, 

has also been argued to increase self-efficacy and political efficacy (Coser 1975; Ganz et al. 

2000; Santoro et al. 2012). I thus test: 

Hypothesis three: The effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations on 

immigrants’ political integration are positive, but their explanatory power is reduced 

once controlling for measures of respondents’ social ties.  
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In light of the organizational conduit of incorporation, I examine whether the effects of 

membership in ethno-specific civic organizations directly affects political behavior and 

attitudes, net of the influence of networked resources, and more positively so in 

multiculturalism integration policy regimes. I thus test: 

Hypothesis four: The effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations on 

immigrants’ political integration are positive and remain significant after controlling 

for measures of respondents’ social ties. Their effects are conditioned by integration 

policy regimes, with more positive effects expected in multiculturalism integration 

policy regimes.  

I test hypotheses three and four in chapters seven and eight. In chapter eight, I also discuss 

whether the increased levels of political efficacy found in multiculturalism policy regimes are 

explained not by social capital dynamics but by improved perceptions of the commitment of 

the government to preserving the diversity of its population. I contend that multiculturalism 

policy regimes could lead to more positive perceptions of government commitment to 

immigrant integration, thus explaining higher levels of immigrants’ self-perceived political 

competence and influence.  I thus examine whether perceptions of government commitment 

to diversity are positively associated with immigrants’ political efficacy, both in its internal 

and external dimensions (respectively perceived political competence and political influence). 

Specifically, I test: 

Hypothesis five: Immigrants’ levels of political efficacy are systematically higher in 

multiculturalism integration policy regimes. This gap is, however, reduced when 

controlling for immigrants’ perception of the inclusivity of the federal government in 

their adopted country.  
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In summary, the conceptual definitions described in this chapter are set out in Table 2.3.  

Table 2.3. Conceptual definitions in the theoretical model 

Concept Role in the 

theoretical model 

Definition  HP # and 

chapters 

Immigrant 

integration policy 

regimes 

Independent Variable 

 

Moderator 

Presence (or absence) of 

state support for positive 

immigrant integration 

programs  

1 (ch. 5) 

 

 

4 (ch. 6,7,8) 

Social capital of 

immigrant 

communities  

Mediator Density of organizational 

structure of immigrant 

communities   

1 (ch. 5) 

Immigrants’ 

individual-level 

networked social 

capital 

Mediator Diversity of resources 

individual immigrants 

can access through the 

social ties in their 

personal networks 

2 (ch. 6,7,8) 

Immigrants’ 

political 

incorporation 

Dependent Variable Behavioral 

(participation) and 

attitudinal (efficacy) 

components of 

immigrants’ political 

voice  

3,4,5 (ch. 7,8) 

 

Conclusions 
In this chapter, I have reviewed three strands of immigration-related literature. I have 

introduced the theoretical model that will guide this study and described the two conduits of 

immigrants’ political incorporation – the organizational conduit and the networked conduit 

– that I will examine empirically. I have explained the purpose of this study, which is to build 

a bridge between the comparative institutional literature that assesses the impact of 

immigrant integration policies, and finds a positive effect on civic and political integration, 

and the literature on immigrants’ political participation. I aim to shed light on the 

mechanisms through which integration policies influence individual-level behavior and 

attitudes. I use two definitions of social capital as mediators between these two levels of 

analysis.   
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In this chapter, I have also argued for the theoretical relevance of comparing not only 

socioeconomically different immigrant groups within the same integration policy regime or 

socioeconomically similar immigrant groups across integration regimes, but rather to 

combine the two approaches, in order to understand whether integration policy regimes 

reduce or widen the difference in the opportunities for political incorporation between 

socioeconomically different groups.   
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Chapter three. Methodology.  
 

In this chapter, I describe the methods and sources of data that I use in this study. I combine 

a comparative case-study with a survey design. The comparative case-study aims to single 

out the effects of different immigrant integration policies on political incorporation, via their 

effects on the social capital of immigrant groups. The goal of the survey design is to acquire 

the individual-level measures needed to examine the relation between the social capital of 

groups and the networked capital of the members of immigrant communities, as well as to 

assess the influence of individual-level social capital on political behavior and political 

efficacy.    

3.1 Research design: a comparative case-study of the Greater Toronto Area 

and the Silicon Valley   

   
The comparative dimension of this study employs a most-similar hypothesis-generating case 

study design (Przeworski and Teune 1970; Lijphart 1971). In a most-similar design, the cases 

selected for analysis are conceptualized as most similar to each other within the relevant 

universe, with the exception of the dimension whose effects we aim to investigate. In terms 

of its theoretical implications, my design is hypothesis-generating in that “it attempts to 

formulate definite hypotheses to be tested subsequently among a larger number of cases” 

(Lijphart 1971: 692). Because there currently is no theory that spells out the effects of 

immigrant integration policies on individual political agency, the objective of this study “is to 

develop theoretical generalizations in areas where no theory exists yet” (ibid). In the previous 

chapter, I discuss the difficulties associated with comparing the effects of immigrant 

integration policies, while isolating them from the variety of institutional, political and 

demographic factors that also impinge on integration outcomes. To minimize this issue, I 

implement a “focused comparison” (Alba and Foner 2014; Bloemraad 2011), which “entails 
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exploiting the broader sameness that characterizes Canada and the United States to 

concentrate on how narrower differences produce alternative outcomes” (Black 2011: 1182). 

Considering the relevance of subnational integration policies for immigrant integration and 

the within-country variation in integration policies that I explained in chapter two, I 

concentrate on two subnational localities which are similar to each other demographically, 

while they are different in the extent to which government institutions fund and implement 

immigrant integration programmes.  

The Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley are similar to each other in terms of their 

overall levels of ethnic diversity and the internal heterogeneity of their immigrant 

populations. They are among the most ethnically diverse localities in Canada and the United 

States.2 Not only do foreign-born individuals represent a large proportion of the population 

in both areas but these foreign-born populations are also internally heterogeneous.  The 

National Household Survey of 2011 finds that 46% of the population in the Toronto Census 

Metropolitan Area is comprised of immigrants, defined as “persons who are, or have ever 

been, landed immigrants in Canada”, warranting Toronto its popular portrayal as “the most 

cosmopolitan city on Earth” (Siemiatycki and Isin 1997). Moreover, 31% of the Greater 

Toronto Area immigrants settled in Canada between 2001 and 2011.  

Because most immigrants to Canada currently hail from non-European countries, the term 

immigrants and visible minorities – which Statistics Canada defines as “persons, other than 

                                                           
2 It should be noted that the Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley do not correspond to clear administrative territories. 

The former term is used to designate the city of Toronto and its neighboring regions to the West (Peel and Halton), the North 

(York) and the East (Durham). The Durham region is the least relevant for immigrant integration, due to the relatively small 

size of its immigrant population. The Silicon Valley is a name used to identify the Southern portion of the San Francisco Bay 

Area known for the concentration of high tech corporations. The area largely overlaps with the territory of the Santa Clara 

County. Communities of individuals employed in the Silicon Valley industries reside outside the territory of the Santa Clara 

County. A sizable community of Indian immigrants, for instance, is located in the City of Fremont, East of the Silicon Valley 

and formally part of the Alameda County.  
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Aboriginal peoples, who are non-Caucasian in race or non-white in color” – are often used 

interchangeably. 47% of the Greater Toronto Area population is visible minority, 32% of 

which self-identify as South Asian, 20% as Chinese, 15% as Black, 9% as Filipino, 4.5% as 

Latino and 3% as Arab. Recent immigrant populations concentrate in the suburban parts of 

the Greater Toronto Area. In the City of Mississauga, 53% of the population in the City of 

Mississauga are immigrant and 54% are visible minorities, with 35% of the foreign-born 

population having first entered Canada between 2001 and 2011. In the City of Brampton, 

51% of the population are immigrant and 66% are visible minorities, with 34% of the foreign-

born having entered Canada between 2001 and 2011 (See Figure 3.1 for a map of the Greater 

Toronto Area).  

Santa Clara County is also often described as one of the most diverse counties in the United 

States and the most diverse in California (Gleeson 2013). While the population of the Silicon 

Valley is, in absolute terms, smaller than the Greater Toronto Area, the proportion of foreign-

born is relatively similar to Toronto, with 38% of the population being born outside of the 

United States. Unlike most other California counties, where immigrants from Latin America 

and Mexico in particular tend to dominate the immigrant population, Santa Clara County is 

home to sizable Asian immigrant populations, including recent skilled immigrants from 

China and India, as well as established Vietnamese and Japanese communities. According 

to the 2013 American Community Survey, 695,499 individuals of 1,871,107 residing in the 

Santa Clara County were foreign-born, 62.3% of whom were born in Asia and 26.4 in Latin 

America. The City of San Jose is the largest urban area in the Silicon Valley and the 10th 

largest urban centre in the United States (see Figure 3.2 for a map of Santa Clara County).  

In addition to large and internally heterogeneous foreign-born populations, the Greater 

Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley have a large proportion of highly-skilled immigrants. 
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Overall, immigrants to Canada tend to be better educated than immigrants to the United 

States, as a result of Canada’s historical selective point-system. The Santa Clara 

County/Silicon Valley, however, provides a helpful case for a most similar design because it 

hosts a particularly high proportion of highly-skilled immigrants, which fulfill the 

employment demands of the high-tech industry in the South San Francisco Bay Area.  

Figure 3.1 Static map of the Greater Toronto Area (boundaries highlighted)3. 

 

The key difference between the Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley, for the purpose 

of this study, is their immigrant integration policy regimes, which vary in their breadth, the 

relative density of different immigrant integration programmes, and their sources of funding. 

I will examine these policy differences in detail in chapter four. 

                                                           
3 Map image is the intellectual property of Esri and used herein under licence. Copyright © 2016 Esri and its licensors. All 

rights reserved. Sources: National Geographic, Esri, DeLorme, HERE, UNEP-WCMC, USGS, NASA, ESA, METI, NRCAN, 

GEBCO, NOAA, increment P Corp.  
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While the Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley present demographic similarities, 

inevitably there are other differences that need to be acknowledged. For example, there are 

some differences in public attitudes about immigrants in the two countries. It has been found 

that identification with one’s country is positively associated with support for immigration 

and multiculturalism in Canada, and negatively in the United States (Citrin et al. 2012). 

There are also differences in the structure of political institutions in the two countries. Most 

importantly perhaps, political parties operate differently at the sub-national level. Unlike in 

the United States, municipal politics in Canada is nonpartisan. Parties do not run candidates 

or contest elections at the municipal level, which has been argued to result in the 

underrepresentation of minorities in elected office at the local level (Siemiatycki 2011).  

Table 3.2 Static map of Santa Clara County/Silicon Valley (boundaries highlighted)4. 

 

                                                           
4 Map image is the intellectual property of Esri and used herein under licence. Copyright © 2016 Esri and its licensors. All 

rights reserved. Sources: National Geographic, Esri, DeLorme, HERE, UNEP-WCMC, USGS, NASA, ESA, METI, NRCAN, 

GEBCO, NOAA, increment P Corp.  
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It is difficult to assess the implications of these differences for the conclusions reached in the 

chapters that follow. However, public discourse on immigration is generally positive in both 

the Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley (Good 2009; Gleeson 2013). In the case of 

the different role of political parties, it is worth remembering that the impact of a more 

activist integration policy regime on political integration in the Greater Toronto Area exists 

despite the lack of one powerful recruitment mechanism.  

3.2 Immigrant Communities  
 

In chapter two, I explain that existing literature leaves unaddressed the question whether 

immigrant integration policies influence poor and affluent immigrant groups in the same 

way. In order to tackle this gap, I focus on two different immigrant communities in both the 

Greater Toronto Area and in the Santa Clara County/Silicon Valley: immigrants from India 

and El Salvador. I distinguish immigrant groups from communities, in the sense that the 

latter are “defined by a clear geographical jurisdiction” (Ramakrishnan and Bloemraad 2008: 

19). I approach immigrant communities both at the aggregate and at the individual level of 

analysis.  At the aggregate-level, I examine the influence of immigrant integration policies 

on the social capital of the groups, as the density of their organizational structure. At the 

individual level, I investigate the composition of immigrants’ personal networks, as well as 

their political behavior and attitudes.  

I choose the Indian and Salvadoran immigrant communities on theoretical and 

methodological grounds. The two immigrant communities are socioeconomically different 

from each other within each policy regime but socioeconomically similar to their counterparts 

across policy regimes. Indian immigrants are over-represented among the highly skilled or 

those employed in higher status professions. Data from the Canadian census of 2006 show 

that of 94,065 individuals in the Toronto Census Metropolitan Area holding foreign degrees 
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from India, 66,545 had completed at least a bachelor’s degree. The 2006 census also 

illustrates that Salvadorans are mostly occupied in the construction, manufacturing, retail 

and administration support sectors. While data on the occupational status of minority groups 

defined at the level of country of origin are not publicly available for the Santa Clara County, 

Indian immigrants tend to find employment in the high tech sector in the Silicon Valley, 

while Salvadorans tend to be occupied in the low-skilled service professions.  

Additionally, the selection of the Indian and Salvadoran immigrant communities in the 

Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley offers a methodological advantage in the 

examination of the effects of immigrant integration policies on the ethnic composition of 

immigrants’ personal networks. The Indian and Salvadoran communities are similarly sized 

in the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley, with Indians representing 

approximately 5% of the population in both areas and Salvadorans representing the 0.2 and 

0.7% of the population respectively in Toronto and in the Santa Clara County.5 This is 

important because the extent to which individuals develop ties to others who are similar to 

themselves depends on the availability of such ties, which is a function of the relative size of 

a population group sharing a specific social identity (Feld 1982). This implies that the relative 

likelihood of forming ties to co-ethnics varies in relation to the size of the ethnic group, 

independently of the immigrant integration policy regime.   

 The Indian and Salvadoran communities in the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon 

Valley are not perfectly identical. The Indian community in the Greater Toronto Area is an 

older immigrant community than its Silicon Valley counterpart. Additionally, it is mostly 

comprised of individuals who have migrated to Canada through the federal skilled workers 

                                                           
5 I obtained this result using the numbers of immigrants born in India and in El Salvadoran in the 2006 Canadian Census and 

the American Community Survey 2016. Data on the second generation were not comparable and thus had to be eliminated from 

the calculation.  
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program, whereas Indian immigrants represent the largest group of H1B temporary work 

visa holders in the Santa Clara County. In addition, the Salvadoran community in Toronto 

was largely formed around the inflows of refugees fleeing the Salvadoran civil war in the 

1980s and early 1990’s. Because of the US involvement in the Salvadoran civil war 

Salvadorans were not granted refugee status in the US (Menjivar 2001) and it is estimated 

that the 50% of the Salvadoran community in the city of San Jose is undocumented (Pew 

Latino 2013). These differences are unlikely to undermine the results in this study. First, 

differences in length of immigration and status can be controlled for. Additionally, the main 

purpose of the study is to examine the effects of integration policies on social resources, and 

from this perspective the relative socioeconomic distance of the two groups within- and 

similarity across- integration regimes is the most theoretically consequentially 

characteristic. 

It should also be acknowledged that I do not test the effects of political culture in the country 

of origin on immigrants’ political incorporation. Indian and Salvadoran immigrants hail from 

countries characterized by different political regimes and different recent political histories. 

However, the findings of decreased distance between socioeconomically different groups in 

the Greater Toronto Area, and the different effects of the immigrant organizations of the 

same group across integration regimes, appear to contradict the argument that early political 

socialization is the most important determinant of the processes of political incorporation.  

3.3 Non-Survey, aggregate-level measures  
 

In order to compare the integration policies in the Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon 

Valley, I rely on a variety of primary and secondary sources of data. I analyze the policy 

regimes in Toronto and in the Santa Clara County by measuring immigrant-serving 

initiatives in the two areas. I define immigrant-serving initiatives as services geared to 
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facilitate the inclusion of immigrants in the social, economic and political spheres. Note that 

the data reflect the number of services, not the number of agencies, since the same agency 

might offer multiple immigrant-serving initiatives. They are also not necessarily public 

services, as some immigrant-serving initiatives are funded by private agencies.  I contrast 

the policy regimes in the Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley by counting the number 

of immigrant-serving initiatives, in relation to the size of the immigrant population they 

serve, categorizing them according to the specific areas of intervention and mapping whether 

they are funded by governments, the market or civil society.  

How does this operational definition relate to the literature on multiculturalism and its 

outcomes that I have reviewed in the previous chapter? In chapter two, I referred to 

multiculturalism policies as recognizing, accommodating and supporting cultural diversity. 

I also described them as positive, government-funded immigrant integration policies. Two 

issues need to be addressed. First, one can identify a possible divergence between the goal of 

integration and that of the recognition of diversity. Such tension informs the debate, which I 

reviewed in chapter two, on whether civic integration measures can be interpreted as a new 

form of state-driven assimilationist efforts and on whether multiculturalism policies are 

incompatible with civic integration programmes. While the question of where to draw the 

boundary between liberal and benign integration services and illiberal, culturally 

homogenizing efforts is still open, the literature suggests that liberal and voluntary 

integration initiatives are not only conceptually compatible with multicultural approaches 

but are also part and parcel of the services through which multiculturalism policy regimes 

are operationalized (see Banting 2014 for a discussion of the compatibility of liberal 

approaches to integration and multiculturalism; Bloemraad 2006 includes language 

instruction services as part and parcel of multiculturalism policies in Toronto).   
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Relatedly, one could speculate that the effects of positive, state-driven multicultural 

integration initiatives are best studied by comparing them not to their absence (as my 

comparative design permits) but by contrasting positive state-driven efforts to assimilationist 

initiatives. Investigating the effects of repressive policies on immigrants at the individual 

level is an important research agenda. However, we cannot assume that positive versus 

repressive integration policies have effects of equal intensity but different directions. It is 

plausible that the outcomes of assimilationist measures are qualitatively different from those 

of positive integration initiatives, which would complicate the assessment of the independent 

effects of multicultural integration policies. As a result, in this project, I set out to investigate 

the mechanisms through which multicultural integration policy regimes exert their effects 

by comparing them to the absence of positive, state-led immigrant integration policies, rather 

than to their conceptual opposite.    

Data on immigrant-serving initiatives in Toronto are compiled by starting with the list of 

federally-funded immigrant services in 2013 provided by Citizenship and Immigration 

Canada (currently, Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada, IRCC).6 Immigration, 

Refugees and Citizenship Canada is a department of the Canadian federal government, with 

the mandate to “facilitate the arrival of immigrants, provide protection to refugees, and offer 

programming to help newcomers settle in Canada. It also grants citizenship, issues travel 

documents to Canadians, and promotes multiculturalism”. Through the public disclosure 

mechanism, IRCC yearly publishes details on the disbursement for immigrant integration 

services yearly, including: the list includes the name of each agency that received federal 

funding to provide immigrant services; the location of the agency; a summary of the specific 

                                                           
6 http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/disclosure/grants/index.asp Accessed February 1st, 2015.  

http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/disclosure/grants/index.asp
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initiative being and the amount of federal disbursement for the initiative.  I focuses on 2013, 

which is the year in which the survey data collection took place in Toronto.  

This source is supplemented with data from the official list of immigrant-serving agencies 

made public by the Ontario provincial government.7 The Ontario list includes services that 

are not federally-funded. Unfortunately, while provincial and municipal governments do fund 

immigrant-serving initiatives, they do not publicly provide details about the agencies 

providing the services and the amounts of financial disbursement for such services.  I 

therefore acquired information about their areas of service provision and location, using 

publicly available information, such as the annual reports and online information on the 

agencies providing the services, as well as eight months of field research in the Greater 

Toronto Area (from September 2013 to April 2014). To compile the final list used in this study, 

I merged the IRCC-provided list with non-federally funded services in the Ontario list and 

added the immigrant services provided by two agencies, which offer professional immigrant 

services yet are missing on both the federal and provincial lists. 

In the Silicon Valley, the prevalence of non-government-funded immigrant-serving 

initiatives makes it more difficult to acquire official information on immigrant services than 

in the Greater Toronto Area. I begin from the list of immigrant services made available online 

by the Santa Clara County.8 In order to make the Santa Clara list comparable to the one 

compiled for Toronto, I apply some recoding procedures. I eliminate all agencies that do not 

offer professional immigrant services. I also exclude foreign embassies and consulates 

because they do not pertain to the domestic integration approaches whose effects I aim to 

assess in this study. Because the list of immigrant services made available by the Santa Clara 

                                                           
7 http://citizenship.gov.on.ca/english/newcomers/agencies.htmil Accessed February 3rd, 2015. 
8 http://immigrantinfo.org/resources.cfm?type=local Accessed April 20th, 2015.  

http://citizenship.gov.on.ca/english/newcomers/agencies.htmil
http://immigrantinfo.org/resources.cfm?type=local
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County provides incomplete information about the availability of immigrant-serving 

initiatives and their sources of funding, I rely on 10 semi-structured interviews with staff at 

service-providing agencies in the Silicon Valley as well as 8 months of field research.  

I examine the social capital of immigrant communities using a measure of density of their 

organizational structures, which is obtained by comparing the number of ethno-specific 

organizations to the size of the related ethnic community in the Greater Toronto Area and 

the Silicon Valley. For the Greater Toronto Area, I compile the list of registered ethno-specific 

organizations using two different sources. One is the list of charities registered with the 

Canada Revenue Agency, which provides the name, location and detailed mission of all 

charities in the City of Toronto, the Peel/Halton Region and the York region in 2013. The 

large majority of registered charities are religious organizations. I retrieve information on 

cultural, sports, socio-political and other types of ethno-specific organizations in the Greater 

Toronto Area from a list of Ontario registered non-profits that I obtained from the Ontario 

Ministry of Industry and Trade through the Ontario Business Information System in 

February 2015. Unlike the Canada Revenue Agency list, the provincial list only includes the 

name of each organization and the postal code of its official address. As I explain in chapter 

five, I manually eliminated all charities and non-profits that were not Indian or Salvadoran, 

as made explicit by reference to India and El Salvador in their name and/or mission.  

For the Silicon Valley, I rely on the 501(c)3 list of registered non-profits in the State of 

California. I eliminate from the list all the non-profits located outside of the South Bay Area, 

and of the remaining ones, I only keep those that refer to the Indian and Salvadoran 

community in their name.  Similar to the list of Ontario registered non-profits, the 501(c)3 

list only provides me only with the name of each ethno-specific organization and the city in 

which the organization is registered.    
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3.4 Survey design and administration  
 

I carried out an original survey design to acquire individual-level information about 

immigrants’ personal networks, political behavior and attitudes (questionnaire is available 

in the Appendix). The survey design fills a gap in the literature by offering comparable data 

on immigrants’ social ties and political engagement for the same immigrant groups in two 

different policy regimes. The questionnaire used for individual-level data collection comprises 

seven different sections. The first section includes questions on respondents’ history of 

immigration, such as the year in which they migrated to Canada/the United States, the 

country in which they were born, whether and when they have acquired Canadian/American 

citizenship.  

The second section consists of questions about personal- and immigrant community- use of, 

and satisfaction with, a variety of immigrant services available in the two metropolitan areas 

in which the survey is administered. In the Greater Toronto Area, these span English as 

Second Language training, to community legal clinics or recreational services for newcomers. 

In the Silicon Valley, these encompass English as a Second Language classes, participation 

in citizenship days or community legal services. Respondents were asked if they had used, or 

if they had heard that others in their community had used these services and to rate the 

personal and reported community satisfaction with them.   

 The third section of the survey incorporates questions about respondents’ assessment and 

knowledge of the immigrant integration policy regime in which they reside. Items were 

formulated to tap into the different dimensions of immigrant integration policy regimes 

proposed by Banting and Kymlicka in their Multiculturalism Policy Index9 at the national 

                                                           
9 http://www.queensu.ca/mcp/home Accessed March 11th, 2017.  

http://www.queensu.ca/mcp/home
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level. In the survey, questions were modified in order to take into account the sub-national 

focus of the analysis.  

The fourth section introduces questions about ethno-cultural self-identification, which 

respondents were left free articulate, and sense of belonging in Canada/the United States. 

The same section also encompasses questions regarding respondents’ self-reported level of 

political interest and consumption of political news on different media outlets.  

Section five of the questionnaire includes questions on the personal networks of immigrants, 

including on the close networks of friends and family, such as their residence and the 

frequency of contact and political discussion with them. The section also includes the position 

generator instrument used to collect data on respondents’ networks of weak ties, which will 

be described more in detail in the following section and in chapter six.  

Section six contains questions on respondents’ formal and informal political behavior. It also 

includes questions about respondents’ confidence in a variety of public and private 

institutions in Canada and the United States, as well as their self-reported political efficacy. 

The last section contains standard socio-demographic questions, including the respondents’ 

highest level of education, whether they had been educated in Canada/the United States or 

in other countries, their profession and personal and household income. Respondents were 

also asked to specify the immigration stream they had used to immigrate to Canada/United 

States.  

Surveys were administered using face-to-face individual interviews in order to minimize 

attrition rates, given the length of the questionnaire and the complexity of the position 

generator instrument. Interviews lasted approximately 45 minutes. Interview 

questionnaires were available in three different languages: English, Spanish and Hindi. 
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Interviewers for the Indian communities in the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon 

Valley were also selected based on their fluency in Punjabi. Interviewees could choose the 

language of their preference for the administration of the interview.   

3.4.1 Sampling 
 

Survey data were collected with first- and second-generation Indian and Salvadoran 

immigrants in the Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley between September 2013 and 

December 2014. The criteria for inclusion in the study were: 1. to have been born in India/El 

Salvador or have at least one parent born in India/El Salvador; and 2. to be at least 18 years 

of age; and 3. to reside in the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley.  

No sampling frames in the form of master list of names and/or contact information were 

available for the population complying with the inclusion criteria for this study for the 

Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley. As a result, I could not rely on a random sample 

of the two immigrant communities under analysis. I followed the sampling practice in 

Klandermans et al. (2008), in which interviewers from the communities under analysis were 

recruited to conduct interviews in their personal environments and instructed to contact a 

variety of individuals in terms of socio-economic background, religious affiliations, age, 

length of immigration history and gender. Additionally, I targeted community events, 

immigrant organizations and a variety of places of worship in multiple neighborhoods in 

order to recruit survey participants. Though all efforts were made to replicate the same 

sampling strategy in the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley, some differences 

did occur.  

In Toronto, I personally conducted the majority of interviews with both Indian and 

Salvadoran immigrants, using organizations and community events as a basis for the 
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targeted sampling strategy. In order not to oversample within the same sub-segments of each 

of the two immigrant populations, I focused on organizations and events that represented 

different religious, regional, and socio-economic niches and that were settled in different 

parts of the Greater Toronto Area. I was assisted by one interviewer in the Indian community, 

who was a first-generation female immigrant, known in the community for her work in one 

of the immigrant service agencies serving the South Asian community in the City of Toronto. 

I also employed two interviewers in the Salvadoran community, one of them being a second-

generation woman and one a 1.5 generation woman, both active and trusted in the 

community through family ties and volunteer work.   In the Silicon Valley, immigrant 

organizations were less receptive to recruitment efforts than in the Greater Toronto Area. As 

a result, community-drawn assistant interviewers played a more significant role in the 

recruitment of participants and administration of interviews. Six interviewers were 

employed for the Indian community and three for the Salvadoran community, largely first-

generation immigrant women.  

Although the literature is inconclusive regarding systematic differences in attrition rates 

between majority and minority populations, in this study recruitment efforts were met with 

the difficulties reported in previous studies (Knight et al. 2009) where “members of some 

ethnic minority groups may refuse to participate if they believe their group has been 

misrepresented or taken advantage of by researchers in the past or if they feel that 

participation might cause them negative consequences”(p.56). Requests for interview were 

declined more frequently than not, due to potential respondents’ uncertainty about the 

ultimate goals of my research project. Concerns regarding the confidentiality of the research 

results were common, particularly in the first months of field research and especially in the 

Greater Toronto Area.   
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The final convenience sample used in this study includes 525 research participants. The 

convenience sample used in this study is neither representative nor random and is therefore 

subject to problems of external validity. However, the purpose of the study is not so much to 

describe the Indian and Salvadoran communities in the Greater Toronto Area and in the 

Silicon Valley, but rather it is to study the relations between social capital and political 

participation for the two communities under analysis, and to compare these relations across 

policy regimes. The focus on processes and mechanisms reduces the concerns regarding 

external validity. Additionally, the time invested in fostering ties and relationships of trust 

with the communities in order to produce the convenience sample offered opportunities for 

qualitative observations that complement and shed additional light on the survey results. 

One can also surmise that the use of existing social networks to recruit research participants 

can generate problems in terms of the non-independence of observations. While this concern 

is warranted, it is shared by a substantial part of the literature using ego-centered network 

analysis. The lack of alternative recruitment procedures did not provide any feasible solution 

to this problem.    

3.4.2 Survey Measures  
 

Measures of individual-level networked social capital, political behavior and attitudes are the 

key survey measures used in this study. I acquired data on respondents’ personal networks 

using a position generator instrument, which uses occupations to proxy features of the 

networks of acquaintances.  “The standard strategy is to present a respondent with a list of 

occupations that range from very high to very low in prestige, and ask whether the 

respondent knows anyone in each. The greater the number of occupations within which a 

respondent has a contact, the more the variety in the respondent’s social network” (Erickson 

2003, p. 25).  
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My survey includes the position generator with 18 professions used for the Canadian General 

Social Survey of 2008.  Because I focus on immigrant minorities in ethnically diverse 

democracies, I adapt the position generator measure to track the socioeconomic diversity of 

resources respondents can acquire through their social ties across ethno-racial groups. For 

each of the 18 professions included in the position generator, I asked respondents to indicate 

whether they knew someone in that profession who was of the same immigrant group; 

whether they knew someone in that profession who was white; and whether they knew 

someone in that profession who was neither a co-ethnic nor white (thus a member of another 

minority group). For each existing tie, respondents were asked to specify where they had first 

formed it. As a result, the position generator provides measures of the degree of socioeconomic 

and ethno-racial diversity that individual immigrants included in the study can access and 

mobilize through their social ties.   

In addition to network data, the survey provides information about individual-level political 

behavior. Respondents (if citizens) were asked to indicate their recent participation in 

electoral and non-electoral political activities. Research participants were first asked to 

indicate whether they had voted at the last municipal/city election; at the last provincial/state 

election and at the last federal election. Additionally, all respondents (including non-citizens) 

were asked whether they had ever been a member of a political party in Canada/United 

States; whether in the past twelve months, they had volunteered for a candidate or political 

party; participated in a public meeting; worn a badge or displayed a lawn sign in support or 

opposition to a political or social cause; contacted a politician about an issue of interest and 

participated in a march, protest or demonstration. Latent dimensions of political 

participation are identified through a principal component analysis in chapter 7.  
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Finally, the survey included a measure of internal political efficacy and one of external 

political efficacy. Respondents were asked to express their agreement or disagreement on a 

4-point scale (which did not include the neutral category) to the standard survey item 

“Sometimes politics and government are so complicated that a person like me cannot really 

understand what is going on”. The same Likert scale was used to measure external efficacy 

as agreement/disagreement to the statement “Some immigrants feel that politicians do not 

really care about immigrants. Do you agree or disagree with their opinion?”.  

Conclusions 
 

In this chapter, I have described the research design of this study as a combination of a most-

similar case design and a survey study. I have provided details of the survey implementation 

and of the sources of secondary data used in the following chapters. Before I move on to 

investigating the immigrant integration policy regimes in the Greater Toronto Area and the 

Silicon Valley in the next chapter, I summarize the theoretical and operational definitions in 

Table 3.3, which also notes in which chapter details about measurement will be provided.  
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Table 3.3. Summary of conceptual and operational definitions used in this study 

Concept Definition Operational 

definition 

Chapter 

Immigrant 

integration policy 

regimes 

Presence (or absence) of 

state support for positive 

immigrant integration 

programs 

Breadth, density and 

sources of funding for 

immigrant-serving 

initiatives in Greater 

Toronto Area/Silicon 

Valley 

Ch. 4 

Immigrant groups  Immigrants hailing from 

the same country of 

origin 

Individuals 18 years or 

older who were either 

born in India/El Salvador 

or at least one of whose 

parents was born in 

India/El Salvador 

All chapters 

Immigrant 

communities 

Immigrants hailing from 

the same country of 

origin and residing in the 

same geographical unit 

 

Individuals 18 years or 

older who were either 

born in India/El Salvador 

or at least one of whose 

parents was born in 

India/El Salvador and 

who reside in the Greater 

Toronto Area and in the 

Silicon Valley 

 

All chapters 

Social capital of 

immigrant 

communities 

Number of ethno-specific 

civic organizations for 

any potential member in 

a given immigrant 

community 

Number of 

Indian/Salvadoran 

organizations / number of 

Indian/Salvadoran 

immigrants in the 

Greater Toronto 

Area/Silicon Valley 

Chapter 5 

Immigrants’ 

individual-level 

networked social 

capital  

Diversity of resources 

individual immigrants 

can access through the 

social ties in their 

personal networks 

Social Diversity Indexes  

Range Indexes 

Upper reach Indexes 

Chapter 6 

Immigrants’ 

political 

incorporation 

Behavioral 

(participation) and 

attitudinal (efficacy) 

components of 

immigrants’ political 

voice 

Participation in 11 formal 

and informal political 

activities  

Perceived internal and 

external political efficacy  

Chapters 7 and 8 
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Chapter four. Immigrant integration policy regimes: 

Describing and comparing the Greater Toronto Area and the 

Silicon Valley. 

Introduction  
 

This chapter focuses on the different immigrant integration policy regimes prevalent in the 

Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley. In the theoretical model I introduced in the 

previous chapter, integration policy regimes represent the independent variable of the 

“networked conduit” and the moderator of the “organizational conduit” of political 

integration, linking the aggregate level of analysis to the individual level where immigrants’ 

political behavior and attitudes take place.  Combining official data on professional 

immigrant integration services, ten semi-structured interviews with staff at immigrant 

serving organizations in the Silicon Valley and twenty months of field research observation 

between 2013 and 2014, I examine the breadth, density and sources of funding for positive, 

immigrant-serving initiatives in the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley. This 

strategy allows me to compare the different immigrant integration priorities in the two sub-

national policy regimes, while also suggesting a taxonomy to assess the relation between 

national and local policy approaches to integration and the distribution of immigrant 

integration programmes within metropolitan areas.   

The chapter is organized as follows. First, I review the expanding literature on sub-national 

immigrant integration policies. Second, I discuss the data and operationalization used in the 

chapter. I then move to describing the types of immigrant integration services, their relative 

prevalence and their source of funding (governmental or non-governmental) in the Greater 

Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley. I define the Greater Toronto Area as a government-

led and horizontal immigrant integration policy regime, because different levels of 

government are predominantly responsible for financing professional immigrant services, 
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and because government-funded immigrant services are available equally for highly-skilled 

and low-skilled immigrants. I characterize the Silicon Valley as a multi-actor, multi-tiered 

immigrant integration policy regime, because different types of actors (the government, the 

market and civil society) undertake immigrant integration responsibilities, and because 

different types of services are available to different types of immigrants. The market attends 

to the integration needs of highly-skilled immigrants, for whom virtually no public 

professional integration service is available, while the state and civil society share the burden 

of integrating lower-skilled immigrants.  

The chapter’s central contribution to the study is to move beyond classification strategies 

that distinguish immigrant integration policy regimes based only on the extent of 

government-funded integration services. The resulting labeling of Toronto as a proactive and 

comprehensive integration system and of the Silicon Valley as a laissez-faire context would 

obscure the different configurations of state and non-state actors that intervene in immigrant 

integration, their relations, and how they divide the labor of integrating different categories 

of immigrants. Defining Toronto as a government-led and horizontal integration policy 

regime and the Silicon Valley as a multi-actor and multi-tiered integration policy regime is 

consequential because the different integration sectors affect the distribution of social 

resources available to immigrant groups between and within regimes, as will be discussed in 

the following chapters.  

4.1 The sub-national dimension of immigrant integration policy and 

implementation  
 

A growing literature examines the integration policy approaches that subnational polities 

are developing in response to the increasing diversity of their population. Taking stock of the 

expanded dynamism of sub-national actors in immigrant integration policy and 
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implementation, this scholarship departs from the literature that adopts the country as 

preferred unit of analysis, whether to describe different integration approaches or to 

comparatively study their effects. This growing literature revolves around three main foci of 

attention. First, it is concerned with identifying the target of immigrant integration policies. 

Are integration policies about addressing the specific needs of newcomer and immigration 

populations? Or, rather, are they about assuaging the fears of native-born populations 

regarding immigration-related social and demographic changes? Overall, this literature 

shows that local governments must address the competing pressures of, on one hand, 

attracting and retaining both high- and low-skilled immigrants, and on the other, containing 

the native-born backlash against immigration. These competing pressures often result in 

ambivalent and internally inconsistent subnational integration approaches, particularly in 

subnational jurisdictions with a recent history of immigration (Calavita 2005; Rodriguez 

2008; Fleury-Steiner and Longazel 2010). 

Second, this scholarship examines the degree of consistency between local and national 

immigrant integration policies. Poppellars et al. (2008), Scholten (2011) and Triadafilopoulos 

(2012) argue that local-level integration policies are more accommodative of immigrant 

minorities than their national-level counterparts, as a result of the pressures exerted by local 

ethnic organizations and patterns of collaboration between these organizations and local 

governments. However, evidence shows that local-level approaches to integration can vary 

significantly within the same national unit. Ramakhrishnan and Wong (2010) find that the 

partisanship of city councils in the United States significantly influences the degree to which 

local-level policies are accommodative of immigrants. Demographic factors, such as sudden 

changes in the size of immigrant populations (Fleury-Steiner and Longazel 2010), political 

cultures and the style of media representation of immigrants (Provine 2010) also determine 
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the extent to which local governments make immigrant integration a policy priority. Even 

local policy approaches can show signs of internal inconsistency, when more recent policy 

paradigms are combined pragmatically with initiatives stemming from earlier and 

subsequently discredited integration paradigms, especially if they offer advantages to tackle 

local policy issues (Schiller 2015).  

Third, this scholarship calls for more attention to the study of metropolitan contexts. Larger 

urban centres with long histories of immigration are more likely to offer comprehensive 

accommodative frameworks and visibility to immigrant minorities, compared to suburban 

areas and new immigration gateways. The areas where newcomers increasingly tend to settle 

are highly ethnically diverse, with diverse white and visible minority populations. In Canada, 

Good (2005; 2009) finds that, in these suburban areas, high ethnic heterogeneity makes 

problems of collective action more difficult to overcome. Focusing empirically on the San 

Francisco Bay Area, DeGraauw et al. (2013) show that large urban centres with a long history 

of immigration, such as San Francisco, are more responsive to the needs of the foreign-born, 

because partnerships between immigrant civil society and local governments generate 

virtuous circles that reinforce immigrants as legitimate targets of inclusive public policies. 

In contrast, new immigration gateways, such as San Jose, do not have an established 

infrastructure for immigrant integration, and instead “free-ride” on nearby urban centres to 

offer the integration services that their increasingly diverse population require.    

Can this emerging literature on local approaches to immigrant integration contribute to a 

comparative agenda on the study of immigrant outcomes? Because local responses to 

immigration are increasing, diverse and most likely to have an impact on immigrant 

integration (Jones-Correa 2011; DeGraauw 2016), this literature promises to fulfil an 

important role in explaining how policy regimes can facilitate inclusion. However, in order 
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for a local approach to immigrant integration to develop, some limitations need to be 

addressed. First, this literature is characterized by definitional ambiguities in the 

operationalization of immigrant integration policies. National-level indices only include 

policies that specifically define immigrants as their targets. By contrast, the literature on 

local approaches to immigrant integration includes policy initiatives that do not address 

immigrants specifically, though foreign-born individuals might be overrepresented among 

their target population. Anti-poverty initiatives are an example. Additionally, this literature 

encompasses positive, inclusive and progressive measures as well as exclusionary anti-

immigrant measures (see Varsanyi 2010). Definitional ambiguities in the operationalization 

of local integration policies are instructive insofar as they shed light on the different 

discourses about immigrant integration prevalent in different geographical and temporal 

contexts. But they create obstacles for their comparative analysis, whether they be conceived 

as a dependent or independent variable. Increasing our comparative understanding of these 

policies and their effects will require less ambiguous definitions.  

Moreover, this literature remains unable to address the question of what is the most 

appropriate level of analysis to examine integration policies. Is there more variation among 

integration policy approaches within or between countries? While the literature tells us 

something about the determinants of local-level variation within countries, it has not 

addressed the consequences of this local-level variation. To what extent do different local 

level approaches impact successful immigrant integration? Finally, this literature – by 

definition – concentrates on policy-making and implementation, at different levels of 

government. It differentiates localities based on the extent of governments’ involvement in 

immigrant integration and the prevalently benign or restrictive nature of government 

intervention. If some contributions address the interactions between governments and 
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immigrant civil society, the literature underemphasizes the independent actions of market 

and civil society actors in immigrant integration and the varying configurations of state-and 

non-state actors involved in integration across different localities.  

4.2 Defining and comparing sub-national approaches to immigrant 

integration: proposing a classification strategy  
 

In this chapter, I present my comparative strategy to define and contrast subnational 

approaches to immigrant integration. The unit of observation on which my classification 

method is based is the immigrant-serving initiative, which I define as any program developed 

and implemented to facilitate the inclusion of immigrants, whether high- or low-skilled, in 

the social, economic, civic and political mainstream. My definition thus includes only positive 

and inclusive measures, because they are the most likely to confer political resources to 

immigrants at the individual- and group-level. This assumption is supported in existing 

literature. Government-led integration measures have been found to spur immigrants’ 

collective organizing (Bloemraad 2006; Vermeulen and Berger 2008). Additionally, while 

restrictive measures have been found to increase electoral participation on the individual 

level (Ramakrishnan and Espenhade 2001), it is unlikely that grievances alone stimulate 

political activation in the absence of collective organizational resource and individual social 

resources that only positive measure can foster.  

For the sub-national jurisdictions under analysis, immigrant-serving initiatives are classified 

along three dimensions: their breadth; their density and their sources of funding. I measure 

breadth by grouping immigrant-serving initiatives under more general areas of service 

provision, such as, for instance, language instruction or legal services. The larger the number 

of areas of service provision, the broader the scope of action of the immigrant integration 

policy regime under analysis. I measure density by assessing the relative contribution of each 
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area of service provision to the overall number of immigrant-serving initiatives present in a 

particular jurisdiction. Density measures for different areas of service provision proxy 

priority levels in sub-national immigrant integration strategies. Finally, I assess whether the 

funding for immigrant-serving initiatives derives from governments (and what level of 

government) or other sources. Combining the three different classification dimensions can 

shed light on whether sub-national immigrant integration policy regimes and/or specific 

areas of service provision are predominantly funded by governments or other sources as well 

as to identify the relationships between particular combinations of sources of financial 

support for immigrant-serving initiatives and the breadth of immigrant integration policy 

regimes.  

This strategy provides theoretical and empirical benefits. First, it facilitates comparison by 

reducing definitional ambiguities in the operationalization of subnational integration 

policies. It is applicable to all contexts – regardless of the specific meaning attributed to 

integration policies – and is based on data that should be publicly available with relative 

ease. While it might not exhaust all the initiatives and programs that could potentially affect 

immigrant integration, it focuses on those that are most likely to influence their political 

activation.  

Second, this strategy takes into account the multi-level governance of immigrant integration. 

It zeroes in on the breadth and relative density of immigrant-serving initiatives funded by 

different levels of government. As a result, it indicates whether and how national and 

subnational policy priorities converge or diverge. If applied to a large number of subnational 

localities in different countries, it can address the question whether there is more within- or 

across-country variation in integration policies.  
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Third, the proposed classification strategy sheds light on the geographical distribution of 

immigrant-serving initiatives. This should contribute to existing literature by offering an 

empirical method to test whether the hypothesis of “suburban free riding” put forth by 

DeGraauw et al. (2013) applies to different contexts and to all areas of immigrant-serving 

provision. Finally, it provides an opportunity to map the different combinations of 

government and non-government actors active in the field of immigrant integration in 

different sub-national contexts. It allows me to move beyond the implicit dichotomy in 

existing literature, which distinguishes contexts with government involvement in immigrant 

integration from those without and offers a more nuanced overview of the integration 

initiatives that are consequential for immigrants’ resources.  

The proposed classification strategy suffers, however, from some limitations. Existing 

literature already suggests the difficulties associated with establishing the boundaries of 

relevant sub-national immigrant integration policy regimes. For instance, it suggests that 

cities’ approaches should be studied in the context of the larger metropolitan area in which 

they are embedded. The method cannot resolve the issue of determining the most 

consequential level of analysis for the study of the effects of immigrant integration policy 

regimes; it only offers a strategy to empirically describe and compare different sub-national 

regimes, once assumptions are made about where meaningful boundaries are positioned. 

Additionally, the classification strategy would offer more robust descriptions and 

comparisons of sub-national integration contexts if actual figures of disbursement for 

government and non-government funding for immigrant-serving initiatives were publicly 

available. 
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4.3. The Immigrant Integration Policy Regime in the Greater Toronto Area  
 

The literature tells us that different levels of government take a proactive role in immigrant 

integration in the Greater Toronto Area, specifically, and in Canada, more generally 

(Bloemraad 2006a; Garcea and Hibbert 2011; Kymlicka 2007). The federal government plays 

a significant role. Immigration, Refugee, Citizenship Canada (Citizenship and Immigration 

Canada, CIC, at the time of data collection) is the most important actor, directly funding a 

large number of organizations to provide several types of immigrant services. The 

examination of the annual reports published by service-providing organizations shows that 

other federal agencies, including the Department of Public Safety and Industry Canada, also 

directly fund specific immigrant-serving initiatives. Additionally, Citizenship and 

Immigration Canada (which I will refer to as CIC from here onward) indirectly supports 

immigrant integration by funding subnational government agencies, including the Ontario 

Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration, as well as different offices of the City of Toronto, 

which in turn support the delivery of immigrant services.  

In figure 4.1, I present data on the breadth and relative density of CIC-funded integration 

initiatives in the Greater Toronto Area for 2013. I identify ten general areas of service 

provision and count how many service initiatives fall under each of them. For each of the ten 

areas, I also show where organizations providing the service are located within the Greater 

Toronto Area. The ten areas of service provision include language instruction; settlement 

counselling; initiatives to support the social and professional networking of immigrants; local 

immigration strategies; employment assistance; health and mental health initiatives; 

housing and community building initiatives; leadership and citizenship facilitation services; 

refugee services and a residual category.  
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Language instruction and settlement counselling (i.e., referral, information, interpretation 

and translation services) represent the areas of highest relative density, with 44 and 41 

initiatives funded respectively in the Greater Toronto Area, 62% and 78% of which located in 

the City of Toronto. Both types of services are specifically geared to recent immigrants and 

are available free-of-charge for landed immigrants within the first three years since 

immigration. The third densest area of service provision is represented by social and 

professional networking support initiatives, intended to facilitate the socio-economic 

incorporation of immigrants. I count 22 such initiatives, the majority of which located in the 

City of Toronto, which are provided by a range of organizations, spanning community centres, 

branches of the Toronto Public Library, and School District Boards across the Greater 

Toronto Area. CIC also funded 10 employment assistance initiatives in the Greater Toronto 

Area, five of which specifically designed for highly-skilled immigrants.   

In addition to offering financial support for the direct provision of immigrant services, in 2013 

CIC also promoted 16 initiatives for the development and strengthening of “Local 

Immigration Strategies”. Ten of them focused on the provision of settlement services and 

three addressed the provision of employment assistance services. For instance, CIC financed 

the Ontario Ministry of Citizenship and Immigration to develop the Ontario Bridge Training 

Program, geared to the “competitive and transparent selection of Ontario non-profits that 

seek to help skilled immigrants who are facing barriers to workforce integration and 

retention in the Ontario labor market”.  
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Figure 4.1. Types and geographical concentration of immigrant-serving initiatives funded 

by Citizenship and Immigration Canada in the Greater Toronto Area (2013)  

 

 

Figure 4.2 represents the breadth and density of immigrant-serving initiatives in the Greater 

Toronto Area, for which I found no evidence of CIC funding in 2013. I categorize these 

initiatives into eight broader areas. Unlike the CIC-funded services, subnationally funded 

initiatives encompass mostly direct services to immigrant clients, including in areas – such 

as community legal clinics – with no federal funding in 2013. The eight categories of service 

provision to an extent reconfirm federal priorities as well as respond to local pressures and 

demands. The areas of service provision with highest density are, just as in the CIC list, 

language instruction and settlement counselling, with respectively 14 and 34 initiatives 

offered in the GTA. While the distribution of CIC-funded integration initiatives appears in 

line with the expectation of the “suburban free riding” phenomenon illustrated before, sub-

nationally funded language instruction and settlement services are more evenly distributed 

across the GTA, with only the 50% and 52% of initiatives located in the City of Toronto.  
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In addition, areas of direct service provision, such as employment assistance, health and 

mental health support, housing and community services take up a larger share of 

subnationally funded, compared to the federally funded, immigrant initiatives. While CIC 

backed ten employment assistance initiatives in 2013, I found evidence of 24 non-CIC funded 

ones in the Greater Toronto Area, 10 of which outside the City of Toronto. The CIC-funded 

employment initiatives were delivered by larger organizations, while four of the 

subnationally funded employment assistance initiatives were provided by smaller, ethno-

racially specific organizations (including the Somali Immigrant Aid Organization; the 

Vietnamese Cultural Association of Toronto; and the Arab Community Centre of Toronto and 

the African Community Services of Peel).  

Similar relations between federally and subnationally funded services are found in the areas 

of housing and community services, as well as health and mental health provision. CIC 

funded 4 initiatives in the area of immigrant health, which focused not on direct service 

provision but on the elaboration of frameworks and good practices for the effective health 

care of immigrant minorities. By contrast, subnationally funded health initiatives focus on 

service provision and target specific populations. These include the Punjabi Community 

Health Services, which provides mental, geriatric and family health services to the large 

Punjabi-speaking population in the city of Brampton and the Centre for Spanish-Speaking 

peoples, which offers HIV/AIDS community prevention programs for the low-income Spanish-

speaking population residing in the Western part of the City of Toronto.   

Provincial funding exclusively supports three immigrant legal clinics, all located in the City 

of Toronto. Two of these -the Centre for Spanish-speaking Peoples and the South Asian Legal 

Clinic of Ontario- are provided by ethno-specific agencies and provide culturally appropriate 
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and linguistically accessible legal services.  

Figure 4.2. Types and geographical concentration of immigrant-serving initiatives funded 

 subnationally in the Greater Toronto Area (2013)  

 

 

Overall, the findings on the provision of immigrant services in the Greater Toronto Area 

indicate that the priorities of federal and sub-national governments do not diverge, but rather 

complement each other. Federally-funded services are not less inclusive than sub-nationally 

funded. However, they are more focused on integration policy making and streamlining than 

direct service provision to the public. In addition, they tend to concentrate disproportionately 

in the City of Toronto, compared to the more sparsely distributed sub-nationally funded 

services.  Different factors could explain this finding. These include the more pressing need 

for subnational polities to accommodate their diverse populations and/or the increased ability 

of immigrant integration advocates to negotiate for the provision of services in suburban 

areas than with the federal government.  

4.4 The Immigrant Integration Regime in the Silicon Valley  
The Santa Clara County makes publicly available a repository of all immigrant services 

available in the area. This inventory (available in the Appendix), which includes 89 
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organizations and agencies, is not directly comparable to the lists used for the Greater 

Toronto Area, because it encompasses initiatives that go beyond professional integration 

services to immigrants, such as ethnic professional organizations and voluntary associations 

that engage in cultural preservation and reproduction activities. Table 4.3 displays the list 

of immigrant integration services available in the Silicon Valley, after I recoded the original 

repository to make it comparable to the Toronto list.10    

If the breadth of immigrant services in the Silicon Valley – with nine types of service 

provision - is not dissimilar from the Greater Toronto Area, the types and relative density of 

immigrant service provision are importantly different. Language instruction services are the 

only partial exception. Just as in Toronto, this type of service is the most common in the 

Silicon Valley, counting nineteen initiatives, twelve of which are provided by community or 

faith-based organizations and seven by public libraries located in the main urban centres in 

the Santa Clara County. The delivery of language instruction services in the Silicon Valley, 

however, differs significantly from the Greater Toronto Area. In the Greater Toronto Area, 

language instruction services are publicly funded and taught by professional instructors. In 

the Silicon Valley, agencies providing such services operate with very limited funding from 

the Santa Clara County (see Gleeson and Bloemraad, 2012) and depend on the help of 

volunteers. 

 

 

 

                                                           
10 I excluded all organizations that do not provide actual immigrant services (for instance, the research Centre for Healthy Aging 

in Multicultural Populations based at San Jose State University), that are not based in the Silicon Valley (for instance, the San 

Mateo County Hot meals list) or that serve transnational support purposes that are beyond the analytical area of interest of 

this study (for instance, the Mexican Consulate in San Jose). 



 
 

85 
 

Table 4.3. Types of immigrant-serving initiatives in the Silicon Valley (2014)  

 

Staff at one immigrant and refugee service providing organizations reported that: “we do ESL 

classes, but it’s mainly volunteer-based so the teachers that we recruit to teach the class are 

volunteers, we don’t have the funding to…” (Hartenstein, 2014). Another said that:  “we have 

an ESL instructor, who is greatly helped by volunteers and interns” (Yabes, 2014). English 

language instruction needs are otherwise privatized in the Silicon Valley, with seven 

community colleges and seven adult education programs offering classes for a fee. 

Immigrant legal services and leadership and citizenship acquisition services rank represent 

the second and third most common areas of immigrant service provision in the Silicon Valley, 

in stark contrast to the Greater Toronto Area, where these types of services are among the 

least numerous. I count twelve immigrant legal services in the Silicon Valley, one of which is 

operated by the Santa Clara County and the other eleven by professional organizations, three 

of which target specific ethno-racial groups (i.e., the Asian Law Alliance; the Catholic 

Charities of Santa Clara county; and the Portuguese Community Centre). Legal services in 
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the Silicon Valley provide support on issues such as adjustment of status, naturalization and 

citizenship; family reunification; workers’ rights, housing issues and access to public services, 

with mixed sources of funding.  

Civil society plays an important role in funding immigrant legal services in the Silicon Valley. 

In multiple interviews with staff at immigrant and refugee service providing agencies, the 

Silicon Valley Community Foundation is mentioned as a central player in the funding of this 

type of services. Limited federal and dwindling county funding are reportedly available only 

for specific programs, such as legal education and tenant rights initiatives, or to implement 

Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) (for which the Santa Clara County 

earmarked  $570,000 in 2014) (Castellanos, 2014).  The County plays instead a significant 

role in the funding of citizenship acquisition and immigrant leadership activities initiatives, 

which include a citizenship fund, an immigrant leadership program and the organizations of 

a citizenship day, having allocated $ 760,000 for such activities in 2014.  

Family support programs and refugee services rank in fourth and fifth most numerous types 

of immigrant services in the Silicon Valley. I counted nine services in the area of family 

support, with predominantly Latino and low-income clients, and seven agencies that provide 

refugee-specific services. Unlike all other areas of immigrant-serving initiatives, refugee 

services qualify for specific federal funding programs. Staff at a refugee service providing 

organization stated that:  “most of the money we get is from the federal government”. He 

added: “We receive federal funding through the Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR). The 

other program [from which we receive funds], the County Employment Funding also comes 

through ORR but it is distributed on a county-level, whereas the ORR funding from matching 

grants we receive directly” (Aminovic, 2014). As a result, unlike legal services for other 

immigrants, for which nominal fees are asked “services are free, no charge, I mean, for 
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resettlement, matching grant, county employment, there is no fees” (ibid). Service areas of 

lower density in the Silicon Valley encompass health and mental health services, employment 

assistance initiatives, services for low-income individuals and for the elderly.  

In 2014, I also found evidence of County-level financial assistance for service initiatives that 

do not target immigrants per se but low-income individuals, among which immigrants are 

over-represented. For instance, the Santa Clara County Office Social Services Agency 

provides health insurance coverage, and referral services, such as a list of all hot meals 

available in the county, in English, Spanish and Vietnamese, a website that provides 

information for people representing themselves in Courts, and the Santa Clara County 

Housing Search Service, which is a free service to list and find Section 8 and affordable 

housing in the Santa Clara County.  

Finally, I identified six immigrant employment services in the Silicon Valley. Only one of 

these ― “Upwardly Global San Jose” ―   targets highly-skilled immigrants and has a limited 

clientele, serving approximately 300 cases per year.11 Two of the low-skilled employment 

services are located in San Jose, and the other three in surrounding areas.  I could not find 

evidence of public financial support for these initiatives.  

4.5 Comparing the immigrant integration policy regimes in the Greater 

Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley  

 
The evidence in the previous section confirms that the integration policy regimes in the 

Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley are indeed different, supporting the 

comparative design implemented in the study. But the findings also indicate that the 

divergence between the two localities addressed in this study run deeper than the relative 

                                                           
11 Information derived from personal correspondence with staff at IMPRINT, Immigrant Professional Integration, New York, 

2014.  
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prevalence of government-funded integration programs. Differences also entail the relations 

between national-level and local-level priorities, the geographical distribution of integration 

services across old- and new- immigration gateways, and the variety of immigrant integration 

initiatives facilitated by non-state actors.  

While I find only minimal differences in the breadth of immigrant services in the Greater 

Toronto Area versus the Silicon Valley, the categories of immigrant services, their relative 

density and the sources funding them differ widely. The integration policy regime in Toronto 

is characterized by a focus on language training, institutional orientation and support for 

socioeconomic integration. These areas of service provision receive both federal and 

subnational funding.  Conversely, Silicon Valley integration initiatives encompass mostly 

legal remedies and leadership and citizenship facilitation. In a context in which different 

integration initiatives are financially supported by varied actors, the categories of service 

with higher density are those most frequently backed a state-actor, that is, the Santa Clara 

County. In addition, the integration regime in Toronto is largely government-led, with 

different levels of government monopolizing integration responsibilities. The Silicon Valley 

appears instead as a multi-actor integration sector. The federal government, the county, civil 

society and the market all intervene in immigrant integration, taking responsibility for the 

integration of different immigrant groups. Finally, immigrant integration services are 

delivered by paid employees as opposed to the much heavier reliance on volunteers in the 

Silicon Valley.  

The findings in this chapter contribute to the literature reviewed in the first section in 

multiple ways. First, they show that subnational integration interventions are not 

systematically more inclusive than national ones. The relation between national and 

subnational integration initiatives is contextual. In the Greater Toronto Area, both federal 
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and subnational integration programmes are inclusive. They differ to the extent that federal 

funding is more likely to target the development of integration strategies and good practices, 

while subnational initiatives are more likely to involve direct service provision and 

collaborations with small, local immigrant organizations. In the Silicon Valley, the relation 

between federal and subnational integration approaches is one of division of labor. State and 

non-state actors support the integration of different categories of immigrants. While the 

federal government engages in refugee integration, the county intervenes in the areas of 

citizenship acquisition and immigrant leadership, while civil society tackles all other areas 

of integration for low-skilled immigrants. The integration of highly skilled immigrants is not 

an area of policy attention. With the exception of one civil society-driven employment service, 

the integration needs of higher socioeconomic status immigrants are taken care of by the 

market.  

Results in this chapter also provide mixed evidence about the distribution of immigrant 

services across urban areas with long histories of immigrant settlement and suburban areas 

that represent the new immigration gateways. While services that receive federal funding in 

the Greater Toronto Area tend to concentrate in the City of Toronto, subnationally funded 

services are better distributed across the Greater Toronto Area, covering the immigrant-

dense suburbs in the Peel and York regions. This pattern contradicts previous evidence (Good 

2005; 2009), which identifies weaker immigrant civil society-state coalitions in suburban 

areas than in larger urban centre with established immigrant services, such as Toronto. As 

I mention in the previous section, this evidence might indicate both the increasing need for 

suburban areas to accommodate diverse populations and to the development of better 

immigrant advocacy coalitions at the subnational level in the decade between Good’s research 

and my fieldwork.  
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I propose to define the Greater Toronto as a government-led and horizontal integration 

regime. Immigration integration is considered a public priority and different levels of 

government make proactive efforts to facilitate the inclusion of all types of immigrant 

categories – from refugees to highly skilled immigrants- in the socioeconomic and civic 

sphere. I designate the Silicon Valley as a multi-actor, multi-tiered integration regime, in 

which immigrant integration is a limited public priority and different state and non-state 

actors undertake integration responsibilities for different immigrant categories, on a 

hierarchy of policy priority. The federal government directly and indirectly funds initiatives 

for the integration of refugees and related categories. The County promotes English language 

instruction and directly and indirectly supports a variety of legal initiatives and immigrant 

leadership programmes. Civil society organizations fill the integration gap left in other areas 

of service provision. But overall, the integration sector in the Silicon Valley is characterized 

by an understanding of immigrant integration initiatives as the sphere of low-skilled, most 

disadvantaged, immigrants. Compared to the Greater Toronto Area, the sector is not only 

smaller in size but also seen as a last remedy for the most vulnerable of the foreign-born, 

while highly skilled immigrants are considered outside the legitimate purview of integration 

initiatives.  

The different integration policy regimes influence the relation between state institutions and 

immigrant civil society. In the Greater Toronto Area, different levels of government and civil 

society organizations collaborate in the provision of immigrant services and government 

funding reinforces immigrant civil society by providing it with longer-term horizons under 

which to operate. In contrast, civil society organizations in the Santa Clara County must 

operate on shorter-term projects and remain in a subaltern position vis-à-vis state actors on 

which they depend. Staff at immigrant and refugee serving organizations in the Silicon 
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Valley articulated this constraint. One voiced: “It’s hard…the federal funding [for refugee 

initiatives] is pretty complicated because it’s very competitive. The County has probably been 

the best at least in terms of giving us…but over the last 15 years, I mean the funding has not 

always been at the same level from the County, it was at a high point right after 2000, and 

then when the County started having budgetary issues, then the funding started to drop” 

(Konda, 2014). Another noted that:  “our relationship with the Santa Clara County is good, 

but they are usually on the asking end. They usually ask us to provide...like, you know, they 

are responsive, also their funding depends on funding that they get from state and then kind 

of trickles down to us. It’s not like they can decide how much money they are going to get 

here” (Aminovic, 2014). In the next chapter, I address how these dynamics influence the 

social capital of immigrant groups in the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley.  

Conclusions 
 

This chapter proposes a strategy to compare subnational approaches to immigrant 

integration. This strategy is based on contrasting the breadth, the density and the sources of 

funding for immigrant-serving initiatives. It applies it to the Greater Toronto Area and the 

Silicon Valley. It identifies the Greater Toronto Area as a government-led and horizontal 

integration policy regime and the Silicon Valley as a multi-actor and multi-tiered integration 

policy regime. These characterizations go beyond the definitions of Toronto as a 

comprehensive multicultural setting and the Silicon Valley as a laissez-faire context. They 

emphasize the fact that differences between these two regimes run deeper than the extent of 

government involvement in immigrant integration, entailing different divisions of labor 

between state and non-state actors in the integration of different categories of immigrants. 

In the next chapters, I examine how the different integration sectors affect the distribution 

of immigrants’ social capital, at different levels of analysis, both between and within 
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integration policy regimes, with implications for immigrants’ opportunities to acquire 

political voice.   
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Chapter five. Integration Policy Regimes and Immigrant Civil 

Society: how the Immigrant Integration Sector shapes 

Immigrant Communities.  

Introduction  
 

The focus of this chapter is the first hypothesis in the theoretical model, according to which 

multiculturalism integration policies result in higher density of the organizational structures 

of immigrant communities, as a result of the “assistance mechanism” or the “advocacy 

framework mechanism”. Using official records of registered civil society organizations in the 

Greater Toronto Area and in Santa Clara County, as well as material from twenty months of 

field research and semi-structured interviews with staff at immigrant service providing 

organizations, I examine whether immigrant civil society is denser in the Greater Toronto 

Area. I also investigate the mechanisms through which these positive effects are expected to 

take place.  

The findings in this chapter confirm that the density of Indian and Salvadoran ethno-specific 

civic organizations is higher in the Greater Toronto Area than in the Silicon Valley. However, 

they also qualify and challenge existing evidence. First, the organizational advantage of 

Salvadorans in the Greater Toronto Area compared to their Silicon Valley counterparts 

appears higher than that of Indian immigrants. Second, I find no evidence to support the 

claims in the literature that increased density in the Greater Toronto Area is the result of 

direct government assistance or of a specific advocacy discourse associated with immigrants’ 

civic mobilization in state-led immigrant integration policy regimes.  

I propose instead that integration policies influence how ethno-specific civic organizations 

shape immigrant communities. Multiculturalism integration policies in the Greater Toronto 

Area create a “recruitment field” that ethnic community leaders, regardless of their internal 



 
 

94 
 

resources of immigrant communities, can use to expand their constituencies, giving rise to 

immigrant communities shaped as a series of cross-cutting circles. In comparison, the lack of 

an extensive integration sector in the Silicon Valley leaves immigrant community leaders to 

their own recruitment devices. For high-resource group, this limits the civic recruitment pool 

to a handful of super-activists, who are well inter-connected with each other but lack a 

structure to reach out to more potential members. For low-resource groups, this results in a 

civic structure characterized by isolated cliques, with very limited potential to give rise to a 

vibrant immigrant community.    

The chapter is organized as follows. It starts from a review of the literature on civic 

organizations and civil society. It then describes the operationalization procedures and data 

utilized in the chapter. It compares the density of immigrants’ organizations in the Greater 

Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley and presents findings on the relative prevalence of 

different types of organizations. It then moves to discussing the differences in the shapes of 

immigrant communities in the Greater Toronto Area vis-à-vis the Silicon Valley, and 

explaining their relation with the different immigrant integration sectors described in 

chapter four. It concludes by discussing the implications of the findings for the distribution 

of opportunities for political engagement within immigrant communities.    

The results in this chapter contribute to the literature by comparing immigrants’ civic 

organizations not only across- but also within- integration policy regimes. They originally 

show that multiculturalism integration policies benefit more markedly the civic life of lower-

resource immigrant groups, equalizing the structure of civic opportunities between high- and 

low socioeconomic status immigrant communities. On the contrary, limited state engagement 

in immigrant integration accentuates the gap between immigrant groups with different 

stocks of internal resources. The different shapes of immigrant communities have 
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implications for the extent to which ethno-specific civic organizations function to diffuse or 

to concentrate the opportunities for immigrants’ political engagement, which will be 

addressed in the following chapters.   

5.1 An overview of the literature on civil society and civic organizations  
 

In my theoretical model, I hypothesize that state intervention in immigrant integration 

increases the aggregate-level social capital of immigrant communities, measured as the 

density of their ethno-specific civic organizations. This expectation is rooted in the 

comparative literature on the civic outcomes of integration policies, which I reviewed in 

chapter two. However, the debate on social capital and how it relates to state institutions 

exceeds the contributions on immigrants’ organizations and it permeates the literature on 

civil society. The concepts of social capital – at least in its civic community variant proposed 

by Putnam (1993) – and of civil society are related.   

In his study of the effects of social capital on the Italian regional governments, Putnam (1995) 

defines civic communities as social capital-dense contexts, characterized by a vibrant 

organizational life and restrained familistic networks of patronage, which positively affect 

institutional performance.  Civil society can also be conceptualized as the intermediate 

sphere between the state and the family and it is central to modern democracy because, 

through it, individuals are able to “negotiate, argue, struggle against or agree with each other 

and with the centres of political and economic authority” (Kaldor 2003:585). Civil society also 

diminishes “excessive individualism, that is, a preoccupation with one’s private life and 

family, and an unwillingness to engage in public affairs” (Fukuyama 2001: p. 11). In the 

remainder of this chapter, I focus on social capital as defined by Putnam and use it 

interchangeably with the concept of civil society. 



 
 

96 
 

The literature provides three types of explanations of the relation between social capital/civil 

society and the institutions of modern democracy (Krishna, 2002). Historical institutionalism 

examines how government institutions, the overarching structures of the state and the 

nation’s normative social order shape the interests and behavior of societal actors (Thelen 

and Steinmo 1992). In this theoretical perspective, state structures determine civil society. 

Skocpol’s (1999) work on the dynamics of civic engagement in the United States exemplifies 

this research agenda. She contends that American governmental and political institutions, 

particularly federalism, have shaped the development of voluntary groups interconnected 

into larger social movements at the regional and national scale. Voluntary groups imitate the 

structure of state institutions. In turn, they advance American democracy by instilling their 

members with the “basic civic values of charity, community and good citizenship” (Skocpol 

1999: 33) and engaging them in direct efforts to influence policy-making and public opinion.   

Other, and indeed conflicting, explanations of the relation between the state and civil society 

exist. For Schambra and Fukuyama, for example, state and society relations are “an 

inherently zero-sum game – as the state waxes, other institutions wane” (Woolcock 

1998:157). In this approach, state structures do not facilitate civil society. Rather, they 

eradicate it either by crowding out civil society activism or by damaging the ideology that 

supports the emergence of voluntary associations. Putnam (1993)’s argument about social 

capital and the institutional performance of regional governments represents an 

intermediate position in the debate. While he agrees with Skocpol that civil society enhances 

democratic performance, Putnam contends that civil society is not a product of democratic 

institutions, but rather of historical, path-dependent processes that lock its presence (or 

absence) in a stable and resilient equilibrium, which perpetuates and reinforces civic 
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engagement (or defection, distrust and exploitation). In this perspective, social capital is good 

for democracy, but government and political institutions can neither create it nor curb it.  

Bloemraad (2006a) assesses the empirical implications of these three different theoretical 

perspectives for immigrant civil society. Her findings show that government intervention in 

immigrant integration increases the vibrancy of immigrants’ associational life. She contends 

that the increased density of immigrant organizations in state-led integration policy regimes 

is explained by two mechanisms. Government involvement in immigrant integration provides 

immigrant groups with “material resources and technical assistance” (Bloemraad 2006a: 162) 

– which I refer to here as the “assistance mechanism’. It also provides an advocacy 

framework, that is, a “general worldview that the ethnic community deserves to exist as a 

community (as opposed to being completely assimilated into mainstream society), deserves 

to receive attention from the government, and deserves to influence the political system” 

(Bloemraad 2006a: 197) – which I refer to here as the “advocacy framework mechanism”.   

To advance this debate, I examine the density of the ethno-specific civic organizations of 

Indian and Salvadoran immigrants in the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley. If 

Bloemraad’s argument is correct, then I should observe higher density in the Greater Toronto 

Area. Additionally, I should find a higher level of direct government assistance to immigrant 

organizations in Toronto as well as different “advocacy frameworks” across the two 

integration policy regimes included in the study. As I explained in chapter two, I have no 

clear theoretical expectations about the existence of a civic gap between high- and low-

resource immigrant groups, and how it varies between the Greater Toronto Area and the 

Silicon Valley. Thus, I leave this question open to empirical investigation.  

Alternative outcomes to the one stemming from Bloemraad’s argument are theoretically 

plausible. If the Schambra/Fukuyama contention about the crowding out effects of state 
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intervention on civil society is appropriate, then I should expect to observe higher levels of 

organizational density for Indian and Salvadoran immigrants in the Silicon Valley than in 

the Greater Toronto Area.  If Putnam’s argument on the influence of civil society on 

democratic performance is correct, it only implies that vibrant civic communities will 

facilitate immigrants’ political engagement. However, given the relatively short and 

underexplored history of immigrant civil society in Toronto or in San Jose, it does not 

generate expectations regarding the direction of any differences in the density of ethno-

specific civic organizations in the Greater Toronto Area vis-à-vis the Silicon Valley.    

5.2 Data and operationalization  
 

The measure of density I utilize in this chapter is the ratio between the number of ethno-

specific civic organizations in the two integration policy regimes included in this study and 

the absolute size of their potential membership population. I define ethno-specific civic 

organizations as the officially registered12 voluntary associations that refer to a specific 

immigrant group in their name or mission and are used by immigrant communities to 

collectively participate in the public sphere of their countries of immigration. I exclude all 

non-profits that offer professional services to immigrants. For the Greater Toronto Area, I 

manually count Indian and Salvadoran ethno-specific civic organizations from a merged 

repository of registered charities with the Canada Revenue Agency13 and the list of 

provincially incorporated non-profits   maintained by Industry Canada.14 For the Silicon 

                                                           
12 The exclusive focus on officially registered organizations might result in the undercount of immigrant organizations, as there 

is evidence of active civil society organizations that are not officially registered – at least in San Jose (Gleeson and Bloemraad 

2012).  However, I contend that the focus on registered organizations is appropriate for the purpose of this study. Relying on 

reputational interviews to estimate the numbers of non-registered organizations might lead to counts that are biased in different 

and unknown ways in the two policy regimes, making it difficult to compare the results. Additionally, I argue that officially 

registered organizations are more likely to provide opportunities for immigrants’ political engagement, since they are more 

likely to be larger and more stable, leading to increased chances for political recruitment and exposure to political information.    
13 I use the information provided by the Registered Charity Information Return (T3010) based on the total number of charities 

that filed a return for the 2012 tax year as of April 2014. The information was provided to me by the Charities Directorate of 

the Canada Revenue Agency on May 28th, 2014.  
14 I obtained this list based on information recorded through the Ontario Business Information System on February 10th, 2015.  



 
 

99 
 

Valley, I manually count Indian and Salvadoran ethno-specific civic organizations from the 

list of 501(c)3 organizations registered in the Santa Clara County.15 I use the mission of these 

voluntary associations as well as other publicly available information to classify them into 

larger thematic categories.  

5.3 The ethno-specific civic organizations of Indians and Salvadorans in the 

Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley 
 

I set out to test the first hypothesis in the theoretical model, according to which: 

Hypothesis 1: Multiculturalism integration policy regimes characterized by state 

funding of integration programs result in higher density of the organizational structure 

of immigrant communities, as a result of the “assistance mechanism” or the “advocacy 

framework mechanism”.  

Table 5.1 displays the counts for different types of Indian ethno-specific civic organizations 

in the Greater Toronto Area, 161 of which are registered as charities and 723 as provincially 

incorporated non-profits.16 Religious organizations (temples, gurdwaras and churches) 

represent the majority or plurality of charities and non-profits in the Greater Toronto Area, 

respectively 92% and 49%. The second most frequent type of Indian non-profit in Toronto is 

cultural organizations (29%), followed by a variety of other associations, spanning sports to 

seniors’ to professional organizations. Merging charities and non-profits, religious and 

cultural organizations dominate the civic life of Indians in the Greater Toronto Area, 

representing 82% of all registered organizations.  Table 5.2 presents information about 

                                                           
15 The list of 501(c)3 organizations registered in the Santa Clara County is publicly available online. Here, I use the most 

updated list as of August 24th, 2015.  
16 Charities and non-profits tend to differ in their areas of civic engagement. In order to register with the Canadian Revenue 

Agency, charities must engage with the relief of poverty, the advancement of religion, education and other purposes that benefit 

the community (http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/chrts-gvng/chrts/pplyng/mdl/menu-eng.html). Non-profits are instead clubs and 

societies that operate exclusively for social welfare, civic improvement, pleasure, sport, recreation 

(https://www.attorneygeneral.jus.gov.on.ca/english/family/pgt/nfpinc/). Some Indian non-profits are also registered as charities. 

In these cases, the non-profit is only counted once.  

http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/chrts-gvng/chrts/pplyng/mdl/menu-eng.html
https://www.attorneygeneral.jus.gov.on.ca/english/family/pgt/nfpinc/
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Salvadoran ethno-specific organizations in Toronto. They are all registered as Ontario non-

profits. Of these five voluntary organizations, two define themselves as socio-political 

organizations focusing on the local community; two support communities in El Salvador or 

engage with the global Salvadoran diaspora; one is a sport organization. Four non-profits 

have a hyphenated Salvadoran–Canadian name. 

In the Silicon Valley, I find 193 registered Indian non-profit organizations (displayed in Table 

5.3). The relative frequency of types of organizations differs from the Greater Toronto Area. 

In the South Bay Area, religious  and cultural organizations make up 53% of all non-profits, 

while charities/foundations and organizations supporting development projects in India 

represent respectively 23% and 12% of all registered organizations (as opposed to the 4.7% of 

Indian organizations in the Greater Toronto Area. I find no evidence of Salvadoran registered 

organizations in the Silicon Valley.  

 

Table 5.1. Types, count and relative percentage of Indian ethno-specific civic organizations, 

Greater Toronto Area 

Type of organization Count Percentage 

Religious  502 57% 

Cultural  217 25% 

Sports 51 5.5% 

Professional  29 3.3% 

Charities/Foundations  24 2.7%  

Seniors 18  2% 

Development Aid in India  18  2% 

Youth  10  1% 

Other  15  1.5% 

Total  884  100% 
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Table 5.2. Types, count and relative percentage of Salvadoran ethno-specific civic 

organizations, Greater Toronto Area 

Type of organization  Count  Percentage  

Socio-political organizations with Toronto focus  2 40% 

Transnational and development aid  2 40% 

Sports association  1 20% 

Total 5 100% 

 

Table 5.3. Types, count and relative percentage of Indian ethno-specific civic organizations, 

Santa Clara County 

Type of organization Count Percentage 

Religious  66 34% 

Charities/Foundations  45 23% 

Cultural  36 19% 

Development Aid in India  24 12% 

Professional and Alumni  12 6% 

Local Community  7 4% 

Senior  1 0.6% 

Youth  1 0.6% 

Sports  1 0.6% 

Total  193  100% 

 

Measures of organizational density indicate how many ethno-specific civic organizations are 

available for any potential member in a given locality. In absolute terms, the Indian 

population in the Greater Toronto Area is 3 times larger than in the Silicon Valley, while the 

number of ethno-specific civic organizations is 4.5 times more sizable. The Salvadoran 

population in the Greater Toronto Area is 1.25 times larger than in the Silicon Valley; 

however, the ratio between the counts of their civic organizations corresponds to 5:0.  
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This results confirm the hypothesis in the theoretical model that the density of ethno-specific 

civic organizations is larger for immigrants in the Greater Toronto Area. Substantively, for 

any given Indian and Salvadoran immigrant, there are more ethno-specific civic 

organizations available in Canada than there are in the United States. However, this finding 

hardly exhausts the comparative analysis of immigrant civic organizations in the Greater 

Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley. First, the question of the relative organizational gap 

between high- and low-resource immigrant groups remains to be addressed. Second, it 

remains to be explained how increased density in the Greater Toronto Area is a result of 

integration policies, through the operation of the “assistance” and “advocacy framework” 

mechanisms. 

In chapter two, I propose that there are three theoretically plausible expectations regarding 

the organizational gap between high- and low-resource immigrant groups. First, state-led 

integration policies could increase the density of ethno-specific civic organizations, leaving 

unaltered the gap between immigrant groups that are positioned differently on the 

socioeconomic status scale. While having more organizations in the Greater Toronto Area 

than in the Silicon Valley, we can still expect Salvadorans – the lower resource group under 

analysis – to have a smaller relative number of civic organizations than Indians in Toronto.  

Second, state-led integration policies could further advantage higher-resource groups, which 

should be better positioned to make use of the opportunities provided to them. Third, state-

led integration policies could diminish the disadvantage of lower-resource groups, providing 

opportunities that an immigrant community would not be able to afford if left to their own 

devices. 

The findings show that the density advantage of immigrant communities in the Greater 

Toronto Area is higher for the lower socioeconomic status group, and it is instead more 
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limited for the better off group under analysis, challenging the arguments of critical race 

scholars examined in chapter two. But how integration policies achieve this effect remains 

unaddressed. In the next section, I draw on material from field research with the Indian and 

Salvadoran immigrant communities in the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley 

between 2013 and 2014 for evidence to support the “assistance” and “advocacy framework” 

mechanisms.  I show that state-led integration policies influence the way in which ethno-

specific civic organizations, and particularly their leaders, shape immigrant communities, 

reducing the differences between for low- and high-resource immigrant groups.  

5.4 Cross-cutting circles: the organizational infrastructure of immigrant 

groups in the Greater Toronto Area  
 

As evidenced by the count of ethno-specific civic organizations in the previous section, Indians 

and Salvadorans both enjoy a vibrant associational life in the Greater Toronto Area. 

Organizations actively provide regular opportunities for immigrant communities to gather 

and participate in the public sphere. In this section, I examine whether this associational life 

is directly related to integration policies. While I find no evidence of the “assistance 

mechanism” or the “advocacy framework mechanism” used in the literature to explain their 

increased density, I show that integration policies matter for both Indian and Salvadoran 

organizations by providing a “recruitment field” for ethnic leaders to shape immigrant 

communities. Associational dynamism is only one of the similarities between Indians and 

Salvadorans in Toronto. Community structures in the shape of cross-cutting engagements is 

another relevant commonality, which stems directly from the Toronto integration policy 

regime.   

I start by examining the features of the Indian organizations in the Greater Toronto Area. In 

addition to the 884 registered civic organizations, Indians in the Greater Toronto Area boost 
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an extended ethnic media infrastructure, comprising a Toronto-based community magazine, 

the “Desi News”, and six Toronto-based radio stations. The frequency of different types of 

voluntary associations, as well as the analysis of their missions, show that Indian 

organizations in Toronto focus on creating and reproducing a local Indo-Canadian 

community. Religious and cultural organizations, which represent the bulk of ethno-specific 

civic organizations, play the double role of locally rooting the Indian community in its context 

of reception and attending to its aspiration for cultural and linguistic preservation. Thirty-

six of the 161 Indian registered charities in the Greater Toronto Area have a hyphenated-

name, stressing their double belonging both to the Indian community and to Toronto, Ontario 

or Canada. Oftentimes, the official mission of registered religious organizations, as reported 

in the Canada Revenue Agency repository, is to provide informal integration services to its 

members. The descriptions in such repository include “promoting workshops on social issues 

and employment guidance to new immigrants”; “counselling and advising of new 

immigrants”; “providing assistance to newly immigrated persons to Canada” and “assisting 

new immigrants by providing various important information at their initial stage”.  

Other types of organizations also engage in informal integration initiatives. Examples 

include the facilitation of community participation in the celebration of Canada Day or the 

organization of conferences to enhance the participation of Sikh women in Canadian politics. 

The presence of 208 registered cultural non-profits in the Greater Toronto Area, as well as 

the 40 seniors, youth and sports organizations, compared to only 16 organizations that 

channel development funds to India, illustrate the emphasis on building and maintaining a 

local community, as opposed to focusing on the country of origin. Salvadorans in the Greater 

Toronto Area differ from Indians both in terms of their internal resources and of their 

migration history. They are also a significantly smaller group. As a result, their civic 
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organizations could differ importantly from their Indian counterparts. Remarkably, however, 

the analysis of the prevalent types of organizations and their missions resemble those just 

described for Indians.  Of the five registered Salvadoran non-profits in the Greater Toronto 

Area, four carry a hyphenated-name underlining their embeddedness in Toronto specifically 

and Canada more in general. Two of these organizations explicitly aim to mobilize the 

Salvadoran community in the social and political sphere of its context of reception. Spanish-

speaking media in the Greater Toronto Area (paper outlets such as CentroAmerica, Revista 

Debate, America Latina) count several Salvadoran community leaders among their 

contributors, editors and publishers and also report on county-of-origin issues as well as 

political, social, and economic issues of the Toronto-based Salvadoran community.  

Do the density and the features of ethno-specific civic organizations in the Greater Toronto 

Area stem from the integration sector?  Specifically, do these organizations entertain direct 

relations of assistance with state institutions? The observed features of the Indian 

organizational infrastructure do not stem from direct interactions with the state. In the 

Greater Toronto Area, four large Indian organizations receive public funding to provide 

immigrant services to this community: India Rainbow Community Services of Peel, which 

offers settlement counselling; Punjabi Community Health Services, which provide a variety 

of settlement and language instruction services as well as culturally appropriate health and 

seniors services and the South Asian Legal Clinic and the South Asian Women’s Centre, 

which provides different recreational services and advocacy training for women, particularly 

senior. The Indian voluntary organizations described before do not receive government 

funding, nor do they receive training or technical assistance from government-assisted 

organizations. In addition, these agencies are portrayed in the community as providing 

services to the most vulnerable sectors, such as older individuals, or the very newly arrived. 
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Many participants in my study have expressed pride for not needing any government-

supported integration services or have dismissed them as services that are only useful for 

low-skilled immigrants who do not speak English well.  

The five registered Salvadoran non-profits in the Greater Toronto Area also do not receive 

direct financial or technical assistance from state institutions. However, because of the socio-

economic profile of Salvadoran immigrants, these voluntary associations entertain a different 

relation with state-funded immigrant service-providing organizations.  They are all located 

in the Western part of the city of Toronto, which provides the base for organizations that 

provide services to Spanish-speaking immigrants (such as the Hispanic Development Council 

and the Center for Spanish-Speaking Peoples) as well as culturally-appropriate places of 

aggregation (such as, for instance, Casa Maiz). Additionally, the ethnic leaders of the 

Salvadoran community in Toronto are all embedded in the local immigrant-serving sector. 

One of them directs a well-established refugee resettlement agency in Toronto. Another is 

the head of a temporary housing facility for immigrants and refugee claimants. Others work 

on youth and gang violence for the Hispanic Development Council, as settlement workers for 

the Latino community in Toronto, or have been part of the Toronto Diverse Leadership 

program. Some of these ethnic leaders still live in the Monseñor Romero hub, a Salvadoran 

housing cooperative established in the Western part of the City of Toronto by the early 

Salvadoran diaspora. The themes around which the community organizes still refer back to 

that period, with an emphasis on the difficulties of making Canada a new home after fleeing 

a bloody civil war. Additionally, compared to Indian respondents, Salvadoran participants in 

my survey study were more likely to have used a variety of government-funded integration 

services, spanning housing and employment assistance to language instruction and 

citizenship classes.  
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But besides these apparent differences, I identify a relevant shared pattern of interaction 

between government-funded immigrant serving providing agencies and the voluntary 

organizations of both Indians and Salvadorans in Toronto. For both communities, the 

integration sector functions as a “recruitment field” for ethnic leaders. For Indians, staff at 

immigrant service providing organizations are well-connected with each other as well as with 

all the community leaders that seek to organize and mobilize the community. During my field 

research, I have observed that community leaders routinely seek the active collaboration of 

service providing organizations when they look to recruit community members for their 

initiatives. Because service providers maintain ties with a variety of ethnic leaders, who are 

connected to different sub-sets of the immigrant community, they allow immigrant 

community leaders to amplify and diversify the recruitment pool that each of them have 

available for their organizational efforts. Using the network metaphor of circles to represent 

communities, staff at immigrant-service providing agencies help ethnic leaders to internally 

connect the Indian community in the shape of cross-cutting circles. Recruitment 

opportunities link different sub-sets of the community together and support the emergence 

of umbrella organizations such as Panorama India as well as other five registered Indo-

Canadian federations. They also facilitate the persistence of a single Indian community, 

despite its internal ethnic, religious and linguistic differences, active in the Toronto public 

sphere.  

If for Indians, service providers maintain ties to diverse ethnic leaders, for Salvadorans they 

also are ethnic leaders. But the operation of the “recruitment field” mechanism is unaltered. 

The co-existence of different Salvadoran ethnic leaders in the same integration sector without 

competition provides incentives for their collaboration. Despite their political differences, 

Salvadoran community leaders undertake informal mutual information-sharing and 
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mobilization obligations, which in turn benefit each single leader individually, by expanding 

his outreach beyond that of his specific sub-community constituency. 

For both the Indian and Salvadoran communities in the Greater Toronto Area, stable 

immigrant integration sectors create opportunities for ethnic leaders to shape and maintain 

internally connected ethnic communities. Recruitment opportunities mitigate the effects of 

internal sources of divisions. For Indians, these could derive from religious, linguistic, ethnic 

and caste differences. For Salvadorans, these could stem from the legacy of a long and bloody 

civil war, which has generated internal factions and political acrimony. Tension exists not 

only between those on the left and the right of the political spectrum, respectively, the 

FMLNeros and the ARENeros (from the names of the two political parties that fought each 

other during the Salvadoran civil war). Different sub-factions also exist within these two 

main camps.  

In sum, though the internal resources of immigrant groups and their direct relationships 

with the immigrant integration sector differ between Indians and Salvadorans in the Greater 

Toronto Area, the mechanism that links the state-led integration policy regime in Toronto 

and immigrant civil society is consistent. It results in structures of cross-cutting circles in 

immigrant communities, which facilitate the emergence and persistence of internally 

connected communities – in spite of high of high internal linguistic and cultural 

heterogeneity for Indians and political fractionalization for Salvadorans.  

5.5 Intersecting Ovals and Isolated Cliques: Integration policy regimes and 

the Social Capital of Immigrant communities in the Silicon Valley  
 

In this section, I examine the features of the organizations of Indian immigrants and the 

absence of registered voluntary associations of Salvadorans in the Silicon Valley. The 

comparison of the organizational discourses of Indians in the Silicon Valley to their Toronto 
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counterparts challenges the assumption that immigrants’ advocacy frameworks emerge 

uniquely in multiculturalism integration policy regimes. I find no difference in the extent to 

which Indian activists consider themselves deserving of policy attention and of participating 

in the politics of their receiving countries. Additionally, I contend that the lack of a stable, 

state-funded integration sector in the Silicon Valley influences the “recruitment field” that 

ethnic leaders have available. For high resource groups, ethnic leaders form dense 

connections at the top of the civic engagement hierarchy, but have limited access to diverse 

community sub-groups. For low resource groups, the lack of a recruitment field like the one 

described in Toronto results in different community sub-groups being locked in isolated 

cliques, which impede the emergence of an organized immigrant community. While the state-

led integration sector in Toronto equalizes the community shapes of high- and low 

socioeconomic status immigrant groups, the multi-actor and multi-tiered integration sector 

in the Silicon Valley accentuates the organizational implications of socioeconomic differences.   

As I have described in section 5.3, the organizational life of Indians in the Silicon Valley is 

no less vibrant than in the Greater Toronto Area. There are 193 Indian registered 

organizations in the Santa Clara County, as well as a locally-published ethnic paper, “India 

West”, and two South Bay-based radio stations. Ethno-specific civic organizations in the 

Silicon Valley differ most from their Greater Toronto Area counterparts not because of their 

density or the lack of an advocacy framework but because of the relative prevalence of 

different types of registered organizations and the way in which they shape the immigrant 

community.   Unlike in the Greater Toronto Area, where charities/foundations and 

organizations that engage in development efforts in India are a small minority of all civic 

organizations, 69 of the 193 Indian registered organizations in the Silicon Valley engage in 

philanthropic or development aid activities. While religious and cultural organizations are 
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the most numerous types of Indian voluntary associations in the Greater Toronto Area, in 

the Silicon Valley there are fewer places of worship than charities and foundations. The 

prevalent mode of organization of Indians varies from a focus on building a local ethnic 

community in Toronto to the goal of channeling funds for different humanitarian activities, 

many of which outside the United States, in the Silicon Valley.  

How does this finding relate to the multi-actor and multi-tiered integration policy regime in 

the Silicon Valley? The South Bay Area has virtually no immigrant-serving initiatives geared 

to the Indian community. The integration of this highly skilled group of immigrants falls 

largely on the shoulders of their employers. As I describe in chapter four, there is evidence 

that the large tech corporations in the area privatize integration service, helping their 

employees with the legal and administrative aspects of the settlement process.   This mode 

of integration influences the self-identification of the community, its relation to public 

institutions and its shape. 

An interview with the Santa Clara County Officer for Immigrant Integration and Services 

illustrates the difficulties of successfully reaching out to the Indian community: “even with 

citizenship initiatives, we have been doing outreach in the Hindi- and Punjabi-speaking 

community for 20 years. We have never gotten more than 20 people from that population to 

come to a citizenship event. If anything, they would come to the English-speaking part. They 

would not come to the Hindi or Punjabi speaking part” (Castellanos, 2014). During my field 

research with the Indian community in the Silicon Valley, survey respondents were 

frequently surprised to be referred to as immigrants, as they reserved that label to the low-

skilled, undocumented workers. As opposed to the Indian community in the Greater Toronto 

Area, which asserts itself in the public sphere through a discourse of “Indo-Canadianness”, 
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the Indian community in the Silicon Valley seeks inclusion by declaring its similarity to the 

mainstream population.  

This observation does not imply that a visible Indian community does not exist in the Silicon 

Valley. India Day parades and cultural festivals happen in the South Bay Area, just as they 

do in the Greater Toronto Area. The discourse of community leaders at this event is not 

dissimilar from that of their counterparts in the Greater Toronto Area and aims to publicly 

assert, and demand recognition of, the existence of an Indian community. However, unlike in 

the Greater Toronto Area, the recruitment potential of these community leaders is curbed. 

The structure of Indian community organizing in the Silicon Valley resembles not a series of 

cross-cutting circles, but a set of ovals that only intersect at the very top, where “super-

activists” (Wong et al. 2011) that engage in a variety of civic, social and political engagements 

are positioned.  

In the absence of a publicly-funded integration sector, whose staff serve as gate-keepers to 

information diffusion, creating an ample recruitment field for ethnic leaders, Indian 

community leaders in the Silicon Valley have available a much more restricted recruitment 

pool and their ability to create a community is more limited. In an informal interview, an 

Indian-heritage San Jose City Councillor (Kalra 2014) named three different Indian 

community leaders active in the South Bay Area. To exemplify the structure of intersecting 

ovals, these three community leaders knew each other well and regularly collaborated in 

community organizing activities. However, unlike in the Greater Toronto Area, where contact 

between different community leaders serves to connect each one of them to sub-communities 

otherwise untapped, these community leaders had a limited pool of community constituents, 

constraining the diffusion of their advocacy discourse.     
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Salvadorans in the Silicon Valley have no registered organizations, no ethnic media and no 

clearly identifiable community leaders. To reconfirm the public invisibility of the Salvadoran 

community, during my field research in the South Bay Area, I encountered a handful of vocal, 

charismatic personalities with disparate institutional contacts, few ties to each other and 

different and disconnected constituents. While Salvadorans are estimated to represent 3% of 

the population in the City of San Jose (Pew Latino 2013), multiple participants in my survey 

study commented that it would be difficult for me to find other respondents, since “there are 

no Salvadorans in the Silicon Valley”.  

Those aware of the presence of co-nationals in the Silicon Valley did not speak of them 

favorably. Like in the Greater Toronto Area, Salvadorans in the South Bay Area often 

expressed fear and suspicion of their kin. The four ethnic leaders of the Salvadoran diaspora 

I identified in the Silicon Valley were unaware of each other or did not collaborate with each 

other, insinuating that their leaders or members might be linked to the CIA.  Small 

Salvadoran groups found at different Christian churches in the South Bay Area also 

suspected each other of having been part of an opposing faction during the Salvadoran Civil 

War. However, while in the Greater Toronto Area, the embeddedness of community leaders 

in the integration sector forces them to cooperate and create a single community in spite of 

internal divisions, limited state engagement with the Salvadoran community in the Silicon 

Valley exacerbates those internal divisions and fosters a structure of isolated cliques, which 

cannot support community organization or a community collective identity.  

Against the backdrop of scarce internal resources and limited public engagement with the 

Salvadoran diaspora, the civil society-driven leadership and community building initiatives 

described in chapter four do score some moderate organizational successes. For instance, the 

largely Latino, San Jose-based informal “Association for New Americans” has emerged, with 
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Salvadoran leadership. Some immigrant organizing, including Salvadorans, also happens in 

local churches, where the prospects of comprehensive immigration reform and the problems 

of immigrants – particularly, Latino immigrants- are widely discussed. However, these 

fledgling informal organizations lack the support that would enable them to emerge as glue 

for the Salvadoran community. Church-based organizing does result in individual 

mobilization around, for instance, deportation and poverty issues but lacks the resources, 

material and symbolic, to spur broader community-based action.   

5.6 Comparing the shapes of immigrant communities in the Greater Toronto 

Area and in the Silicon Valley: the equalizing effects of state-led integration 

policies 
 

So far in this chapter, I have investigated the density and the features of the Indian and 

Salvadoran ethno-specific civic organizations in the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon 

Valley. I have examined their relation with the integration policy regimes in which they are 

embedded and proposed a mechanism – the “recruitment field” mechanism – to explain how 

the state-led integration sector in Toronto and the multi-actor integration sector in the 

Silicon Valley influence the shape of immigrant communities. I have shown that, as predicted 

in the theoretical model, Indian and Salvadoran ethno-specific civic organizations are denser 

in the Greater Toronto Area than their respective counterparts in the Silicon Valley. I have 

suggested, however, that comparing the organizations of the same immigrant group across 

integration policy regimes should be complemented by comparing the features of immigrant 

organizations within the same policy regimes. It is the within-regime comparison that 

illustrates the equalizing effects of state-led integration policies and the lop-siding effects of 

a multi-tiered integration regime.  
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In the Greater Toronto Area, both the Indian and Salvadoran communities are kept 

internally interconnected because a stable, state-led integration sector functions as a 

recruitment field for their ethnic leaders. This sector is equally present for high- and low-

socioeconomic status groups. Staff at integration service-providing organizations maintain 

ties between different ethnic leaders, who then have access to distant and varied subsections 

of their communities to mobilize in their civic events. The communities that result have the 

network shape of cross-cutting circles, in which community members that are positioned 

differently in the community structure become less distant to others who are positioned 

differently through ties that connect different sub-communities. Immigrant communities 

that are endowed with different levels of internal resources adopt nonetheless a similar 

shape.  

In contrast, in the Silicon Valley, the absence of a similar integration sector leaves ethnic 

leaders to their own recruitment devices. High-resource groups are still civically active and 

their leaders are able to recruit. However, they only have a limited pool of potential recruits 

available. While they tend to be heavily connected with each other and active in a variety of 

civic activities, and fail to connect different subsections of the immigrant community. In the 

same integration policy regime, low resource groups become instead unable to mobilize a civic 

structure, and the community remains divided in a series of internally disconnected isolated 

cliques. 

Figure 5.4 provides a stylized representation of the network shape of the Indian and 

Salvadoran immigrant communities in the Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley. In 

the Greater Toronto Area, Indians and Salvadorans share the same community shape. The 

circles represent different sub-communities. 
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Figure 5.4. The shapes of the Indian and Salvadoran immigrant communities in the 

Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley 
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The operation of the “recruitment field” mechanism I have described creates several areas of 

mutual intersection among different circles, so that individuals positioned at one extreme of 

any of these circles are indirectly connected – through the areas of community intersections 

– to others who are positioned somewhere else. In the Silicon Valley, the shapes of two 

immigrant communities are not only different from their Toronto counterparts, but they also 

vary widely from each other. The vertical ovals represent sub-sets of the Indian community. 

The large majority of individuals in each of these sub-sets remain disconnected from those in 

other sub-sets. At the top of the community structure, however, an area of dense overlap can 

be identified, which is inhabited by ethnic leaders – densely connected “super-activists” 
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(Wong et al. 2011) with limited connections to the community and restrained ability to serve 

as connectors among different community sub-sets.  For Salvadorans, no such stratum of 

super-activists emerges and different community sub-sets remain severed from each other.  

The different shapes of immigrant communities have implications for the extent to which 

ethno-specific ethnic organizations are able to equalize the opportunities for political 

integration of their members. In the Greater Toronto Area, thanks to the operation of the 

recruitment field, ethnic leaders become more easily accessible to regular community 

members. The presence of areas of intersection among the community cross-cutting circles is 

such that the distance between any rank-and-file community member and ethnic community 

activists is minimized. Conversely, this distance is maximized in the structure of intersecting 

ovals, while the structure of isolated cliques stifles the emergences of community leaders 

altogether. Assuming that ethnic community activists provide preferential access to 

opportunities for recruitment and relevant political information, the structure of cross-

cutting circles might lower the bar for immigrants’ acquisition of political voice.  

Conclusions 
 

This chapter confirms the first hypothesis in the theoretical model. It shows increased density 

of immigrants’ ethno-specific civic organizations in the Greater Toronto Area compared to 

the Silicon Valley. It contributes to existing literature by indicating that the density 

advantage is higher for low-resource immigrant groups, defying the arguments of critical race 

scholars regarding the marginalizing effects of state-led integration for poorer immigrant 

categories.  It also challenges the argument that increased density in state-led immigrant 

integration regimes is the result of the operation of the “assistance mechanism” and the 

“advocacy framework” mechanism. No immigrant voluntary association receives direct 

funding from any level of government, either in Canada or the United States. Additionally, 
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higher-resource groups develop advocacy frameworks even in non-state-led integration policy 

regimes.  

I propose that the main difference between state-led integration regimes and multi-tiered 

integration regimes is that, in the former, the integration sector operates as a recruitment 

field, equalizing the community shapes of high- and low-resource immigrant groups. The 

difference between the community shapes of different types of immigrant groups is instead 

accentuated in the Silicon Valley. In the next chapters, I address the implications of these 

community structures for the distribution of opportunities for immigrants’ political voice at 

the individual level.   

Future research will also need to address how state-led integration regimes affect the density 

of immigrant organizations. It is possible that state funding for immigrant integration affects 

the organizational dynamics, particularly of low socioeconomic status groups, even though 

this does not happen through direct channeling of financial resources. Menjivar (2000), for 

instance, explained the prevalence of “fragmented ties” in the San Francisco Salvadoran 

diaspora as a result of the obstinate refusal of the American federal government to recognize 

Salvadorans as refugees, which would have entitled them to public support. Local initiatives 

and the lack thereof, however, matter too. For instance, my interviews with Salvadoran 

survey participants in the Silicon Valley and the Officer of the Santa Clara County for 

Immigrant Relations and Services provide evidence of Salvadoran community organizing 

around year 2000. At that time, County funding for immigrant-serving initiatives was at its 

peak (see chapter four for detailed discussion) and Salvadorans were included in the policy 

document “Knowledge of Immigrant Nationalities” published by the County to raise public 

awareness of the largest immigrant groups in the Silicon Valley. Community organizing 

dwindled immediately after 2000 and only resurfaced as I was nearing the completion of my 
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field research in December 2014, when Salvadoran clique leaders voiced the need for renewed 

collective mobilizing in response to the County’s decision to resettle over 100,000 Central 

American minors17, many of whom were Salvadoran.  

While in this chapter I focus on the role of recruitment opportunities on the shape of 

immigrant communities, it is possible that recruitment mechanisms also affect the density 

of ethno-specific civic organizations for lower socioeconomic status immigrant groups. It can 

be hypothesized, for instance, that state intervention in immigrant integration creates 

incentives for more ethnic leaders to populate the “recruitment field”, explaining in turn 

increased organizational density. Understanding how state intervention can affect the social 

life of lower-resource groups will be particularly important, since these groups are the most 

likely – everything else held into consideration – to be voiceless.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
17 In 2014, the increase of unaccompanied children seeking entry into the United States from El Salvador, Guatemala and 

Honduras reached a peak. The crisis sparked a political debate at the federal level on how to interpret and revise H.R. 711 

(which afforded protection to unaccompanied children from countries not bordering the United States). In the midst of the 

debate, the Santa Clara County pledged to resettle a significant number of these minors and earmarked funds to support their 

integration.  
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Chapter six. Integration policies, shapes of immigrant 

communities and the social capital of individual immigrants: 

exploring the personal networks of Indians and Salvadorans in 

the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley.  

Introduction  
 

In this chapter, I address the second hypothesis in the theoretical model, according to which 

membership in ethno-specific civic organizations increases the social capital of individual 

joiners. I transition from the aggregate-level definition of immigrants’ social capital as the 

density of ethno-specific civic organizations, to Lin’s individual-level definition of social 

capital as the diversity of resources that can be accessed through their social networks, which 

I introduced in chapter two. I use survey measures from the position generator instrument 

to examine whether membership in organizations increases members’ networked social 

capital. In addition, I explore related questions about the effects of integration policy regimes 

on the ability of immigrants to develop out-group social ties.  

The chapter is organized as follows. First, I investigate whether members of ethno-specific 

civic organizations have higher measures of networked social capital that non-members, 

focusing separately on Indians and Salvadorans in each of the two integration policy regimes 

under study. I then discuss how much of the variation in the levels of individual-level social 

capital between joiners and non-joiners can actually be attributed to ethno-specific civic 

organizations. I examine the extent to which new social ties – and what kind of social ties – 

are formed through ethno-specific civic organizations. I also look at whether the shape of 

immigrant communities has trickle-down effects on the social capital of individual 

immigrants, beyond the direct effects of membership.   
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The findings in the chapter challenge the second hypothesis in the theoretical model. 

Contrary to expectations, membership in ethno-specific civic organizations does not 

consistently increase the diversity of resources that individual immigrants can access 

through their social ties. I show, however, that the shapes of immigrant communities combine 

with the internal resources of immigrant groups to influence the types of social capital that 

joiners have access to – and its distance from the social capital of non-joiners. Cross-cutting 

circles, particularly when combined with high group resources, have equalizing effects on the 

distribution of social advantages – that is, on the diversity of resources that immigrants have 

access to through their social ties. In contrast, intersecting ovals and isolated cliques 

respectively multiply the advantages of the haves – a small group of super-connected super-

participants- and the disadvantages of the have-nots, for which the opportunity to become 

civically engaged depends on personal ties to the white majority.   

In addition to examining the relation between ethno-specific civic organizations and 

immigrants’ personal network, this chapter tackles related questions in the debate on 

integration policies and social integration. I investigate whether state-led integration policies 

influence the social capital of individual immigrants in the way proposed by critics of 

multiculturalism (reviewed in chapter two), that is, by incentivizing the development of in-

group ties at the expense of out-group ties. I show that in-group and out-group measures of 

social capital are positively associated for both immigrant groups and in both integration 

policy regimes. More in general, I question the adequacy of a definition of social integration 

as the presence of out-group ties in the personal network of immigrants, which assumes that 

individuals are entirely free to choose whom to associate with and that their motivations to 

associate can be influenced by policy regimes. I propose instead a structural definition of 

social integration, which focuses on the extent to which different sources of social 
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stratification intersect or overlap with each other, expanding or constraining the “contexts of 

opportunity” (Blau and Schwartz 1984) in which immigrants can form inter-group relations. 

More than by integration policies, these contexts of opportunity are shaped by the relative 

size of different population groups and by patterns of socio-economic inequality.  

From this perspective, the higher associations between measures of in-group and out-group 

networked social capital and between measures of social capital and individual socioeconomic 

status found in the Silicon Valley, indicate a less socially integrated regime, where the higher 

degree of overlap between the sources of economic advantage and the social resources 

accessed through social ties diminish the opportunities for immigrants to form social 

relations that cross ethnic and socioeconomic boundaries.  

6.2 Social capital, social networks and social integration: theoretical 

approaches  
 

In this chapter, I depart from the aggregate-level conceptualization of social capital as the 

density of ethno-specific civic organizations adopted so far. As I explain in chapter two, this 

conceptualization is helpful to single out the “glue” – structures and reciprocal attitudes – 

that are necessary for collective action and how these vary across different institutional 

regimes. The focus on the context of mobilization, however, cannot explain individual-level 

variation in the likelihood of mobilization. Additionally, in diverse societies, it leaves 

undetermined what kind of social ties are particularly useful for immigrants’ political 

mobilization. For instance, do members of ethno-specific civic organizations have more social 

ties to the white majority, which in turn could explain increased opportunities for political 

recruitment?  

Here I measure social capital at the individual level of analysis, focusing on the diversity of 

social ties that immigrants can access and mobilize through their social networks. This 
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definition of social capital allows me to move beyond social capital as the glue – a social 

resource that “remains latent until agents activate this stock and use it to produce a flow of 

benefits” (Krishna 2002: 29) – to zero in on how resources embedded in a structure create 

opportunities for individuals, who can then use them in purposive action (Lin 2001).  

Specifically, I address the question whether membership in ethno-specific civic organizations 

increases the social capital of their members directly. Drawing on findings from chapter five, 

I also examine whether the shapes of immigrant communities generate positive (or negative) 

trickle-down effects for the individual members of immigrant communities, beyond direct 

membership in civic organizations. 

The concept of cross-cutting circles that I use to describe the shape of the Indian and 

Salvadoran immigrant communities in the Greater Toronto Area revives an old sociological 

debate about the conditions of social integration in complex societies. Blau and Schwartz’s 

structural theory (1984) elaborates on Simmel’s original idea of cross-cutting circles, that is, 

the intersection among the multiple social affiliations that characterize individuals in 

modern societies, by contending that intergroup relations are central to social integration 

and “many intersecting social differences – cross-cutting circles in Simmel’s language- 

promote intergroup relations” (Blau and Schwartz 1984: 15). This is because multiple 

intersections imply that individuals will have competing allegiance to many different groups, 

thus establishing intergroup relations.  

When applied to a specific immigrant community, the cross-cutting social circles argument 

suggests that the immigrant groups characterized by such structure might benefit from 

better opportunities for the internal circulation of resources – information and opportunities 

for recruitment- that are relevant for political engagement.  As a result, in communities 

shaped as cross-cutting circles, direct membership in ethno-specific organizations might be 
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less important in order to acquire useful resources than in differently shaped communities. 

But the idea of cross-cutting circles has different implications when applied to the larger 

society. On a microsociological level, social integration rests on strong in-group bonds. 

However, “whatever benefits in-group bonds may have for individuals, from the macro-

sociological perspective they are a disintegrative force because, far from integrating the 

diverse segments of a society or community, they fragment it into exclusive groupings” (Blau 

1994: 12). The implication of this contention is that in-group cross-cutting circles might have 

beneficial effects for the members of the immigrant community involved, which however 

might come at the expense of their social integration into inter-group relations.   

To address these issues, I compare not only the individual-level social capital of joiners to 

non-joiners but I also contrast the social capital of Indians and Salvadorans in the Greater 

Toronto Area, and the social capital of members of both communities across integration policy 

regimes, with the goal of investigating whether cross-cutting circles are systematically 

associated with lower likelihood of intergroup relations than the intersecting ovals and 

isolated cliques I described in the previous chapter.  

6.2 Data and operationalization  
 

Data used in this chapter derive from the position generator instrument in my original survey 

study. I operationalize individual-level social capital using four measures that proxy different 

dimensions of social and ethno-racial diversity represented in the personal network of 

immigrant respondents. Descriptive statistics of the distribution of these measures are 

available in the Appendix. The first three set of measures follow the standard operational 

definition suggested by Lin 2001. These include:   
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1) a social diversity index, which varies from 0 to 18, and indicates how many of the 18 

occupations represented in the position generator are included in the respondent’s network;  

2) a range index, which indicates the distance between the prestige score of the highest and 

the lowest occupations indicated in each respondent’s position generator. The 18 occupations 

in the position generator have been ranked according to the updated Treiman-Ganzeboom 

International Socio-Economic Index scale of 2010, which ranks all occupations included in 

the sub-major occupation groups of the 2008 International Labour Organization’s 

International Standard Classification of Occupations. The Range index is the difference 

between the highest score and lowest score of each respondent’s social ties; 

3) an upper reach index, which indicates the highest socio-economic occupation a respondent 

has access to through their social ties. This index is also obtained using the updated Treiman-

Ganzeboom International Socio-Economic Index scale of 2010 but only takes into account the 

profession of highest prestige in respondents’ networks.  

In order to track the ethnic diversity in each respondent’s personal network, I create three 

separate measures for each of the three indexes proposed by Lin 2001. I obtain three different 

social diversity, range and upper reach indices, each of which proxies a different dimension 

of diversity in the personal networks of co-ethnics, whites and other minorities. In addition 

to the indexes derived from the 18 standard occupations in the position generator, I track 

another dimension of the diversity of social resources in respondents’ personal networks by 

constructing: 
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4) an index of diversity of ties to politicians: this index (which elaborates on Tindall et al. 

2010) varies from 0 to 9 and it indicates how many politicians, at three different levels of 

government and within the three different ethno-racial groups referred to above, a 

respondent is tied to18.  

6.3 Ethno-specific civic organizations and the social capital of their members  
 

I begin the empirical analysis in this chapter by addressing 

Hypothesis two: on the individual level, membership in ethno-specific civic 

organizations will increase the diversity of resources that individuals have access to 

through the social ties in their personal networks.  

I compare the measures of networked social capital of members versus non-members of 

ethno-specific civic organizations, focusing separately on Indians and Salvadorans in the 

Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley. The expectation is that joiners will have 

higher levels of individual-level social capital than non-members. However, since higher 

levels of individual-level social capital may not necessarily originate from civic organizations, 

I also examine the proportion of new ties that are formed in ethno-specific voluntary groups 

compared to other sources. 

In order to investigate whether the shapes of immigrant communities generate positive (or 

negative) trickle-down effects for individual immigrants, beyond direct membership in 

organizations, I conduct two additional types of analysis. First, I compare the measures of 

individual-level social capital of Indians to Salvadorans, separately for the Greater Toronto 

                                                           
18 Survey data would allow to construct three separate indices of diversity of ties to politicians (politicians of own immigrant 

group; white politicians and politicians from other minorities). However, given the overall small number of respondents with 

any ties to politicians, creating three separate indices would yield distributions where the large majority of cases would score 

zero ties. For correlational purposes, in this chapter I thus use only one index that measures respondents’ connections to 

politicians, regardless of their ethno-racial identity. In order to assess whether ties to politicians of different ethno-racial 

identities are formed differently, I nonetheless investigate the sources of these ties separately in table 6.4. 
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Area and the Silicon Valley. If the shape of immigrant communities influences the social 

capital of community members above the direct effects of membership in organizations, then 

I should anticipate insignificant differences in the distribution of networked social capital in 

the Greater Toronto Area, where Indians and Salvadorans share the same cross-cutting circle 

shape. In contrast, I should observe significant differences in the social capital of Indians and 

Salvadorans in the Silicon Valley. Additionally, the differences in the personal networks of 

Indians in the Greater Toronto Area should differ from their Silicon Valley counterparts more 

importantly than from Salvadorans in the same integration policy regime. The same can be 

expected for Salvadorans.  Table 6.1 summarizes the results of T-tests comparing the 

measures of networked social capital of Indian and Salvadoran joiners to non-joiners, in the 

Greater Toronto Area. Table 6.2 reports the findings of the same analysis in the Silicon 

Valley.  

The findings challenge the expectations in hypothesis two, since the effects of membership in 

ethno-specific civic organizations on the social capital of their members are not consistent 

across immigrant groups and integration policy regimes. For Indians, joiners are not 

significantly different from non-joiners on most dimensions in the Greater Toronto Area, 

including on measures of ties to politicians. The only exception are in-group range measures, 

which are significantly higher for members of organizations. Conversely, joiners in the Silicon 

Valley have significantly higher measures of networked social capital compared to non-

joiners on all dimension. For Salvadorans, joiners have higher measures of ties to politicians, 

in-group social diversity range and upper reach in the Greater Toronto Area. They also have 

significantly higher measures of social diversity among other minorities; however, they do 

not have significantly higher ties to the white majority. Conversely, those Salvadorans in the 

Silicon Valley that are members of the few informal ethno-specific organizations uncovered 



 
 

127 
 

during the field research have higher ties to politicians than non-members. Most importantly, 

they differ from their counterparts in the GTA for having greater social diversity, range, and 

upper reach of ties to whites.  

Table 6.1. Results of T-tests comparing the distributions of measures of networked social 

capital for joiners versus non-joiners, Greater Toronto Area  

 Indians  

(N=161) 

Salvadorans  

(N=114) 

Social Diversity Index Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

Joiners vs. non-joiners 

 
 (mean difference, sig 2-tailed)  

In-group .949 

(.181) 

4.680*** 

(.000) 

White .738 

(.320) 

1.859 

(.072) 

Other minorities  .757 

(.296) 

2.481 

(.017)* 

Range Index Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group 5.751* 

(.016) 

14.756 

(.000)*** 

White 5.958 

(.088) 

3.685 

(.445) 

Other minorities  -1.201 

(.721) 

5.701 

(.066) 

Upper reach Index Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group 1.917 

(.122) 

9.642** 

(.007) 

White 2.056 

(.314) 

3.257 

(.300) 

Other minorities  -1.396) 

(.577) 

1.139 

(.638) 

Ties to politicians Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

 .808 

(.097) 

1.220** 

(.001) 
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Table 6.2. Results of T-tests comparing the distributions of measures of networked social 

capital for joiners versus non-joiners, Silicon Valley 

 Indians  

(N=150) 

Salvadorans  

(N=100) 

Social Diversity Index Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

Joiners vs. non-joiners   

  
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group 4.120*** 

(.000) 

4.524 

(.001)** 

White 3.453*** 

(.000) 

3.127 

(.030)* 

Other minorities  3.622*** 

(.000) 

1.302 

(.347) 

Range Index Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group  14.218*** 

(.000) 

5.975 

(.252) 

White 17.024*** 

(.000) 

13.043 

(.019)* 

Other minorities 15.286*** 

(.000) 

-2.427 

(.658) 

Upper reach Index Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group 3.367*** 

(.001) 

5.336 

(.181) 

White .815 

(.692) 

8.532 

(.029)* 

Other minorities  1.069 

(.596) 

.941 

(.803) 

Ties to Politicians  Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

Joiners vs. non-joiners   

 
(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

 .939* 

(.014) 

.691 

(.048)* 

 

In Tables 6.3 and 6.4, I describe respectively the percentage of professional ties formed in 

ethno-specific civic organizations compared to other sources of social ties and the percentage 

of ties to politicians originating from membership in immigrant voluntary associations.   The 

findings also show that ethnic organizations represent overall a limited source of new social 

ties, and that they are more conducive to the development of in-group than of out-group social 
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ties. They play, however, an important role in the formation of ties to politicians, even though 

the majority of political ties are still formed elsewhere, including in neighborhoods, 

communities, workplaces or through families and friends.   

Table 6.3.  Sources of social ties (non-political professions), percentages 

 Indians 

Toronto 

Indians 

Silicon 

Valley 

Salvadorans 

Toronto 

Salvadorans 

Silicon 

Valley  

In-group ties     

Relatives/friends 41% 40% 50% 58% 

Place of worship 10% 7% 3% 5% 

At work 18% 24% 17% 18% 

In the 

community/neighborhood 

16% 16% 14% 7% 

Ethno-specific 

organization 

7% 6% 10% 0.5% 

Other organization 1% 2% 1% 0.5% 

Other 7% 5% 5% 11% 

Ties to whites      

Relatives/friends 25% 30% 47% 36% 

Place of worship 3.5% 1% 1% 3% 

At work 34% 40% 27% 38% 

In the 

community/neighborhood 

18% 10% 8% 7% 

School/children’s school 8% 6% 8% 8% 

Doing hobbies/at a club 6% 6% 5% 6% 

Ethno-specific 

organization 

3% 3% 0% 0% 

Other organization 2% 1% 2% 1% 

Other 0.5% 3% 2% 1% 

Ties to other 

minorities  

    

Relatives/friends 13% 17% 32% 23% 

Place of worship 5% 2% 2% 11% 

At work 42% 40% 35% 38% 

In the 

community/neighborhood 

23% 24% 14% 12% 

School/children’s school 7% 7% 7% 9% 

Doing hobbies/at a club 4% 4% 7% 5% 

Ethno-specific  

organization 

4% 4% 1% 0% 

Other organization  2% 2% 2% 1% 

Other  0% 0% 0% 0% 
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Table 6.4. Percentage of ties to politicians formed in ethno-specific civic organizations 

 Indians 

Toronto 

Indians 

Silicon 

Valley 

Salvadorans 

Toronto 

Salvadorans 

Silicon 

Valley 

Ties local politician 

– own group  

17% 17%   

Ties local politician 

- white 

19% 9% 9% 0% 

Ties local politician 

– other minority 

13% 14% 12% 0% 

Ties provincial/state 

politician – own 

group 

12% 42% 12% 42% 

Ties provincial/state 

politician – white 

12% 36% 13% 0% 

Ties provincial/state 

politician – other 

minority 

8% 60% 0% 0% 

Ties federal 

politician – own 

group 

21% 14%   

Ties federal 

politician – white  

16% 17% 6% 0% 

Ties federal 

politician – other 

minority 

17% 6% 11% 0% 

  

The results I have presented so far address the question whether members of ethno-specific 

civic organizations have systematically different individual-level social capital compared to 

non-members and whether the expected higher levels of joiners’ social capital are formed in 

these voluntary associations. While the results challenge hypothesis two in the theoretical 

model, it remains to be addressed whether the shapes of community structures influence the 

social capital of individual immigrants, beyond the effects of immigrant organizations. Next, 

I turn to comparing the social capital of Indians and Salvadorans in the Greater Toronto Area 

(results in table 6.5) and in the Silicon Valley (results in table 6.6).  
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Table 6.5.  Results of T-tests comparing the distributions of measures of networked social 

capital, Indians versus Salvadorans, Greater Toronto Area (sample size of Indians and 

Salvadorans in the Greater Toronto Area is respectively 161 and 114 respondents)  

Social Diversity Index Indians vs. Salvadorans  

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group 2.193*** 

(.000) 

White -.785 

(.136) 

Other minorities  -2.145*** 

(.000) 

Range Index Indians vs. Salvadorans  

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group 3.871 

(.068) 

White -5.127* 

(.039) 

Other minorities  -10.484*** 

(.000) 

Upper reach Index Indians vs. Salvadorans  

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group 6.709*** 

(.000) 

White 1.237 

(.458) 

Other minorities -5.328*** 

(.001) 
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Table 6.6. Results of T-tests comparing the distributions of measures of networked social 

capital, Indians versus Salvadorans, Silicon Valley (sample size of Indians and 

Salvadorans in Silicon Valley is respectively 150 and 100 respondents)   

Social Diversity Index Indians vs. Salvadorans  

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group -.971 

(.087) 

White -.162 

(.755) 

Other minorities -1.649** 

(.004) 

Range Index Indians vs. Salvadorans  

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group -1.355 

(.575) 

White .924 

(.739) 

Other minorities -.769 

(.764) 

Upper reach Index Indians vs. Salvadorans  

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group 9.124*** 

(.000) 

White 7.732*** 

(.000) 

Other minorities 6.698*** 

(.000) 

T-tests indicate that the personal networks of Indians and Salvadorans in the Greater 

Toronto Area are significantly different from each other on multiple dimensions. Indian 

immigrants have significantly higher measures of within-group social diversity. Salvadorans, 

conversely, have higher measures of social diversity among other minorities, as well as a 

greater range of access to whites and other minorities. On the other hand, social capital 

measures are less dissimilar for Indians and Salvadorans in the Silicon Valley. For instance, 

the measures of social diversity for whites and other minorities as well as range for whites 

are not significantly different between the two communities. This is not to say, however, that 

Indians and Salvadorans have access to the same social resources. It just means that they 
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both have access to a more limited range of ties than their counterparts in the Greater 

Toronto area, and most of their ties are limited to individuals that are socio-economically 

close to oneself. However, upper reach indexes are significantly higher for Indians than for 

Salvadorans.  

Tables 6.7 and 6.8 display, respectively, the results of T-tests comparing the distribution of 

individual-level social resources across the two integration policy regimes, for Indians and 

Salvadorans.  

Table 6.7.  Results of T-tests comparing the distributions of measures of networked social 

capital, Indians, Greater Toronto Area (N=161) versus Silicon Valley (N=150) 

Social Diversity Index Greater Toronto Area vs. Silicon Valley 

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group 1.578 

(.001)** 

White .545 

(.263) 

Other minorities .160 

(.751) 

Range Index Greater Toronto Area vs. Silicon Valley 

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group 3.119 

(.091) 

White 1.614 

(.500) 

Other minorities  -6.476 

(.008)** 

Upper reach Index Greater Toronto Area vs. Silicon Valley 

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group -1.123 

(.166) 

White -3.316* 

(.021) 

Other minorities -6.306*** 

(.000) 
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Table 6.8. Results of T-tests comparing the distributions of measures of networked social 

capital, Salvadorans, Greater Toronto Area (N=114) versus Silicon Valley (N=100) 

Social Diversity Index Greater Toronto Area vs. Silicon Valley 

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group -1.586** 

(.009) 

White 1.168 

(.033)* 

Other minorities .656 

(.260) 

Range Index Greater Toronto Area vs. Silicon Valley 

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group -2.107 

(.437) 

White 7.666 

(.007) 

Other minorities 3.602 

(.121) 

Upper reach Index Greater Toronto Area vs. Silicon Valley 

(mean difference, sig 2-tailed) 

In-group 1.293 

(.550) 

White 3.179 

(.120) 

Other minorities 5.720 

(.002)** 

 

The results of the T-tests on the social capital measures for Indians in the Greater Toronto 

Area and in the Silicon Valley show a few significant differences. The measure of Social 

Diversity to own group, which is higher for Indians in the Greater Toronto Area than in the 

Silicon Valley. Conversely, the range to other minorities and upper reach measures among 

whites and other minorities are significantly higher in the Silicon Valley than in the Greater 

Toronto Area.  

Overall, what do these results say about the ability of the shape of immigrant communities 

to generate social capital at the individual level? First, the findings show that cross-cutting 
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circles community shapes cannot equalize the social capital of individual immigrants that 

are differently resource-endowed. The findings also challenge the idea that immigrant 

communities where ethnic leaders shape strong in-group bonds are also associated with a 

decreased ability to form inter-group relations. On first inspection, the results from the T-

tests comparing the networked social capital of Indians in the Greater Toronto Area versus 

the Silicon Valley would appear in line with the hypothesis that the cross-cutting circles in 

state-led integration policy regimes facilitate in-group social capital to the detriment of out-

group social capital. This conclusion, however, appears unwarranted once one looks at the 

results of the same T-tests for Salvadoran immigrants. If Salvadorans in Toronto have higher 

measures of social diversity within their own group than their Silicon Valley counterparts, it 

is also true that they have higher social diversity among whites, a higher range among whites 

as well as among other minorities. 

If neither ethno-specific organizations nor the shape of ethnic communities explain 

systematic patterns of variation in the measures of networked social capital under analysis 

in this chapter, what could explain these results? While the literature on immigrant 

integration raises concerns around the incentives that dense ethnic communities may pose 

for the integration – that is, the social ties - of their members, these findings are instead in 

line with arguments in structural sociology that personal ties are determined by social forces, 

such as the relative size of population groups and patterns of socioeconomic inequality 

(Killworth 1990; Marsden 1987). While this literature posits that individuals tend to develop 

ties to others who are similar to oneself in some relevant dimension – a tendency referred to 

as homophily (McPherson and Smith-Lovin 1987) – it also shows that this tendency is 

constrained by the sheer availability of in-group potential ties (Feld 1982). Members of small 

groups, thus, tend to have more out-group ties simply because there are not enough in-group 



 
 

136 
 

potential ties available to fulfil an individual’s psychological preference for homophily. My 

findings show higher out-group social capital measures for Salvadorans, which represent a 

smaller group than Indians.  

In addition, this literature demonstrates that, from the point of view of the individual, 

socioeconomic inequality reduces the likelihood of association between status-distant 

persons. This is because “status distance inhibits associations and because inequality is 

defined in terms of average status-distance”, thus “status distance has the effect of 

discouraging associations” (Blau and Schwartz 1984: 14). The more limited range measures 

in the networks of both Indians and Salvadorans in the hour-glass shaped economy of the 

Silicon Valley compared to the Greater Toronto Area should thus not come as a surprise. 

Overall, these findings indicate not only that fears regarding possibly negative effects of 

densely connected immigrant communities on their members’ social integration are 

misplaced but also that concerns about integration should have socioeconomic inequality, 

rather than integration policy regimes, at their heart.   

The relative size of different population groups and socio-economic inequality are macro-

structural factors over which no individual immigrant has direct control (Blau 1994). As a 

result, a definition of social integration implying that the higher the proportion of out-group 

ties in an immigrant’s personal network, the higher his/her level of social integration, relies 

on the faulty assumptions that: a) immigrants are entirely free to choose their associates and 

b) that incentives/motivations to form social ties are more important than the structural 

context of opportunities which constrains the associates any individual immigrant can 

associate with. I thus propose a definition of social integration that incorporates insights from 

the contributions in structural sociology, which show that social integration in heterogeneous 

societies depends on the extent to which different sources of social stratification intersect or 
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overlap with each other (Blau and Schwartz 1984). If different sources of social stratification 

intersect, the structural context of opportunities for the development of inter-group relations 

is amplified, because individuals who are similar on one sources of stratification will differ 

from each other on another dimension. If, however, different social cleavages overlap entirely, 

the opportunities for individuals to form inter-group relations is minimal, because 

individuals will only have available a pool of potential ties that are similar on all sources of 

social cleavages.   

In the next section, I pursue this different definition of social integration by assessing the 

extent to which measures of in-group and out-group relations correlate with each other, as 

well as the extent to which they correlate with individual socio-economic status in the Greater 

Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley. The higher those correlations, the lower is the level 

of social integration, that is, the pool of opportunities available for individual immigrants to 

develop inter-group relations.  

6.4. Social integration as intersection of sources of stratification: socioeconomic 

status and in- and out-group social capital  
 

In this section, I investigate the extent to which different sources of social stratification 

correlate/overlap in the two integration policy regimes included in this study. I consider 

networked social capital and socioeconomic status as different sources of social cleavages. 

Socioeconomic status, which I will measure as respondents’ highest level of education 

completed, is one of the most important sources of social stratification in modern societies 

(Stewart et al. 1980; Lin and Erickson 2010). Social capital on the individual level can be 

conceptualized as a source of social stratification, because it represents access to resources 

that enables purposive action over and above the effects of socioeconomic status (Lin 2001; 

Flap and Volker 2010). In diverse societies, it can be surmised that in-group social ties and 
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out-group social ties will give access to different types of social resources. If measures of social 

capital correlate highly with measures of socioeconomic status, and if different measures of 

in-group and out-group social capital correlate with each other, that means that, on the 

individual level, one’s position on the socioeconomic status hierarchy will be more likely to 

determine also the amount of social resources that the individual will have available, stifling 

the independent upward mobility effects that social resources can have to enable purposive 

action.   

I start the empirical analysis by examining Pearson correlations between different measures 

of in-group and out-group social capital, for Indians and Salvadorans, in the Greater Toronto 

Area and in the Silicon Valley (tables 6.9 to 6.12). Results show that for all immigrant groups 

and in both integration policy regimes, having diverse occupational ties (as measured both 

by the Social Diversity and Range indexes) within one’s own group is positively correlated to 

having diverse occupational ties among whites and other minorities as well. These findings 

suggest that individuals with varied in-group ties also systematically tend to have diverse 

out-group ties, regardless of resources and policy regimes. It should be noted, however, that 

the correlations are higher for both groups in the Silicon Valley. Particularly the analysis of 

the Social Diversity Index measures on Indians indicates correlations that so high as to 

suggest the conceptual uni-dimensionality of the three measures (in-group, white, and other 

minorities).  
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Table 6.9. Pearson correlations measures of in- and out-group social capital, Indians, 

Greater Toronto Area (N=161) 

Social 

Diversity 

Index 

In-

group 

White Range In-

group 

White Upper 

reach 

Index 

In-

group 

White 

White .650*** 

(.000) 

 White .372*** 

(.000) 

 White .166 

(.057) 

 

Other 

minorities 

.708*** 

(.000) 

.892*** 

(.000) 

Other 

minorities 

.338*** 

(.000) 

.541*** 

(.000) 

Other 

minorities 

.162 

(.060) 

.438*** 

(.000) 

 

Table 6.10. Pearson correlations measures of in- and out-group social capital, Salvadorans, 

Greater Toronto Area (N=114) 

Social 

Diversity 

Index 

In-

group 

White Range In-

group 

White Upper 

reach 

Index 

In-

group 

White 

White .524*** 

(.000) 

 White .277** 

(.007) 

 White .292** 

(.005) 

 

Other 

minorities 

.590*** 

(.000) 

.603*** 

(.000) 

Other 

minorities 

.215* 

(.033) 

.242* 

(.015) 

Other 

minorities 

-.057 

(.576) 

.226* 

(.023) 

 

Table 6.11. Pearson correlations measures of in- and out-group social capital, Indians, 

Silicon Valley (N=150) 

Social 

Diversity 

Index 

In-

group 

White Range In-

group 

White Upper 

reach 

Index 

In-

group 

White 

White .857*** 

(.000) 

 White .640*** 

(.000) 

 White .395*** 

(.000) 

 

Other 

minorities 

.826*** 

(.000) 

.915*** 

(.000) 

Other 

minorities 

.549*** 

(.000) 

.613*** 

(.000) 

Other 

minorities 

.408*** 

(.000) 

.645*** 

(.000) 

 

Table 6.12. Pearson correlations measures of in- and out-group social capital, Salvadorans, 

Silicon Valley (N=100) 

Social 

Diversity 

Index 

In-

group 

White Range In-

group 

White Upper 

reach 

Index 

In-

group 

White 

White .648*** 

(.000) 

 White .320** 

(.003) 

 White .261* 

(.015) 

 

Other 

minorities 

.224* 

(.033) 

.600*** 

(.000) 

Other 

minorities 

.055 

(.607) 

.389*** 

(.015) 

Other 

minorities 

.234* 

(.027) 

.433*** 

(.000) 
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I now examine the correlations between measures of social capital and respondents’ 

individual socio-economic status, which I measure as respondents’ highest level of education 

completed19 (table 6.13). Focusing on Indian immigrants first, the correlations tend to be 

positive and significant for most measures of social capital. Unlike in the Greater Toronto 

Area, in the Silicon Valley, the correlations are positive and significant also for measures of 

in-group social capital (both the Social Diversity Index and the Range measures). In addition, 

the correlations tend to be higher in the Silicon Valley than in the Greater Toronto Area. The 

pattern is less clear for Salvadorans; however, the significant correlations between 

socioeconomic status and the Social Diversity Index measures tend to be higher in the Silicon 

Valley than in the Greater Toronto Area.   

Overall, the findings in this section indicate a higher degree of overlap between the sources 

of social stratification in the Silicon Valley than in the Greater Toronto Area. Particularly for 

Indians, the high correlations between different measures of social capital and socioeconomic 

status suggest that sources of advantage multiply each other, leaving less room for the less 

well-off to redress the implications of lower socioeconomic status via their social ties. The 

opportunities to create relations that cross ethnic and socioeconomic boundaries are more 

limited in the Silicon Valley, reducing structural social integration.   

 

 

 

 

                                                           
19 This measure is a scale from 0 (no formal education) to 11 (Doctorate). Other proxies could have been used, but they posed 

different measurement issues. The measures of personal and household incomes in the survey generated a large proportion of 

missing responses. In addition, a measure of one’s occupational prestige based on the Treiman-Ganzeboom scale would exclude 

respondents outside the labor force, such as retired people, students and homemakers.  
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Table 6.13. Pearson correlations, socio-economic status (SES) and networked social capital  

  Indians,  

Greater Toronto 

Area (N=161) 

Salvadorans, 

Greater Toronto 

Area (N=114) 

Indians, 

Silicon 

Valley 

(N=150) 

Salvadorans, 

Silicon 

Valley 

(N=100) 

Social 

Diversity 

Index* 

SES 

     

 In-group .082 

(.332) 

.097 

(.314) 

.453*** 

(.000) 

.037 

(.721) 

 White .274** 

(.001) 

.285** 

(.002) 

.409*** 

(.000) 

.308** 

(.003) 

 Other 

minorities 
.237** 

(.005) 

.210* 

(.029) 

.391*** 

(.000) 

.379*** 

(.000) 

Range 

Index*SES 

     

 In-group .154 

(.061) 

.165 

(.099) 

.268** 

(.002) 

.068 

(.512) 

 White .229** 

(.008) 

.296** 

(.002) 

.192** 

(.032) 

.170 

(.115) 

 Other 

minorities 
.271** 

(.001) 

.129 

(.182) 

.276** 

(.002) 

.448*** 

(.000) 

Upper 

reach 

Index* 

SES 

     

 In-group .382*** 

(.000) 

.231* 

(.020) 

.513*** 

(.000) 

.126 

(.227) 

 White .233** 

(.007) 

.451*** 

(.000) 

.340*** 

(.000) 

.231* 

(.031) 

 Other 

minorities 
.300*** 

(.000) 

.121 

(.210) 

.305*** 

(.001) 

.415*** 

(.000) 

 

6.5. Discussion and implications 

  
In this chapter, I address the nexus between immigrants’ aggregate-level and individual-

level social capital. To address the second hypothesis in the theoretical model, I examine 

whether membership in ethno-specific generates direct social-capital benefits on the 

individual level and whether the shapes of immigrant communities generate positive (or 

negative) trickle-down effects for the social capital of community members, beyond 
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membership in immigrant voluntary associations.  The findings in this chapter contribute to 

existing literature in multiple ways. First of all, they defy empirically untested arguments 

according to which integration policy regimes can independently affect the composition of 

immigrants’ social ties, either jeopardizing or facilitating their social integration. 

Specifically, they reject arguments that multiculturalism integration policies in the Greater 

Toronto Area lead immigrants to form predominantly in-group ties, to the detriment of out-

group ties. While it is true that my results rely on a sample that is not random nor 

representative, it is also true that such arguments are generally advanced about immigrant 

communities in general. Therefore, if they were empirically observable, they should be 

discernible even in a convenience sample.  

The results shed light on the need for the integration literature to incorporate insights from 

the macro-structural literature on social integration. Immigrants’ personal network 

measures confirm the predictions from that literature regarding the influence of population 

size and socioeconomic inequality on the extent to which individuals are able to develop inter-

group ties. Contexts of opportunity appear more important than incentives to form in-group 

ties in influencing inter-group relations. From this perspective, preoccupations regarding 

immigrants’ social integration are better placed on patterns of socioeconomic inequality than 

multiculturalism immigrant integration policies. The findings also raise the need to 

reconsider the definition of social integration in the immigration literature. This definition 

focuses on an individual’s in-group and out-group connections. But the results in this chapter 

show findings show that the likelihood of individuals to form social ties depends on broader 

social forces, which can expand or restrain an individuals’ pool of potential associates. On the 

aggregate-level, social integration depends on the existence of structural opportunities for 

inter-group relations, which are more likely to occur when sources of social stratification 
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intersect rather than overlap. Incorporating such aggregate-level definition of social 

integration, findings show that the Silicon Valley is a less social integrated context than the 

Greater Toronto Area.  

The findings in this chapter also challenge the expectation of hypothesis 2 that membership 

in ethnic organizations directly affects immigrants’ networked social capital. First, only a 

very small percentage of the occupational ties tracked through the position generator 

originated in ethnic organizations, most of them being in-group ties. A larger proportion of 

political ties are formed in ethnic organizations, even though communities, neighborhoods, 

and workplaces overall still play a larger role. Additionally, the members of ethnic 

organizations do not always have better networked social capital than non-joiners, as the 

case of Toronto Indians clearly illustrates. Rather, the findings point to contextual relations 

between the aggregate-level social capital of immigrant groups and the individual-level social 

capital of members of ethno-specific organizations.   

While members of ethnic organizations do not necessarily have more social capital than non-

members, the results suggest that the shapes of immigrant communities and the internal 

resources of immigrant groups combine to influence the types of social resources of those 

active in civic organizations, and how these resources are distributed within immigrant 

communities. I illustrate the four different patterns in table 6.13.  

For Indian immigrants, I find mostly insignificant differences when comparing the 

networked social capital of joiners versus non-joiners in the Greater Toronto Area, while 

those differences are significant and favorable to joiners in the Silicon Valley. I surmise that 

the result in the Greater Toronto Area is influenced by the structure of cross-cutting 

engagements described in the previous chapter. Because the cross-cutting circles reduce the 

distance of any given individual to civic activists and to politicians, actual membership in an 
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ethno-specific organizations plays a less important role on the social capital of individual 

immigrants. The structure of cross-cutting engagements can be understood as a positive 

externality to the extent that it supports the diffusion of social resources within the 

immigrant community, lowering the bar needed to access diverse resources through one’s 

social ties. In contrast, in the Silicon Valley, the structure of intersecting ovals – far from 

representing a positive externality, equalizing the social playing field for this members – 

serves to multiply the social advantages of a small elite, which concentrates high 

socioeconomic status, diverse social ties and multiple civic engagements. These three types 

of advantages further reproduce each other. 

For Toronto Salvadorans, lower internal resources fail to transform the structure of cross-

cutting circles into the social equalizer observed for Indians. If the community shape does not 

result in the same diffusion of social advantages as the one observed for Indians, at the same 

time, the results indicate that ethnic organizations foster an internally integrated community 

and overall reduce the distance of their members from the political system. Conversely, in 

the Silicon Valley, lower internal resources combined with isolated organizational cliques 

transform the civic sphere into a sparse playing field, inhabited by individuals who appear 

to have overall different social resources than non-members, particularly ties to the white 

majority. As a result, while in the Greater Toronto Area, the visible public face of the 

Salvadoran community is comprised of individuals with better in-group connections and ties 

to politicians, in the Silicon Valley, the small and hardly visible public face of the Salvadoran 

community includes the few individuals with better connection to the dominant racial group.  
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Table 6.14. Patterns of social capital of civic activists, influenced by integration policy 

regimes and resources of immigrant groups  

 Indians  Salvadorans  

Greater Toronto Area Cross-cutting circles 

 

Maximum diffusion of social 

resources, equalization of 

the civic field 

Cross-cutting circles 

 

Lower diffusion  of social 

resources, but emergence of 

an internal elite with 

political ties  

Silicon Valley Intersecting ovals 

 

Maximum consolidation of 

social resources, civic elite 

multiplies its social 

advantages 

Isolated cliques 

 

Minimum diffusion of social 

resources, civic activation 

through contact with racial 

elite 

 

In figure 6.15, I proposed a stylized representation of the position of civic activists within the 

community shapes I described in the previous chapter. Their position on the vertical axis 

indicates their position in the socio-economic hierarchy, their position on the horizontal axis 

their proximity to the white majority and the position on the diagonal of each quadrant 

represents their proximity to politicians. Indian civic activists in the Greater Toronto Area 

differ from the rest of community only for having a higher socio-economic range of ties within 

the ethnic community.  
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Figure 6.15. The position of civic activists within immigrant community structures, vertical 

axis represents socioeconomic status, horizontal axis represents proximity to whites, diagonal 

represents ties to politicians 
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Salvadoran activists in the same integration regime also have access to higher status 

individuals within the same community as well as a larger number of ties to politicians. In 

the Silicon Valley, Indian activists are better off than non-activists in terms of in-group, out-

group ties, ties to politicians and socioeconomic status. Salvadoran activists in the same 

policy regimes have different social capital compared to non-activists, marked by increased 

proximity to the white majority. 

Conclusions 
 

In this chapter, I examine the personal networks of Indian and Salvadoran immigrants in 

the Greater Toronto Area and in the Silicon Valley. The findings in this chapter indicate that 

state-led integration policy regimes are not systematically associated with the prevalence of 

in-group ties, to the detriment of out-group ties, in the personal networks of immigrants. I 

suggest a structural definition of social integration, which focuses not on the presence of out-

group ties in the personal networks of immigrants, but on the degree to which difference 

sources of social stratification intersect or overlap, ultimately determining immigrants’ 

structural opportunities to engage in inter-group relations. Additionally, contrary to the 

expectations of hypothesis 2 in the theoretical model, membership in ethno-specific civic 

organizations does not consistently increase individual-level networked social capital. 

Rather, I find that the shape of ethnic communities and the internal resources of an 

immigrant group combine to influence the types of social capital of civic activists and how 

this differs from the social capital of non-activists. The structure of cross-cutting circles tends 

to equalize the distribution of social advantages within immigrant communities, particularly 

so for high-resource groups. Conversely, the structures of intersecting ovals and isolated 

cliques in the Silicon Valley respectively multiply the advantages of the haves and the 

disadvantages of the have-nots. Not only does the higher-socioeconomic status immigrant 
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group have significantly better organizational resources that the poorer group, but its civic 

elite also accrues better social resources than regular community members. For Salvadorans, 

ethno-specific civic organizations cannot create social benefits for community members and 

are instead inhabited by the few who possess connections to politicians and to the white 

majority population. While in the Greater Toronto Area, organizations tend to equalize the 

social capital of individual immigrants, in the Silicon Valley they serve to perpetuate patterns 

of concentration of, and exclusion from, social resources. In the next chapter, I examine how 

these dynamics influence the behavioral element of immigrants’ political incorporation. 
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Chapter seven. Between Autonomy and Embeddedness:  

Ethnic organizations, Social Ties and Immigrants’ Political 

Mobilization.  

Introduction  
 

The focus of this chapter is the behavioral component of immigrants’ political voice, that is, 

their participation in diverse political activities, ranging from informal to electoral. Using 

survey data, I test the hypotheses three and four in the theoretical model. I investigate 

whether the effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations on political 

participation are explained by the ties in immigrants’ personal networks – what I referred to 

as the “networked social capital” hypothesis – or whether the effects of membership in ethno-

specific civic organizations vary in intensity across the two integration policy regimes 

included in the study – which I termed the “institutional social capital” hypothesis. I also 

examine whether the influence of ethno-specific civic organizations varies between Indians 

and Salvadorans and across different types of political engagement. This chapter’s central 

contribution to the study is to discuss how the effects of integration policy regimes trickle 

down to immigrants’ individual-level political participation and whether the prevalent 

mechanism is the “network conduit” or the “organizational conduit”.   

The chapter is organized as follows. I start by summarizing the theoretical predictions I 

presented in chapter two. I discuss the operationalization of the independent variables 

utilized in the chapter and I describe the results of the principal component analysis to 

identify the conceptual dimensions of immigrants’ political participation.  I then present the 

results of the regression analyses on the three components of political participation, for the 

general sample and the two separate immigrant-group subsamples.  
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The findings in this chapter show that the mechanisms through which the effects of 

integration policy regimes trickle down to the individual level of analysis vary depending on 

the type of political participation and depending on immigrant groups. Empirical support for 

the “networked social capital” hypothesis is more evident for informal political activities, 

where the positive and significant effects of membership in ethno-specific civic is reduced 

when controlling for membership in non-ethnospecific civic organizations and measures of 

diverse social ties. These findings vary very little across integration policy regimes and 

immigrant groups. However, the operation of the “organizational conduit” is more evident for 

formal types of political participation. For more resource- demanding and information-rich 

political activities, such as volunteering for a campaign or contacting a politician, the effects 

of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations are less positive for Indians in the 

Greater Toronto Area than in the Silicon Valley.  I identify an opposite trend for Salvadorans.  

The findings presented in this chapter contribute to the debate on the role that ethnic 

organizations play for immigrants’ political integration in multiple ways. First, they 

highlight that informal political participation, while on first inspection associated with 

embeddedness in one’s own group, is better explained by a combination of out-group 

organizational ties as well as socio-economically diverse in-group ties. This structural 

condition of informal political mobilization does not vary between immigrant groups that are 

different in terms of their internal resources, even though the motivations that drive 

unconventional political activities are heterogeneous (salience of one’s ethnic identity for 

Indians and estrangement from Canada/United States for Salvadorans). Second, they 

challenge the argument in the literature that ethno-specific civic organizations provide 

preferential access to politically-relevant resources in state-led integration policy regimes. 

For party-based types of participation, they show instead that the extent to which 
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membership in ethno-specific civic organizations matters for engagement on the individual 

level, depends on whether these organizations multiply or diffuse social advantages. For 

Indians, membership in ethno-specific organizations matters less in the Greater Toronto 

Area than in the Silicon Valley, since these organizations operate in a community structure 

that equalizes, rather compound, the  opportunities for engagement. The reverse trend 

appears to be at play for Salvadorans, for whom the absence of an established civic 

community in the Silicon Valley, heightens the disadvantages of an already 

socioeconomically marginalized community.        

7.1 The “networked social capital” and “institutional social capital” hypotheses 

 

In chapter two, I provide a review of the literature on immigrants’ political participation. I 

explain that this literature reproduces the classic divide between individual and 

psychological explanations, on one hand, and structural, group-based accounts on the other, 

of political participation, the former and the latter camp generally labelled under the rubrics 

of the Michigan and Columbia schools of political participation.  I contend that the main 

limitation of the group-based accounts of immigrants’ political incorporation is that they fail 

to articulate the mechanisms through which the effects of integration policy regimes trickle 

down to the individual level of analysis, where political agency takes place. In contrast, 

individual-level accounts of immigrants’ political assimilation succeed at untangling 

individual-level variation in political behavior, but underemphasize the influence of social 

and institutional contexts on immigrants’ political participation.   

The theoretical model I propose in this study identifies two mechanisms that connect the 

ecological level of integration policy regimes to the individual level of immigrants’ political 

behavior and attitudes. The first mechanism – which I call the “networked conduit” of 

political integration – posits that integration policies influence the stock of social capital that 
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immigrants have available on the individual level, with the density of ethno-specific civic 

organizations functioning as a mediator. In turn, increased social capital at the individual 

level explains increased political participation. The second mechanism – which I define the 

“organizational conduit” of political participation- postulates that integration policy regimes 

condition the effect of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations on political 

participation. State-led integration policy regimes should make that relationship more 

positive, thus explaining the increased levels of participation (everything else being held 

equal) found in the literature.   

Hypotheses three and four from chapter two are essential to examining the empirical 

accuracy of the two mechanisms explained above. According to the “networked social capital” 

hypothesis, what matters for immigrants’ political participation is the diversity of social 

resources they have access to through their social ties. If membership in ethno-specific civic 

organizations is positively associated with participation, it is because members possess the 

kind of social ties that are necessary to become politically active, whether or not ethno-

specific civic organizations are the original source of such ties. Different expectations 

regarding the types of social ties relevant for immigrants’ political participation are 

theoretically plausible. In-group ties could be consequential. Social movement literature 

demonstrates that embeddedness in minority communities, and relative isolation from the 

majority, benefits immigrants’ political engagement. Ethnic communities are shown to 

function as “safe havens” for the elaboration of collective identities and for protest 

mobilization (McAdam 1982; McAdam et al. 1988; Polletta 1999). Embeddedness in ethnic 

communities also moderates the effects of group grievances on informal political participation 

(Klandermans et al. 2008). For individuals without ties to ethnic organizations, perceived 
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discrimination fosters political cynicism. However, in the presence of organizational ties, 

perceived discrimination leads to engagement in informal political activities. 

The effects of embeddedness in ethnic communities are not limited to informal and 

contentious political participation. On the aggregate level, dense structures of immigrant 

organizations positively affect the electoral turnout of immigrant minorities (Fennema et al. 

1999; Jacobs et al. 2004). In addition, in contexts where local institutions support immigrant 

civil society, ethnic organizations support the political mobilization of immigrants, leading to 

higher citizenship acquisition rates and levels of descriptive representation (Bloemraad 

2006a, 2006b).  

In terms of the “networked social capital” hypothesis, these findings in the literature would 

suggest that membership in ethno-specific civic organizations matters insofar as members 

have access to a variety of in-group ties, which in turn would provide access to opportunities 

for recruitment, political information and the construction of collective identities. But other 

expectations are possible. One can surmise that in-group ties alone are insufficient to convey 

all the resources that immigrants need to become politically engaged, particularly since they 

occupy a subordinate position in the political spheres of their receiving countries. In his study 

of marginal groups in business, Burt (2000) shows that weak ties to the dominant group, 

rather than close ties to other marginal individuals, facilitate inclusion in the mainstream.  

Contributions to the literature on immigrants’ political participation confirm his argument. 

Quintelier et al. (2012) show that ethnic diversity in the networks of Belgian youth are 

associated with increased non-electoral political participation. Additionally, in contrast to the 

“safe haven” arguments, Santoro et al. (2012) demonstrate that, on the individual level, ties 

to the white majority are positively associated with protest participation of Mexican 

Americans, over and above the positive influence of ethnic embeddedness.  
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Incorporating this perspective with the “networked social capital” hypothesis implies that 

membership in ethno-specific civic organizations matters for immigrants’ political 

engagement, insofar as members possess a variety of ties to the white majority, which in turn 

carry preferential opportunities for political recruitment and exposure to political 

information, given the overrepresentation of white individuals in the political spheres of the 

two policy regimes included in this study.   

Ties to other minorities could also matter for immigrants’ political participation, for different 

reasons. First, the more diverse one’s set of acquaintances, the more likely that one will come 

into contact with opportunities for political recruitment. Second, ties to other minorities 

might support inter-ethnic political coalitions aimed at increasing the visibility of 

immigrants in the political sphere of their adopted countries. These could be particularly 

relevant for smaller size immigrant groups.  

If membership in ethno-specific civic organizations matters for immigrants’ political 

engagement because it is associated with specific configurations of social ties, then I should 

expect to observe that: 

Hypothesis three:  The effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations on 

immigrants’ political participation are positive, but their explanatory power is reduced 

once controlling for measures of respondents’ social ties (networked social capital 

hypothesis).   

Since there are theoretically plausible reasons to anticipate that different types of social ties 

matter for immigrants’ political participation, I leave the discussion of the relative 

importance of measures of in-group and out-group (both to the white majority and to other 

minorities) social ties open to empirical analysis.  
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The next hypothesis I test in this chapter – the institutional social capital hypothesis 

(hypothesis four in the theoretical model) – elaborates on the findings in the comparative 

institutional literature on immigrant integration.   While the previous hypothesis only 

attributes explanatory power to membership in ethno-specific civic organizations insofar as 

membership is associated with diverse social ties, the institutional social capital hypothesis 

attributes membership in ethno-specific civic organizations a direct influence on immigrants’ 

political participation. Membership in ethno-specific civic organizations per se confers 

preferential opportunities for immigrants’ political participation, by providing a locus for 

politicians to recruit constituencies, reducing the distance between ethnic communities and 

the political system and by positioning immigrants as legitimate political actors in the 

receiving countries. According to the institutional social capital hypothesis, however, ethno-

specific civic organizations should provide preferential access to the political sphere of 

immigrants’ adopted countries specifically in state-led integration policy regimes, where 

different levels of government support immigrant civil society. 

Empirically, if hypothesis four is correct, I should observe that: 

Hypothesis four: The effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations on 

immigrants’ political participation are positive and remain significant after 

controlling for measures of respondents’ social ties. Their effects are conditioned by 

integration policy regimes, with more positive effects expected in the Greater Toronto 

Area (institutional social capital hypothesis).  

In chapters five and six, I have shown that immigrants’ social capital varies not only between 

immigrant integration policy regimes but also within the same integration policy regime, 

that is, between immigrant groups. As a result, it is possible that the mechanisms linking 

the aggregate level of analysis to immigrants’ individual-level political agency are 
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heterogeneous for Indians and Salvadorans. Since I have indicated that the state-led 

integration policy regime in the Greater Toronto Area is relatively more beneficial to low-

socioeconomic status immigrant groups, it can be surmised that the institutional social 

capital hypothesis has more predictive power for the political participation of Salvadorans. 

To take into account group-based dynamics, I will test the hypotheses on the general sample 

first, and then separately on the two separate immigrant group-subsamples. 

In addition, it is possible that the operation of the two mechanisms varies across different 

types of political participation. One could contend, for instance, that network mechanisms 

are more important for informal types of political participation, which could be riskier and 

might rely on recruitment opportunities beyond the public sphere of civic organizations. As 

a result, I test both hypotheses using different dimensions of political participation as 

separate dependent variables. Finally, one can contend that investigating the influence of 

social ties on political participation presents an endogeneity problem. Individuals who are 

active in politics might also be more likely to seek out diverse social ties. It should be noted, 

however, that this endogeneity critique assumes that individuals are entirely free to pursue 

social ties. In chapter six, I argue instead that opportunities determined by aspects of the 

social structure, such as the relative size of different population groups and patterns of socio-

economic inequality, matter more than psychological affinity in the development of new social 

ties. Since individuals have no control over these structural factors, it is unlikely that 

individual interest in political activities can determine the composition of respondents’ 

personal networks.   Findings from my survey confirm this point. Only seven ties were 

reported to have originated through political activism, to professions at different levels of 

prestige (spanning farmer to manager), three of which were in-group, two to the white 
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majority and one to other minorities. This is a remarkably small number, given that each of 

the 525 survey respondents was asked to report on the origin of 54 types of personal ties.  

7.2 Data and operationalization 

  
Political participation, the dependent variable in this chapter, is a multidimensional concept. 

It entails heterogeneous types of activities, which I have discussed in chapter two and 

referred to in the previous section. The literature offers a variety of typologies to classify 

different political activities. Verba et al. (1995: 39 39) define political participation as any 

“activity that has the intent or effect of influencing government action – either directly by 

affecting the making or implementation of public policy or indirectly by influencing the 

selection of people who make those policies”. They differentiate political activities based on 

three criteria: the resources required to perform them, the degree of specificity of the 

information they convey and their volume. Electoral behavior, on one hand, and activities 

such as working for a campaign or contacting a politician, on the other, lie at the opposite 

ends of the continuum along which political actions are positioned. Electoral participation 

requires few or no skills, it carries ambiguous political information and it cannot be 

multiplied (that is, it cannot be repeated at any given election). Conversely, working for a 

campaign or contacting a politician requires multiple skills, such as articulation, 

organization and leadership; it “can convey a precise message as to the substance of the issue 

at hand” (Verba et al. 1995: 44) and it can be conceptualized as a form of “multiple voting. A 

citizen may contact many public officials, few, or none at all, devote many hours to working 

in campaigns, few, or none at all, donate many dollars to political campaigns and causes, few 

or none at all and so on” (Verba et al. 1995: 45).  

Junn (1999) differentiates political activities not based on their intrinsic features but on their 

actors and targets. She distinguishes “system-directed activities”- which include behaviors 
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such as voting, contacting a politician, donating money to a candidate or signing a petition –

from “direct political activity” – which encompass attending a public meeting, working with 

others to solve a local problem or attending a demonstration or rally. The former directly aim 

to inform government and elected officials about individual or collective preferences for 

policies and their implementation. In the latter, agents of government or elected officials are 

not necessarily the target or mediator of individual or collective demands.  

The literature on contentious politics distinguishes political activities based on features of 

the claimants and their interaction with the targets of political action. Conventional politics 

includes the majority of political acts, those individual behaviors that “consists of ceremony, 

consultation, bureaucratic process, collection of information, registration of events and the 

like”. Contentious politics consists of collective action, occurs in the public sphere, “involves 

interaction between makers of claims and others […] and bring in government as mediator, 

target or claimant” (McAdam et al. 2001, p. 6).   

The questionnaire used in the original survey used in this study asks respondents to report 

on their participation in eleven types of political activities (see table 7.1). These political 

activities   differ from one another in terms of the resources needed to perform, their targets 

and the degree to which they require collective action. Because different types of immigrants’ 

political activities have been found to cluster differently among immigrants than the general 

population (De Rooij 2012), I investigate conceptual dimensionality in the eleven political 

activities included in the survey using an exploratory principal component analysis. This 

yields three components with eigenvalues about 1, which overall explain 58.5% of the 

variance in the eleven variables under analysis (variance explained by each component is 

reported in the Appendix). The three factors cumulatively explain 58.5% of the variance in 
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the eleven variables under analysis. The three factors partly confirm and partly challenge 

the typologies described above.  

Table 7.1. Eleven indicators of political participation and factor loadings on each of the 

three components (after Varimax rotation) 

 Component 1  Component 2  Component 3  
Signed petition on 

paper 
.707 -.020 .109 

Signed petition online .638 .030 .259 
Participated public 

meeting 
.614 .048 .293 

Worn badge or lawn 

sign for social or 

political cause  

.434 .142 .237 

Participated in 

march/rally/protest 

.790 .088 -.092 

Voted last federal 

election 
.140 .815 .064 

Voted last 

provincial/state 

election  

.053 .925 .094 

Voted last 
municipal/city 

election  
.008 .868 .062 

Member political 

party 
.285 .061 .650 

Volunteered 

candidate/political 

party 

.001 .065 .845 

Contacted politician 

regarding issue 

.420 .111 .591 

 

Electoral behavior (component 2) stands out from all other forms of political participation in 

the survey (see figure 7.2), consistent with the typology in Verba et al. (1995). However, voting 

and non-electoral political activities do not aggregate neatly according to the typologies put 

forth in the literature. Forms of participation such as contacting a politician, volunteering for 

a candidate or being a member of a political party, qualify as system-directed but appear 

distinct from voting. Direct political activities do not all encompass contentious behavior. 

Public meeting, for instance, may follow routinized, institutionalized procedures. Direct 

political activities also do not necessarily involve collective action. Signing a petition – which 

might have the purpose of disrupting existing institutional structures – is a case in point. I 
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label the three dimensions of political participation emerging from the principal component 

analysis as follows:  

1) informal, information-rich political participation (component 1):  this component 

includes political activities such as protesting, signing a petition and displaying a lawn sign 

or a badge in support or opposition to a social and political cause. These activities do not occur 

through the routinized channels of institutional politics, are more likely to involve collective 

action and to occur in the public sphere. They can be contentious and can be performed by all 

residents in any given polity, regardless of their citizenship status. They vary in the amount 

of skills that is required to be successful as well as in the resources that are necessary to be 

implemented. However, they are all information-rich political activities, which provide 

details about the preferences being expressed by political actors. They are also all 

multipliable forms of political participation.  

2) vote-based, formal/conventional, institutional/system-directed political 

participation (component 2): this component includes all the voting indicators (federal; 

provincial/state level; municipal/city level).  

3)  party-based, formal/conventional, institutional/system-directed political 

participation (component 3): this component includes routinized, conventional forms of 

political participation, such as contacting a politician, volunteering for a candidate or political 

party and being a member of a political party. Unlike voting, these activities can be performed 

also by non-citizens.  

Figure 7.2 plots the three components (and the indicators that load on each of them) in the 

rotated space (using a Varimax rotation). Electoral participation is clearly different from the 

other two components. Informal and party-based participation also appear conceptually 
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different from each other, even though some indicators are closer to each other (wearing a 

badge or displaying a lawn sign and contacting a politician) than either of this component is 

to electoral participation. For instance, participating in protest loads negatively on 

component 3 and volunteering for a party/candidate (the activity with the highest loading on 

the third component) has a factor loading virtually equal to 0 on the informal participation 

component. 

Figure 7.2. The three components of political participation in the rotated space (with 

indicators loading on each of them) 
 

  
 

Vote-based, system-

directed/institutional 

political participation   

Party-based, system-
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I create three additive indices for each dimension of political participation identified in the 

principal component analysis. These indexes take a value of 0 if the respondent has not 

participated in any of the political activities that pertain to that particular dimension and 

increase by one unit for every political activity reported by the respondent. Descriptive 

statistics for the three additive indexes are reported in the Appendix.20 

Independent variables  

In order to test the “networked social capital” and “institutional social capital” hypotheses, I 

construct measures of organizational ties and social ties from survey data. To measure the 

diversity of ties of immigrants’ social networks, I utilize the three Range Index measures 

(in-group, to whites and other minorities) that are introduced in the previous chapter.21 I also 

measure organizational ties by constructing two indexes. The Index of Diversity of ethno-

specific organizational ties measures how many different types of ethno-specific 

organizations the respondent is a member of (in this sample, the range of this variable is 5). 

Because I am interested in examining the relative effects of in-group and out-group ties on 

immigrants’ political participation, I also construct an Index of Diversity of non-ethno-

specific organizational ties, which varies according to how many different types of civic 

organizations the respondent is a member of (the range is 7). Descriptives are available in 

the Appendix.   

The relation between social and organizational ties and political participation could be the 

result of the effects of political interest. Politically interested individuals might be both more 

                                                           
20 I have run the same models presented in this chapter also using respondents’ factor scores on each of the three components 

as dependent variables. This alternative specification would have the benefit of attributing different weights to political 

activities depending on the factor loading of each activity on the component. However, since the results are substantively very 

similar, I chose additive indexes in the final specification for ease of interpretation. The same procedure is used in Mishler and 

Rose (2001).  
21 I decide on this specification because the Social Diversity Indexes present a multicollinearity problem, which is particularly 

notable when the analysis is limited to the Indian subsample. Additionally, range indexes are overall a better measure of social 

network diversity, since they indicate the socio-economic and ethno-racial diversity of resources respondents have access to, 

while the social diversity indexes only measure how many different professions are represented in a person’s networks, 

regardless of how similar or different these professions are in terms of their socioeconomic prestige.    
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likely to engage in politically activities and to acquire a diverse set of acquaintances, which 

in turn increases the likelihood of exposure to politically relevant information and 

opportunities for recruitment.  I assess the effects of respondents’ social and organizational 

ties over and above those of political interest. I thus insert a scale of self-reported political 

interest, in which respondents rated their degree of interest in politics, varying from 1 (most 

disinterested) to 5 (most interested).  

In addition, the salience that immigrants attribute to their ethnic identity and their sense of 

belonging in their new countries could influence both their likelihood to acquire diverse social 

and organizational ties and their motivation to engage in the political sphere of their 

countries of immigration.  I thus include a scale of importance of ethnic/cultural 

identity, in which respondents rate the salience of their ethno-cultural identity, from 1 (least 

important) to 5 (most important) and a scale of belonging in Canada/United States,  in 

which respondents expressed their sense of belonging in the country of immigration, from 1 

(least belonging) to 10 (most belonging). Descriptive statistics for all the variables are 

presented in the Appendix. The distributions of the independent variables are standardized 

in the OLS models. I test whether the effects of ethnic organizations vary across integration 

policy regimes by inserting an interaction term, which multiplies the measure of diversity 

of ethno-specific organizational ties by a dummy, which takes the value of 1 for respondents 

in the Greater Toronto Area and 0 for those in the Silicon Valley. The interaction term is 

centered at its mean.  

Finally, I control for respondents’ socioeconomic status – measured as their level of education 

– and for whether they are first- or second-generation immigrants. For first generation 

immigrants, I control for the length of their migration history (measured as the number of 

years since immigration). I investigate systematic differences in the propensity to engage in 
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political activities between integration policy regimes and immigrant groups by inserting two 

dummies (Indian, and Greater Toronto Area). The frequencies of the dummy variables are 

also reported in the Appendix, as well as Pearson correlation tables including all independent 

variables (both for the specification that uses the second generation dummy and for the 

specification that tracks length of migration for first-generation immigrants.   

7.3 Analysis  
 

I examine the three dimensions of political participation identified in the previous section 

separately. I run OLS models in three separate stages. In the first, I include all the controls, 

the attitudinal measures and the scale of ethno-specific organizational ties. In the second 

step, I include the remaining individual-level social capital measures. In the third step, I add 

the interaction term assessing the conditional effects of ethno-specific organizational ties. I 

follow this multi-step procedure to determine the gains in explained variance resulting from 

each additional step. I run all models on the general sample, as well as on the two immigrant 

subsamples separately. I also examine the extent to which immigrant generation affects the 

influence of social and organizational ties on political mobilization.  

Notably, the results of the three models used to test the networked social capital and the 

institutional social capital hypotheses on the general sample show that, overall, the models 

yield much better results when applied to informal participation, and party-based (non-

electoral) participation, than when predicting voting behavior. The model predicting voting 

behavior (presented in the Appendix in Table 7.F) explains only 7% of the variance of the 

dependent variable, in the third step of the analysis which includes the interaction term. 

Additionally, no measures of social capital, whether organizational or networked, yield a 

significant influence on voting, which is instead explained by respondents’ level of education 

and interest in politics. This is the case both when second generation individuals are included 
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in the model and when the analysis is run only on first generation individuals. Both the 

coefficients for the second generation dummy and the length of migration variables are 

positive but not significant. Only the measures of ethno-specific organizational ties has a 

positive (but not significant) coefficient. In the second-generation model, the third step of the 

analysis – including an interaction term that controls for the effects of ethno-specific 

organizational ties – the R-squared increases, but the coefficient – though positive, is not 

significant (p-value is .087).  

The predictive power of the model is lower than for the general model when the analysis is 

performed on the Indian subsample only (Table 7.G). It is instead much higher when the 

analysis is performed only on Salvadoran immigrants (Table 7.H), explaining approximately 

25% of the variance of the dependent variable. Political interest has positive and 

substantively higher effects than in the general sample model. A one-point increase in the 

political interest scales increases the respondents’ score on the electoral participation index 

(which varies from 0, no participation, to 3, voting at all three levels of government) by 

approximately 0.5. The interaction term for membership in ethno-specific organizations is 

also positive but not significant. Its inclusion, however, raises the R-squared of the model, 

and it reveals that the conditional effects of education are positive and significant for 

Salvadorans in the Greater Toronto Area.  

The relevance of social resources is much clearer when predicting participation in informal 

and party-based politics. This is perhaps not surprising, considering that these two types of 

political participation are more likely to require collective action in the public sphere than 

the more individual act of voting. The model predicts around 40% of the variation of informal 

participation (Table 7.3). In the first step of the analysis on the general sample, respondents’ 

level of education, political interest and the diversity of ethno-specific organizational ties 
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positively affect participation in informal politics. The effects of organizational ties are lower 

than those of political interest but higher than the effects of education. The substantively 

smallest effect pertains to the immigrant group control, which indicates an overall lower 

propensity for Indian immigrants to engage in informal politics than Salvadoran. The higher 

prevalence of informal political repertoires among Salvadorans was evident during my field 

research. This result is in line with the argument that informal politics is generally more 

common among political “have-nots” but it might also indicate a more common 

informal/protest repertoire among Salvadorans specifically compared to Indians.     

The second stage of the analysis raises the R-squared of the model from .25 to.40. 

Substantively, controlling for measures of networked capital and non-ethnospecific 

organizational capital explains away the positive effects of education. Controlling for 

structural measures of social ties also shows the previously suppressed negative effects of 

respondents’ sense of belonging in Canada/United States. This suggests that these attitudes 

matter if accompanied by ties that make attitudes actionable in the political sphere. The 

positive effects of political interest is also lowered (though it remains significant). The effects 

of ethno-specific organizational ties remain positive and significant; however, the positive 

effects of diverse ties to other minorities as well as non-specific ethnic organizations are 

positive, significant and substantively higher than those of ethno-specific organizations. This 

confirms that, even for informal political participation, out-group connections matter and 

even more so than in-group connections, certainly when analyzing both immigrant groups 

together. Additionally, controlling for social ties also makes the effects of immigrant groups 

non-significant. Keeping measures of networked and organizational capital constant, 

Salvadorans are no more likely than Indians to engage in informal politics and, overall, 

participation in informal politics is more prevalent in the Greater Toronto Area than in the 
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Silicon Valley. The results are very similar when running the analysis only on first-

generation immigrants and controlling for the length of migration history (Table 7.4). It 

should also be noted that, for informal participation, controlling for potentially differential 

effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations in Toronto, does not increase the 

predictive power of the model, indicating similar effects of this form of social capital on 

informal participation across integration policy regimes. Ethno-specific organizational ties 

also matter for party-based, non-electoral political participation (Table 7.3). In the first step 

of the analysis, this type of political engagement is explained by education, political interest, 

membership in a variety of ethno-specific civic organizations and a sense of belonging in 

Canada/United States. When controlling for additional measures of social capital, the 

positive effects of education and belonging disappear. Moreover, while the R-squared of the 

model increases, the effects of ethno-specific civic ties decreases notably, and the positive 

effects of membership in non-ethnospecific civic organizations is more positive, with 

substantive effects equal to those of political interest. In this model specification, all the three 

range measures are positive but not significant. The effects of range of ties to whites is the 

largest (with a p value of .057), in line with the suggestion that proximity to the white 

majority increases participation in formal political activities.   

When conducting the analysis on first generation immigrants only (Table 7.4), the first step 

of the analysis show similar results, even though the sense of belonging in Canada/United 

States is no longer significant. However, the length of migration history has a positive 

standardized coefficient. This difference suggests that the pathways to party-based, non-

electoral participation might vary across immigrant generations. When considering 

immigrant groups together, controlling for potentially different effects of membership in 
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ethno-specific civic organizations across immigrant integration policy regimes does not 

improve the predictive power of the model.  
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Table 7.3. Regression coefficients, Informal and Party-based political participation, general sample (including second 

generation) 

 Informal 

participation 

  Party-based 

participation 

  

 Step 1 

Beta                             B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 1 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           B 

  (S.E.) 

Education .166**                        .251 

(.085) 

.057                           .086 

(.079) 

.057                           .086 

(.079) 

.161*                         .146 

(.051) 

.094                           .085 

(.051) 

.091                           .083 

(.051) 

Salience Ethnic ID .078                           .110 

                       (.065) 

.071                           .101 

(.059) 

.071                           .101 

(.059) 

-.011                         -.009 

(.039) 

-.001                         -.001 

(.038) 

-.002                         -.002 

(.038) 

Belonging in Can/US -.061                         -.086 

                       (.065) 

-.098*                       -.139 

(.059) 

-.140*                       -.098 

(.059) 

.093*                         .077 

(.039) 

.068                           .057 

(.038) 

.065                           .054 

(.038) 

Political Interest .312 ***                     .445 

                       (.071) 

.204 ***                     .291 

(.066) 

.204***                      .291 

(.066) 

.275***                      .231 

(.042) 

.216***                      .181 

(.041) 

.212***                      .178 

(.042) 

Ethno-specific org ties .241***                      .320 

(.063)      

.131 **                       .174 

(.060) 

.134*                         .178 

(.090) 

.225***                      .173 

(.037) 

.135 *                        .104 

(.036) 

.191*                         .147 

(.056) 

Toronto .044                           .124 

(.130) 

.113**                        .318 

(.120) 

.114 *                        .319 

(.121) 

-.074                         -.121 

(.078) 

-.050                         -.082 

(.076) 

-.045                         -.073 

(.076) 

Indian -.133*                       -.376 

(.022) 

-.030                         -.086 

(.156) 

-.030                         -.085 

(.156) 

.017                           .028 

(.097) 

.109                           .180 

(.100) 

.106                           .175 

(.100) 

Second Generation .016                           .067 

(.185) 

.030                           .124 

(.167) 

.030                           .123 

(.168) 

-.067                         -.159 

(.111) 

-.056                         -.133 

(.107) 

-.060                         -.144 

(.107) 

Org ties Multiethnic  .336***                      .439 

(.058) 

.336***                      .439 

(.058)    

 .216 ***                     .160 

(.036) 

.216***                      .160 

(.036) 

Range Own Group  .012                           .019 

(.071) 

.013                           .019 

(.071) 

 .062                           .055 

(.045) 

.066                           .058 

(.045) 

Range White  .045                           .067 

(.073) 

.045                           .066 

(.074) 

 .105                           .089 

(.047)  

.100                           .085 

(.047) 

Range Other minorities  .190***                      .281 

(.072) 

.190***                      .281 

(.072) 

 .037                           .031 

(.047) 

.034                               .029 

(.047) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  -.004                         -.007 

(.111) 

  -.072                         -.074 

(.070) 

R-squared .253 .402 .402 .214 .283 .285 

N  525 525 525 525 525 525 
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Table 7.4. Regression coefficients, Informal and Party-based political participation, first generation only 

 Informal 

participation 

  Party-based 

participation 

  

 
Step 1 

Beta                             B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 1 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           B 

  (S.E.) 

Education .141                         .210* 

                                (.091) 

.040                           .060 

                                (.086) 

.037                           .056 

                                (.087) 

.096                           .107 

                                (.054)      

.051                           .046 

                                (.054) 

.047                           .042 

                                (.055)  

Salience Ethnic ID .087                           .122 

(.069) 

.078                           .110 

(.063) 

.077                           .108 

(.063) 

.037                           .031 

(.041) 

.025                           .021 

(.040) 

.024                           .020 

(.040) 

Belonging in Can/US -.079                         -.111 

(.069) 

-.099 *                      -.139 

(.063) 

-.100*                        .142 

(.063) 

.043                           .036 

(.041) 

.030                           .025 

(.040) 

.025                            021 

(.040) 

Political Interest .285***                      .402 

(.077) 

.213 ***                     .230 

(.066) 

.213***                      .300 

(.071) 

.218***                      .183 

(.045) 

.188***                      .158 

(.044) 

.185***                      .156 

(.044) 

Ethno-specific org ties .244***                      .338 

(.070) 

.166 **                       .230 

(.001) 

.198*                         .275 

(.108) 

.178***                      .143 

(.040) 

 

.116*                         .094 

(.041) 

.191*                         .154 

(.065) 

Toronto .055                           .157 

(.141) 

.110*                         .316 

(.130) 

.112                           .320 

(.131) 

-.058                         -.097 

(.082) 

-.044                         -.075 

(.081) 

-.041                         -.070 

(.081) 

Indian -.083                         -.239 

(.181) 

-.059                         -.168 

(.172) 

-.057                         -.163 

(.172) 

.089                           .150 

(.105) 

.160                           .272 

(.108) 

.155*                         .262 

(.108) 

Length of migration 

(years) 

.139 *                        .017 

(.007) 

.044                           .006 

(.006) 

.040                           .005 

(.006) 

.303***                      .022 

(.004) 

.245***                      .018 

(.004) 

.236***                      .017 

(.004) 

Org ties Multiethnic  .317***                      .407 

(.061)      

.317***                      .407 

(.061) 

 .192***                      .141 

(.037) 

 

.193***                      .142 

(.037) 

Range Own Group  .026                           .041 

(.079) 

.027                           .043 

(.080) 

 .053                           .049 

(.049) 

.057                           .053 

(.049) 

Range White  .003                           .004 

(.079) 

.001                           .001 

(.080) 

 .076                           .065 

(.049) 

.071                           .061 

(.049) 

Range Other minorities  .206***                      .306 

(.078) 

.206***                      .307 

(.078) 

 .028                           .024 

(.049) 

.026                           .023 

(.049) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  -.038                          .067 

(.601) 

  -.090                         -.094 

(.079) 

R-squared .284 .417 .418 .291 .338 .341 

N 459 459 459 459 459 459 



 
 

171 
 

Separating the analysis between immigrant groups indicate that the way that Indians and 

Salvadorans mobilize for informal and party-based, non-electoral participation, differ 

importantly. Consider informal political participation first. In the first step of the analysis, 

education is no longer a predictor for Indians. In addition, the positive effects of the salience 

of ethnic identity on informal participation emerges, with a coefficient that is slightly lower 

than that of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations. For Indian immigrants, 

controlling for additional measures of social capital increases the R-squared of the model 

from .252 to .430. The positive effects of both attitudinal predictors decrease, the positive 

effects of membership in ethnic organizations loses significance and the presence of 

organizational non-ethnospecific ties as well as diverse in-group networked ties positively 

affect informal participation. The results remain stable when adding the interaction term 

(table 7.5). For first-generation Indian immigrants, the results are similar, except that the 

effects of diverse in-group ties is not significant in the second step of the analysis (table 7.7).   

For Salvadorans, the results are very similar to Indians in the first step of the analysis, with 

informal participation being explained by education, political interest and diverse ethno-

specific civic ties. However, the second step of the analysis shows remarkable differences 

compared to Indian immigrants. First, a suppressed negative effect emerges for the measure 

of belonging in Canada/United States. Again, this suppression suggests that a sense of 

disenfranchisement from immigrants’ new countries only appears to matter for informal 

participation, in the presence of social ties that enable that political behavior. Membership 

in ethno-specific civic organizations does not lose significance. The positive effect of 

membership in non-ethnospecific organizations is the highest. Additionally, while for 

Indians, it is in-group ties that matter for informal participation, for Salvadorans it is instead 

diverse ties to other minorities. The effects are positive, significant and stronger than those 
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of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations (table 7.6). Again, adding an interaction 

term does not affect the predictive power of the informal participation model. Restricting the 

analysis to first-generation immigrants only and controlling for the length of respondents’ 

migration history does not change the results either (Table 7.8).  

Consider party-based, non-electoral participation now. For Indians, the main effects in the 

first step of the analysis are positive and significant for education, a sense of belonging in 

Canada/United States, political interest and diverse ethno-specific organizational ties. 

Controlling for other measures of social capital erases the significance of education and 

membership in ethno-specific organizations. It also reduces the positive influence of political 

interest, and membership in diverse non-ethnospecific civic organizations is positive with the 

highest substantive effect. The third step of the analysis produces an increase of the R-

squared of the model. However, that the coefficient for the interaction term added at this 

stage is not significant (with a p value of .056) (Table 7.5). It should be noted that the sign of 

the interaction is negative, which is theoretically interesting, since it runs counter the 

expectations stemming from the institutional social capital hypothesis. For the first 

generation, the results are the same (Table 7.7), with the exception that respondents’ length 

of migration history is also a positive predictor of party-based participation. The interaction 

term remains negative (with a p value of .053 now), suggesting a less positive effect of 

membership in ethno-specific organizations in Toronto. Even though they do not reach 

statistical significance, the coefficients of these interaction terms warrant attention because 

they signal a tendency that is in line with the analyses in chapters 5 and 6. There I noted 

that ethno-specific civic organizations distribute the social advantages of Indian immigrants 

in the Greater Toronto Area, while they concentrate them in the Silicon Valley. The 

implication of this observation is that, on the individual level, membership in ethnospecific 
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organizations would matter less for Indians in the Greater Toronto Area than in the Silicon 

Valley, as the negative sign of the interaction term also suggests. More support for the 

theoretical interest of this finding is that the interaction term is significant in models which 

do not control for respondents’ length of migration. This indicates that, contrary to theoretical 

expectations, being a member of a variety of ethno-specific civic organizations is less 

conducive to party-based participation in Toronto than in the Silicon Valley for Indians, even 

though the difference is attenuated when taking into account the time respondents have 

spent in Canada/United States.  
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 Table 7.5. Regression coefficients, Informal and Party-based political participation, Indian immigrants (including second 

generation)  

 Informal 

participation 

  Party-based 

participation 

  

 Step 1 

Beta                             B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 1 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           B 

  (S.E.) 

Education .051                           .122 

(.150) 

.013                           .031 

(.135) 

.010                           .023 

(.136) 

.155*                         .244 

(.098) 

.109                           .171 

(.094) 

.123*                         .193 

(.094) 

Salience Ethnic ID .174*                         .224 

(.079) 

.114*                         .148 

(.071) 

.115*                         .148 

(.071) 

.062                           .053 

(.053) 

.020                           .017 

(.051) 

.021                           .018 

(.051) 

Belonging in Can/US -.020                         -.034 

(.109) 

-.024                         -.041 

(.096) 

-.024                         -.041 

(.096) 

.138*                         .154 

(.070) 

.135*                         .151 

(.067) 

.132*                         .147 

(.067) 

 

Political Interest .366***                      .497 

(.092) 

.208**                        .283 

(.086) 

.205**                        .279 

(.086) 

.261***                      .232 

(.059) 

.171*                         .152 

(.058) 

.160*                         .142 

(.058) 

Ethno-specific org ties .218**                        .268 

(.077) 

.064                           .078 

(.072) 

.107                           .131 

(.103) 

.211**                        .168 

(.050) 

.089                           .071 

(.050) 

.205*                         .164 

(.069) 

Toronto .036                           .099 

(.166) 

.073                           .199 

(.151) 

.084                           .229 

(.157) 

.035                           .063 

(.109) 

.034                           .060 

(.105) 

.065                           .116 

(.108) 

Second Generation -.039                         -.143 

(.228) 

-.027                         -.100 

(.201) 

-.030                         -.110 

(.202) 

-.063                         -.154 

(.151) 

-.059                         -.143 

(.143) 

-.064                         -.157 

(.142) 

Org ties Multiethnic  .353***                      .520 

(.088) 

.346***                      .510 

(.089) 

 .271***                      .249 

(.057) 

.256***                      .235 

(.057) 

Range Own Group  .145*                         .240 

(.110) 

.147*                         .244 

(.111) 

 

 .113                           .123 

(.077) 

.120                           .131 

(.090) 

Range White  .107                           .156 

(.102) 

.104                           .152 

(.102) 

 .112                           .106 

(.070) 

.102                           .097 

(.070) 

Range Other minorities  .066                           .087 

(.094) 

.063                           .084 

(.094) 

 -.014                         -.012 

(.066) 

-.025                         -.022 

(.065) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  -.057                         -.096 

(.133) 

  -.157                         -.178 

(.093) 

R-squared .252 .430 .431 .230 .330 .341 

N 311 311 311 311 311 311 
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Table 7.6. Regression coefficients, Informal and Party-based political participation, Salvadoran immigrants (including second 

generation)   

 Informal 

participation 

  Party-based 

participation 

  

 Step 1 

Beta                             B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 1 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           B 

  (S.E.) 

Education .189*                         .279 

(.114) 

.072                           .106 

(.107) 

.080                           .118 

(.108) 

.199*                         .141 

(.057) 

.132                           .094 

(.059) 

.141                           .100 

(.060) 

Salience Ethnic ID -.046                         -.077 

(.115) 

-.005                         -.008 

(.105) 

-.001                         -.002 

(.105) 

-.096                         -.077 

(.058) 

-.085                         -.067 

(.059) 

-.082                         -.065 

(.059) 

Belonging in Can/US -.095                         -.116 

(.085) 

-.144*                       -.177 

(.077) 

-.141*                       -.173 

(.078) 

 

.060                           .035 

(.043) 

.029                           .017 

(.043) 

.030                           .018 

(.043) 

Political Interest .267**                        .414 

(.118) 

.198*                         .307 

(.108) 

.197*                         .305 

(.108) 

.288***                      .219 

(.061) 

.251*                        .192 

(.061) 

.252*                         .192 

(.061) 

Ethno-specific org ties .265***                      .429 

(.113) 

.190*                         .308 

(.105) 

.088                           .143 

(.206) 

.221*                         .169 

(.057) 

.170*                         .129 

(.058) 

.074                           .056 

(.116) 

Toronto .016                           .047 

(.233) 

.092                           .270 

(.213) 

.109                           .320 

(.220) 

-.250*                       -.349 

(.115) 

-.214*                       -.298 

(.115) 

-.199*                       -.277 

 (.119) 

Second Generation .076                           .356 

(.330) 

.082                           .385 

(.303) 

.084                           .394 

(.304) 

-.065                         -.144 

(.164) 

-.059                         -.131 

(.166) 

-.058                         -.128 

(.166) 

Org ties Multiethnic  .297***                      .355 

(.079) 

.291***                      .347 

(.080) 

 .135                           .076 

(.043) 

.129                           .072 

(.044) 

Range Own Group  -.060                         -.042 

(.096) 

-.046                         -.066 

(.096) 

 .019                           .013 

(.805) 

.013                           .009 

(.052) 

Range White  -.010                         -.015 

(.105) 

.000                           .000 

(.107) 

 .101                           .071 

(.059) 

.111                           .078 

(.059) 

Range Other minorities  .252***                      .455 

(.121) 

.244***                      .441 

(.122) 

 .061                           .054 

(.069) 

.057                           .051 

(.070) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  .118                           .221 

(.238) 

  .110                           .097 

(.133) 

R-squared .286 .437 .440 .221 .260 .262 

N 214 214 214 214 214 214 
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Table 7.7. Regression coefficients, Informal and Party-based political participation, Indian immigrants, first generation only   

 Informal 

participation 

  Party-based 

participation 

  

 Step 1 

Beta                             

B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           

B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           

B 

(S.E.) 

Step 1 

Beta                           

B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           

B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           

B 

  (S.E.) 

Education .051                           .127 

(.168) 

.022                           .054 

(.153) 

.021                           .051 

(.153) 

.106                           .171 

(.105) 

.054                           .088 

(.102) 

.067                           .108 

(.102) 

Salience Ethnic ID .174*                        .219 

(.083) 

.112                           .142 

(.076) 

.113                           .142 

(.076) 

.103                           .087 

(.054) 

.060                           .050 

(.053) 

.060                           .051 

(.052) 

Belonging in Can/US .008                           .014 

(.123) 

.009                           .017 

(.110) 

.005                           .008 

(.110) 

.106                           .122 

(.077) 

.104                           .119 

(.073) 

.093                           .107 

(.073) 

Political Interest .299***                      .404 

(.106) 

.192*                        .260 

(.097) 

.193*                        .261 

(.097) 

.185*                        .165 

(.065) 

.134                           .120 

(.062) 

.129                           .115 

(.062) 

Ethno-specific org ties .222**                        .291 

(.090) 

.104                           .136 

(.084) 

.203*                        .266 

(.131) 

.155*                        .133 

(.056) 

.061                           .052 

(.056) 

.202*                        .172 

(.083) 

Toronto .084                           .233 

(.196) 

.097                           .271 

(.178) 

.111                           .309 

(.180) 

.070                          .128 

(.121) 

.058                           .106 

(.117) 

.081                           .150 

(.118) 

Length of migration 

(years) 

.143                           .016 

(.008) 

 

.040                           .005 

(.008) 

.024                           .003 

(.008) 

.319                           .024 

(.005) 

.240*                        .018 

(.005) 

.223**                        .017 

(.005) 

Org ties Multiethnic  .328***                      .481 

(.096) 

.313***                      .460 

(.097) 

 .262***                      .241 

(.060) 

.246***                      .226 

(.060) 

Range Own Group  .142                           .237 

(.096)  

.147*                         .244 

(.122) 

 .093                           .103 

(.082) 

.103                           .114 

(.082) 

Range White  .101                           .148 

(.110) 

.098                           .144 

(.110) 

 .081                           .077 

(.073) 

.073                           .070 

(.072) 

Range Other minorities  .073                           .098 

(.103) 

.068                           .092 

(.103) 

 .018                           .016 

(.069) 

.005                           .004 

(.069) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  -.121                         -.206 

(.159) 

  -.179                        - .205 

(.106)  

R-squared .280 .442 .447 .310 .397 .409 

N 271 271 271 271 271 271 
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Table 7.8. Regression coefficients, Informal and Party-based political participation, Salvadoran immigrant, first generation 

only 

 Informal 

participation 

  Party-based 

participation 

  

 Step 1 

Beta                             B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 1 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                           B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                           B 

  (S.E.) 

Education .161*                         .237 

(.121) 

.071                           .105 

(.115) 

.079                           .117 

(.117) 

.143                           .104 

(.060) 

.121                           .088 

(.064) 

.134                           .098 

(.064) 

Salience Ethnic ID .038                           .067 

(.125) 

.006                           .010 

(.115) 

.008                           .015 

(.115) 

-.096                         -.082 

(.063) 

-.091                         -.078 

(.064) 

-.087                         -.075 

(.064) 

Belonging in Can/US -.134                         -.163 

(.089) 

-.144*                       -.175 

(.082) 

-.142*                       -.172 

(.082) 

.004                           .002 

(.004) 

-.004                         -.002 

(.045) 

-.002                         -.001 

(.045) 

Political Interest .262**                        .401 

(.123) 

.224*                         .342 

(.113) 

.222*                         .339 

(.113) 

.251*                         .193 

(.062) 

.234 *                        .180 

(.064) 

.233*                         .180 

(.064) 

Ethno-specific org ties .249*                         .391 

(.113) 

.194*                         .305 

(.107) 

.107                           .167 

(.209) 

.183*                         .138 

(.056) 

.163*                         .123 

(.059) 

.039                           .030 

(.117) 

Toronto .006                           .017 

(.241) 

.088                           .260 

(.224) 

.101                           .297 

(.229) 

-.256**                     -.367 

(.117) 

-.241*                       -.345 

(.120) 

-.225*                       -.322 

(.123) 

Length of migration 

(years) 

.142                           .021 

(.011) 

.012                           .002 

(.011) 

.015                           .002 

(.011) 

.333                           .024 

(.005) 

.314***                      .022 

(.006) 

.320***                      .023 

(.006) 

Org ties Multiethnic  .280***                      .328 

(.081) 

.275***                      .322 

(.082) 

 .080                           .045 

(.044) 

.072                           .040 

(.044) 

Range Own Group  -.024                         -.037 

(.108) 

-.028                        -.042 

(.108) 

 .017                           .012 

(.057) 

.010                           .007 

(.058) 

Range White  -.077                         -.114 

(.115) 

-.068                         -.101 

(.117) 

 .055                           .040 

(.064) 

.067                           .048 

(.064) 

Range Other minorities  .279***                      .492 

(.130) 

.272***                     . 479 

(.132) 

 -.028                         -.025 

(.074) 

-.035                         -.031 

(.074) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  .101                           .185 

(.241) 

  .141                           .124 

(.134) 

R-squared .315 .452 .455 .314 .323 .327 

N 189 189 189 189 189 189 



 
 

178 
 

For Salvadorans, participation in party-based electoral participation is explained by 

education, political interest and membership in ethno-specific civic ties. Controlling for other 

measures of social capital diminishes the relevance of all positive coefficients in the first step 

of the analysis. It should be noted, however, that the dummy variable controlling for 

integration policy regimes indicates that, all other measures being kept constant, 

participation in party-based political activities is higher in the Silicon Valley, probably as a 

result of party recruitment efforts at the local level (see chapter 3) (table 7.6). When focusing 

on first generation immigrants only, the positive effect of the number of years spent in 

Canada/United States is significant just as for Indians. However, the interaction term 

included in the third step of the analysis has the opposite sign than for Indians, suggesting 

more positive effects in the Greater Toronto Area than in the Silicon Valley (even though not 

significant).  

7.4 Discussion and implications  
 

In the previous section, I run regression models predicting the participation of Indian and 

Salvadoran immigrants in three different dimensions of political participation. I now discuss 

the implications of the findings for the “networked social capital” and “institutional social 

capital” hypotheses, particularly which of the two mechanisms appears to better explain the 

link between aggregate-level integration policy regimes and individual-level immigrants’ 

political behavior.  In the previous chapters, I contend that the effects of integration policy 

regimes on immigrants’ organizations vary across immigrant groups, with equalizing or 

polarizing effects; and that immigrant organizations differ in the extent to which they diffuse 

or reinforce patterns of social advantage or disadvantage. The findings in this chapter 

indicate that the relative effects of organizational and social resources on political 

participation vary across types of political participation, immigrant groups and integration 
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policy regimes. On a first level, the results reconfirm that groups matter, at least for political 

activities that require collective action, whether they be formal or informal. This is because 

separate analysis of groups reveals patterns that are hidden in the general model and suggest 

different attitudinal and/or structural drivers of participation. Secondly, the results also 

show that in-group ties do not deflate political participation, even though out-group ties 

matter as well.  

Findings show that informal participation is the type of political participation for which 

integration policy regimes matter the least. Findings for informal participation are more 

clearly in line with the networked social capital hypothesis, because measures of networked 

ties, as well as non-ethnospecific organizational ties, either lower or cancel out the effects of 

membership in ethno-specific civic organizations. Results confirm existing evidence that even 

protest depends on some degree of out-group connections. However, while for Indians in-

group ties matter for participation, for Salvadorans it is instead ties to other minorities that 

facilitate informal participation. Controlling for these types of networked ties also shows the 

different attitudes that accompany the informal mobilization of Indians and Salvadorans, 

based on the salience of in-group identity for the former and a sense of disconnection with 

Canada/United States for the latter.  

For informal participation, checking for potentially different effects of membership in ethno-

specific organizations does not improve the predictive power of the models. Future research 

will have to address the question of the different types of resources that in-group social ties 

and out-group organizational ties provide for informal political mobilization. It could be the 

case that in-group social ties influence the motivation for political activation by fostering a 

positive collective identity (for Indians) or exposing individuals to the marginalization of their 
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group (for Salvadorans) while out-group organizational ties provide preferential 

opportunities for recruitment.  

The role of organizations per se – tapping into the institutional social capital hypothesis –

appears more relevant for formal political participation. The group-based dynamics for party-

based political participation challenge the assumptions of the institutional social capital 

hypothesis. This type of political activities is particularly relevant because it arguably 

represents the pinnacle of political integration. Engaging in party-based system-directed 

political activities requires more effort and resources than voting, and unlike informal 

political participation, it entails a vision of self as a politically competent member of the polity 

in the adopted country. It also depends on good knowledge of the political system and entails 

collective and/or public action. The findings suggest that state-led integration regimes might 

not consistently provide preferential opportunities to engage in this kind of political 

activities. On the individual level of analysis, the effect of membership in ethno-specific civic 

organizations is more relevant in the regime in which these organizations concentrate 

advantages rather than equalize them. This is evident for Indians in the sample, for whom 

the effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations are less positive in the Greater 

Toronto Area, compared to the Silicon Valley. For the low-resource group in the study, ethno-

specific organizations appear to matter more in the regime where they are able to provide 

members with resources that would otherwise be hard to acquire for individual immigrants. 

In light of the results in the previous chapters, the findings in this chapter reconfirm the 

equalizing effects of the state-led integration policy regime in the Greater Toronto Area 

versus the polarizing effects of the multi-actor integration policy regime in the Silicon Valley. 

Considering the relevance of ethno-specific civic organizations and out-group ties for informal 

political participation, the fact that these are more readily available for Salvadorans in the 
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Greater Toronto Area, as I discussed in chapter six, matters because informal participation 

is more likely to be the only recourse for more disadvantaged group. And as regards formal 

types of political participation, ethnic organizations tend to be more positively related to 

party-based political activities for Salvadorans in the Greater Toronto Area than in the 

Silicon Valley. I contend that the less positive effect of organizations on participation for 

Indians in the Greater Toronto Area is the result of the lower bar for civic activism in this 

context, which makes membership less important on the individual level. The result also 

provides additional insight into the social origins of the super-activist phenomenon described 

for Asian-American political participation. On the other hand, they might suggest some of 

the contextual conditions for the sleeping giant of Latino political participation.  

More generally, the findings in this chapter show that much still needs to be examined about 

the black box of how immigrant ethno-specific civic organizations affect immigrants’ political 

participation. Rather than operating neatly in accordance to either the networked social 

capital or the institutional social capital hypotheses presented in this chapter, the effects of 

organizations depend on the types of political activities, the internal resources of immigrant 

groups and immigrant integration policy regimes. They might function as an equalizer or to 

reinforce privileges and disadvantages. Overall, however, the findings suggest once again 

that the effects of state-led integration policies are relatively more favorable for lower-

resource groups, either by facilitating the types of ties that support informal participation, 

or by making more positive the effects of organizations on formal types of political 

participation.    

The influence of the horizontal integration policy regime in Toronto is not so much that of 

increasing the political voice of all immigrant groups compared to the multi-tiered in the 

Silicon Valley but to distribute such political voice more evenly within immigrant 
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communities and to reduce the gap between high-and low-socioeconomic immigrants. 

Conversely, the integration regime in the Silicon Valley facilitates the loudness of the haves 

and reproduces the lack of voice of the have-nots.  

Conclusions  
 

In this chapter, I use original survey data to examine the effects of membership in ethno-

specific civic organizations on immigrants’ political behavior, by empirically testing the 

“networked social capital” and the “institutional social capital” hypotheses.  The findings in 

this chapter indicate that the adequacy of these hypotheses varies across different types of 

political participation and different immigrant groups. Network effects explain the influence 

of ethno-specific civic organizations on informal participation, while organizational dynamics 

shed light on formal types of participation. The results also challenge the assumption in the 

institutional social capital hypothesis that the effects of membership in ethno-specific civic 

organizations is more positive in state-led immigrant integration policy regimes. The extent 

to which the effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations is visible on the 

individual-level depends on whether ethnic organizations function to diffuse or concentrate 

social advantages.  

In light of the results in the previous chapters, I contend that the most consequential effect 

of state-led integration policy regimes on immigrants’ political integration is not to 

consistently increase the social resources of individual immigrants or to instil a political self-

advocacy discourse which would otherwise be unavailable to immigrant communities. 

Rather, state-led integration policy regimes work by equalizing the opportunities for political 

agency within immigrant communities and between high and low socioeconomic status 

immigrant groups.  Concerns about the chances of immigrants’ political integration are better 

placed on patterns of inequalities and on how integration policy regimes moderate the social 
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and political implications of those inequalities. Whether immigrants overall develop a 

political voice in their receiving countries depends not so much on curbing dense ethnic 

communities but tackling the vicious cycles that lead immigrant haves to have even more 

and immigrant have-nots to never get a chance at integration.
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Chapter eight. Attitudinal elements of political integration: the 

influence of integration policy regimes and social ties on 

immigrants’ internal and external political efficacy.  

Introduction  
 

The focus of this chapter is the attitudinal element of immigrants’ political voice, that is, their 

internal and external political efficacy. Low levels of efficacy mean that immigrants do not 

feel confident in their ability to formulate political decisions and in the openness of the 

political system to their concerns. In contrast, high levels of political efficacy indicate that 

immigrants feel that they are competent and legitimate actors in the political sphere of their 

adopted countries. As a result, political efficacy is crucial for immigrants’ political 

integration, independent of its relation to political behavior. Using survey data, I test once 

again hypotheses three and four in the theoretical model. I investigate whether the effects of 

membership in ethno-specific civic organizations on political efficacy are explained by the ties 

in immigrants’ personal networks – what I referred to as the “networked social capital” 

hypothesis – or whether the effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations vary 

in intensity across the two integration policy regimes included in the study – which I termed 

the “institutional social capital” hypothesis. In addition to these structural determinants, I 

examine whether other factors stemming from the immigration experience, including the 

perceived commitment of the federal government to protecting ethno-cultural diversity and 

the degree of fairness of media representation of immigrants, also influence political efficacy. 

This chapter’s central contribution to the study is to discuss how the effects of integration 

policy regimes trickle down to immigrants’ individual-level political attitudes and whether 

the prevalent mechanism is the “network conduit” or the “organizational conduit”.   
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The chapter is organized as follows. I begin by reviewing the literature on immigrants’ 

political efficacy and presenting the hypotheses tested in this chapter. I describe the data and 

operationalization procedures utilized in the chapter. I then present the results of the 

regression models on both internal and external efficacy. I replicate the analysis from the 

general sample to the two immigrant sub-samples, to examine possibly different group 

dynamics in the way that the effects of integration policy regimes trickle down to the 

individual level of analysis. 

The findings in this chapter show that, overall, micro-institutional dynamics matter more 

than the networked or organizational conduits on immigrants’ efficacy. Attitudes such as the 

perceived commitment of the federal government to diversity and the perceived fairness of 

the media are more significant predictors than immigrants’ social and organizational ties. In 

addition, the results indicate that internal and external efficacy are different attitudes with 

different covariates. While they both tend to be systematically higher in Toronto than in the 

Silicon Valley, for both immigrant groups, internal political efficacy is significantly related 

to media assessments while external efficacy to assessments of government action.  

However, the results also confirm the findings in the previous chapter about the different 

effects of ethno-specific organizational membership on the political integration of different 

types of immigrant groups. On the individual level, the effects of membership on efficacy is 

systematically lower in the Greater Toronto Area than in the Silicon Valley for Indians. The 

opposite trend appears to be at play for Salvadorans. I contend that this finding can be 

explained as a result of the same organizational dynamic identified in the previous chapters. 

For Indians, membership in ethno-specific organizations matters less for political integration 

in the Greater Toronto Area than in the Silicon Valley, since these organizations operate in 

a community structure that equalizes, rather compound, the  opportunities for political 
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engagement. The reverse trend appears to be at play for Salvadorans, for whom the absence 

of an established civic community in the Silicon Valley, heightens the disadvantages of an 

already socioeconomically marginalized community. 

8.1 Literature review: the “networked social capital”, “institutional social 

capital” and micro-institutional hypotheses 
 

Immigrants’ political efficacy is crucial for immigrants’ political integration. Systematically 

lower levels of immigrants’ self-understanding as capable and legitimate political actors 

generates as much of a democratic deficit as their under-representation in collective decision-

making processes (Schildkraut 2005).The determinants of immigrants’ political efficacy have 

not received the same attention in the literature as other attitudes, such as political trust 

(Michelson 2003; Maxwell 2010). We know that immigrants tend to have lower levels of 

efficacy than the white majority, but also that the positive relation between efficacy and 

turnout does not generalize to immigrant minorities, a result explained as the result of the 

prevalence of non-instrumental reasons for voting (Michelson 2000). Comparatively, 

however, immigrants’ sense of political efficacy is found to be systematically higher in 

multiculturalism policies countries (Wright and Bloemraad 2012; Helbling et al. 2016). In 

this chapter, I am interested in examining the mechanisms through which the influence of 

immigrant integration policy regimes trickle down to the individual-level of analysis.  

I contend that immigration-related experiences can have a significant effect on immigrants’ 

political efficacy, an assumption that departs in part from the standard literature on political 

efficacy. This literature shows that political efficacy is shaped at an early age and is affected 

by personal attributes, such as intelligence and socio-economic status. In the first systematic 

study of the origins of political self-efficacy, Easton and Dennis (1965) show that children 

form (or fail to form) a sense of mastery of the political sphere by the third grade of their 
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primary education. The higher the class background of their family of origin, and the higher 

their IQ, the higher the level of children’s political efficacy. What is interesting in their 

contribution for the purpose of this chapter is that, while the authors focus on relatively 

stable personal traits and early life socialization experiences as covariates of political efficacy, 

they also suggest that later life experiences exert a significant role on individual political 

efficacy. Male adults report systematically higher levels of political efficacy than their female 

counterparts, which Easton and Dennis explain as a result of helplessness learned later in 

life, due to women’s repeated experiences of exclusion from the political sphere.  

There are plausible reasons to hypothesize that later life experiences – including 

immigration-related experiences – affect individuals’ political efficacy. Scholarship shows 

that individual experiences and perceptions of the quality and responsiveness of political 

institutions affect political attitudes. Bobo and Gillian (1990) show that ethno-racial 

minorities have lower levels of political efficacy because they have in fact less political power. 

Bowler and Donovan (2001) demonstrate that, in contexts where the tools of direct democracy 

are used more frequently, aggregate levels of external political efficacy are also higher. 

Mishler and Rose (2001), using survey data from post-communist Eastern European 

countries, contend that individual preferences and experiences, including whether a person 

has individually experienced the effects of corruption or the benefits of economic growth, 

significantly influence that person’s level of confidence in the performance of recently 

established democratic institutions.  

I surmise that there are three possible mechanisms through which immigrant integration 

policy regimes trickle down to individual-level political efficacy. The first two are the 

structural mechanisms explained in the previous chapter as well. First, individual 

immigrants’ position in the social structure could influence their political efficacy. Diverse 
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social ties, in particular, serve as the basis for self-efficacy. Rose Coser’s role-set theory 

argues that individual autonomy stems from individuals’ learning to deal with the complexity 

of roles generated by the differentiation among institutions in modern society. Far from being 

a source of alienation – as suggested by Marxist theory – the plurality of social relations is 

instead the “seedbed of individual autonomy”, which allows individuals to meet the role 

expectations of several others while maintaining an inner core. The networked conduit of 

political efficacy posits that immigrant integration policy regimes influence the social capital 

of immigrants, and in turn, a diversity of social ties provides the seedbed for self- and political 

efficacy. Empirically, I should observe that: 

Hypothesis three:  The effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations on 

immigrants’ political participation are positive, but their explanatory power is reduced 

once controlling for measures of respondents’ social ties (networked social capital 

hypothesis).   

Second, as indicated in the comparative institutional literature on immigrant integration, 

membership in ethno-specific civic organizations per se could influence immigrants’ political 

efficacy. In chapter six, I explain that membership in ethno-specific civic organizations 

confers preferential opportunities for immigrants’ political participation, by providing a locus 

for politicians to recruit constituencies, reducing the distance between ethnic communities 

and the political system and by positioning immigrants as legitimate political actors in the 

receiving countries. According to the institutional social capital hypothesis, however, ethno-

specific civic organizations should provide preferential access to the political sphere of 

immigrants’ adopted countries specifically in state-led integration policy regimes, where 

different levels of government support immigrant civil society. Empirically, if this hypothesis 

is correct, I should observe that:    
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Hypothesis four: The effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations on 

immigrants’ political efficacy are positive and remain significant after controlling for 

measures of respondents’ social ties. Their effects are conditioned by integration policy 

regimes, with more positive effects expected in the Greater Toronto Area (institutional 

social capital hypothesis).  

The third mechanism stems from the literature on the micro-institutional origins of political 

attitudes. It posits that experiences with the institutions of immigrants’ adopted countries 

significantly influence immigrants’ political efficacy. The higher levels of political efficacy in 

state-led integration policy regimes could be explained by immigrants’ assessment of the 

inclusivity of the political institutions in their receiving country. The effects of individual 

assessments of government action should be evident over and above those of the inclusivity 

of other non-government actors, such as for instance, the media. Empirically, if this 

hypothesis is correct, I should observe that: 

Hypothesis five: Immigrants’ levels of political efficacy are systematically higher in 

the Greater Toronto Area. This gap is, however, reduced when controlling for 

immigrants’ perception of the inclusivity of the federal government in their adopted 

country (the micro-institutional hypothesis).  

In chapter six I show that the relation between membership in ethno-specific civic 

organizations and measures of individual-level social capital varies across immigrant groups 

and immigrant integration policy regimes, and in chapter seven I find that the relation 

between membership in ethno-specific and participation varies between Indians and 

Salvadorans. The same group dynamics that affect immigrants’ political participation could 

be found on efficacy as well. For that reason, in this chapter I first explain immigrants’ 
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political efficacy on the general sample and I then replicate the analysis separately on the 

two immigrant sub-samples.   

8.2 Data and operationalization 
 

The dependent variable in this chapter is immigrants’ political efficacy. I use two different 

dependent variables, each of which refers to a different dimension of political efficacy 

(Cronbach’s alpha = .58). The first encompasses internal political efficacy, measured as 

disagreement with the survey item “Politics and government seem so complicated that a 

person like me cannot really understand what is going on”. The item is a four-point Likert 

scale, ranging from maximum agreement (coded as 1) to maximum disagreement (coded as 

4). The higher the disagreement to the item, the higher the level of respondents’ self-

perceived political competence. The second refers to external political efficacy, measured 

as disagreement to the survey item “Some immigrants feel that politicians do not really care 

about people like them. Do you agree or disagree with their opinion?” This item is also a four-

point Likert scale, ranging from maximum agreement (coded as 1) to maximum disagreement 

(coded as 4). The higher the disagreement, the higher the level of perceived responsiveness 

of politicians to immigrants’ issues. Descriptive statistics for both variables are available in 

the Appendix.  

In order to test the three hypotheses in the previous section, I use the following independent 

variables. The measures of social and organizational ties are those utilized in the previous 

chapter as well. I measure the diversity of personal ties by using three measures on the 

Range Index (to own group, to whites and to other minorities). I also replicate the use of the 

two organizational ties Indices, one to a variety of ethno-specific civic organizations 

and the other to non ethno-specific civic organizations. In order to test the micro-

institutional hypothesis, I use a measure of perceived federal government commitment 
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to diversity. It is derived from a survey item that asks respondents to rate the degree to 

which they consider the federal government to be committed to preserving the ethno-cultural 

diversity of the population. There were five possible answers to the two questions, varying 

from one (“the government does nothing at all”) to five (“the government does a lot”). I also 

measure the perceived fairness of media representation to immigrants, using a scale 

that asks respondents to rate the extent to which the media in Canada/United States 

represent immigrant fairly, varying from one (“not fairly at all”) to five (“very fairly”).  

I use respondents’ highest level of education (scale varying from 0 to 11) and immigrant 

generation status as controls. As in chapter seven, I conduct the analysis in three stages. The 

first contains the controls, the micro-institutional variables, and the measure of diversity of 

ethno-specific organizational ties. The second adds the measure of diversity of non ethno-

specific organizational ties and the measures of diverse social ties. The third step of the 

analysis includes an interaction term, which multiplies the diversity of ethno-specific 

organizational ties by a dummy variable for the integration policy regime (Greater Toronto 

Area=1; Silicon Valley =0). The interaction term is centered at its mean.  
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8.3 Analysis   

Table 8.1 presents the results of the models predicting internal and external political efficacy 

on the general sample. Focusing on the first stage of the analysis, the findings reconfirm that 

levels of political efficacy –both internal and external- are systematically higher in the 

Greater Toronto Area than in the Silicon Valley. The effects of education are positive for both 

dimensions, but only significant for internal political efficacy. The results of the two variables 

used to test the micro-institutional hypothesis offer multiple insights. They show that both 

the perceived commitment of the federal government to diversity and the perceived fairness 

of media representation of immigrants matter for political efficacy, even though the former 

matters for external efficacy and the former for internal efficacy. While, prima facie, this 

appears to confirm hypothesis five, other findings challenge this interpretation. First, the 

direction of the relationship is different. The more respondents feel that their federal 

government is committed to protecting the diversity of its population, the more they disagree 

with the statement that politicians do not care about immigrants. In contrast, the more 

respondents perceive the media to be unfair to immigrants, the more they feel politically 

competent. Second, the significance of these variables does not cancel the systematic effects 

of immigrant integration policy regimes on political efficacy. In fact, the positive effects of the 

Greater Toronto Area remain the highest for internal political efficacy, even higher than 

education, as evidenced by its largest standardized coefficient. The positive effects of residing 

in the Greater Toronto Area are also the largest antecedent of external political efficacy, even 

though the positive effects of the perceived federal commitment to diversity are stronger than 

the negative effects of perceived media unfairness on internal political efficacy.      
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Table 8.1. Regression coefficients, internal and external political efficacy, general sample 

 Internal political 

efficacy 

  External political 

efficacy 

  

 Step 1 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                         B          

(S.E.) 

Step 1 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                         B          

S.E.) 
Education  .311***                      .357 

(.069) 

.276***                      .318                          

(.071) 

.272***                       .312     

(.071) 

.081                            .087     

(.066) 

.079                             .084      

(.069) 

.071                             .077    

(.069) 

Toronto .258***                      .536    

(.105) 

.256 ***                     .531    

(.105) 

.267***                       .554     

(.105) 

 .131*                        .258 

(.101) 

.131*                           .257     

(.103) 

.149*                           .294    

(.102) 

Second generation -.082                          -.246    

  (.150) 

-.077                         -.230    

(.150) 

-.085                          -.254      

(.150) 

.036                            .104    

(.146) 

.039                             .112    

(.148) 

.024                             .070     

(.147) 

TV fair to immigrants -.142*                        -.151    

(.062) 

-.128*                       -.137    

(.062) 

-.133*                        -.142    

(.062) 

.068                            .070     

(.059) 

.068                            .069   

(.060) 

.061                             .062     

(.060) 

Fed commit to diversity -.038                          -.038   

(.061) 

-.042                         -.042     

(.061) 

-.028                          -.028     

(.062) 

.236***                       .228      

(.059) 

.238***                       .230     

(.059)  

.260***                       .250    

(.059) 

Ethno-specific 

organizational ties 

.037                             .035  

(.048)    

 

.001                            .001    

(.051) 

.101                            .096     

(.062) 

 

.093                            .082   

(.046) 

.081                             .072     

  (.049) 

.240*                          .213     

(.069) 

Indian -.254                          -.121                           

(.136) 

-.083                         -.174    

(.142) 

-.093                          -.194     

(.174) 

.017                            .033    

(.131) 

.017                             .034 

(.139) 

.002                             .005    

(.138) 

Range own 

Group 

 -.035                         -.041    

(.063) 

-.027                          -.031    

(.063) 

 .033                             .035     

(.062) 

.045                            .048     

(.061) 

Range white  .086                            .095    

(.065) 

.073                            .080     

(.065) 

 .020                             .021     

(.064) 

.000                             .000 

(.064) 

Range other minorities  -.037                          -.041   

(.065) 

-.041                          -.046      

(.065) 

 -.012                          -.013    

(.064) 

-.016                          -.018    

(.063) 

Multi-ethnic 

organizational ties 

 .117*                          .109                      

(.049) 

.118*                          .110    

(.049) 

 .005                             .004    

(.048) 

.006                             .005    

(.047) 

Ethno-specific 

org*Toronto 

  -.133                          -.172    

(.094) 

  -.211*                        -.257    

(.090) 

R-squared .162 .179 .187 .147 .148 .168 

N 525 525 525 525 525 525 
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Table 8.2. Regression coefficients, internal and external political efficacy, Indian immigrants 

 Internal political 

efficacy 

  External political 

efficacy 

  

 Step 1 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                         B          

(S.E.) 

Step 1 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                         B          

(S.E.) 
Education .276***                       .494     

(.120) 

.242**                         .433    

(.124) 

.268***                       .481     

(.123) 

.244**                         .426     

(.122) 

.240*                           .419     

(.128) 

.273***                      .476      

(.126) 

Toronto .204*                          .394     

(.128) 

.201*                           .388    

(.130) 

.259***                       .501    

(.134) 

.145*                           .269     

(.129) 

.148*                           .274 

(.133) 

.223*                          .413     

(.136) 

Second generation -.089                          -.233   

(.178) 

-.085                          -.225     

(.178) 

-.090                          -.238     

(.175) 

.026                             .066    

(.180) 

.026                             .065     

(.182) 

.017                            .044     

(.177) 

TV fair to immigrants -.209*                        -.217     

(.080) 

-.192*                        -.200     

(.081) 

-.205*                        -.214    

(.080) 

.016                             .016    

(.081) 

.021                             .021 

(.802) 

.005                            .005 

(.080) 

Fed commit to diversity -.045                          -.049      

(.082) 

-.056                          -.061    

(.082) 

-.010                          -.011    

(.083) 

.158*                           .163    

(.081) 

.163*                           .168    

(.083) 

.224*                          .231    

(.083) 

Ethno-specific 

organizational ties 

.021                             .017     

(.055) 

.032                             .027    

(.060) 

.151                             .125    

(.081) 

.098                             .076     

(.054) 

.081                             .063    

(.060) 

 

.313*                          .244     

(.080) 

Range own group  -.028                          -.035     

(.103) 

-.011                          -.014    

(.101) 

 .037                             .044     

(.105) 

.056                            .067     

 (.102) 

Range white  .046                             .048     

 (.090) 

.021                             .022    

(.089) 

 -.001                          -.001 

(.093) 

-.031                          -.031 

(.091) 

Range other  .032                             .031    

(.086) 

 .018                            .017   

(.085)   

 .034                             .033     

(.089) 

.020                            .020 

(.086) 

Multiethnic 

organizational ties 

 .135                             .130    

(.069) 

.108                            .104    

(.068) 

 -.007                          -.007 

 (.069) 

-.045                          -.041    

(.068) 

Ethno-specific 

org*Toronto 

  -.257*                        -.315    

(.113) 

  -.325**                       -.373    

(.111) 

R-squared .150 .170 .202 .111 .115 .165 

N 311 311 311 311 311 311 
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Table 8.3. Regression coefficients, internal and external political efficacy, Salvadoran immigrants 

 Internal political 

efficacy 

  External political 

efficacy 

  

 Step 1 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                         B          

(S.E.) 

Step 1 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                         B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                         B          

(S.E.) 
Education .202*                           .235    

(.092) 

.180*                           .210         

(.096) 

.196*                           .228     

(.096) 

-.068                          -.070    

(.082) 

-.061                          -.063     

(.088) 

-.066                          -.068     

(.089) 

Toronto .366***                       .823    

 (.190) 

.367                             .825     

(.190) 

.396***                       .892     

(.194) 

.164                             .330    

(.171) 

.167                             .335    

(.174) 

.159                             .320      

(.177) 

Second generation -.087                          -.313      

(.278) 

-.076                          -.275     

(.282) 

-.074                          -.266     

(.281) 

.083                             .268      

(.253) 

.096                             .311     

(.261) 

.095                             .309     

(.262) 

TV fair to immigrants -.057                          -.070     

(.097) 

-.038                          -.047    

(.098) 

-.034                          -.042    

(.097) 

.117                             .128      

(.087) 

.117                             .128      

(.089) 

.115                             .126      

(.090) 

Fed commit to diversity -.031                          -.037     

 (.095) 

-.025                          -.029    

(.095) 

-.039                          -.047    

(.095) 

.299***                       .321      

(.086) 

.303***                       .325   

(.087) 

.307                             .329      

(.088) 

Ethno-specific 

organizational ties 

.037                             .045    

(.091)    

.013                             .016     

(.094) 

-.197                          -.238     

(.182) 

.079                             .086     

(.082) 

.070                             .076     

(.086) 

.130                             .141      

(.165) 

Range own group  -.066                          -.070     

(.086) 

-.080                          -.086     

(.086) 

 .014                             .013      

(.079) 

.018                             .017      

(.080) 

Range white  .106                             .122      

(.095) 

.130                             .150      

(.096) 

 .007                             .007 

(.087) 

.000                             .000 

(.089) 

Range other minorities  -.131                          -.180     

(.108) 

-.146                          -.201     

(.108) 

 -.083                          -.102     

(.100) 

-.079                          -.096    

(.101) 

Multiethnic 

organizational ties 

 .139                             .127       

(.073) 

.124                             .113    

(.073) 

 .054                             .045 

(.067) 

 .059                            .048 

(.067) 

Ethno-specific 

org*Toronto 

  .245                            .344    

(.211) 

  -.070                          -.089     

(.193) 

R-squared .214 .247 .261 .188 .196 .197 

N 214 214 214 214 214 214 
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Tables 8.2 and 8.3 replicate the same analysis separately on the two immigrant subsamples. 

As in the previous chapter, groups matter for examining how structural factors influence 

immigrants’ political efficacy. For Indian immigrants (table 8.2), results are nearly identical 

to those on the general sample. In the first step of the analysis, education and residing in 

Toronto increase respondents’ internal and external efficacy. Perceived media unfairness to 

immigrants increases immigrants’ internal political efficacy while the perceived commitment 

of federal government to protecting ethnocultural diversity increases immigrants’ external 

political efficacy. The effects of residing in the Greater Toronto Area exert the strongest 

influence. As opposed to the model run on the general sample, the measure of non-ethno-

specific organizational ties is not significant. However, in the third step of the analysis, the 

significance of the interaction terms indicates that the effects of membership in ethno-specific 

civic organizations on both dimensions of political efficacy is systematically different in the 

two immigrant integration policy regimes and less positive in the Greater Toronto Area.  

For Salvadorans, education and residing in the Greater Toronto Area significantly increase 

internal political efficacy, the latter having higher substantive effects than for Indians. In 

the second step of the analysis, the standardized coefficient for the Greater Toronto Area on 

internal efficacy is .825, indicating that living in that city increases levels of political efficacy 

almost by one unit, holding everything else constant. Micro-institutional measures do not 

explain internal political efficacy, while the measure of perceived government commitment 

to diversity significantly increases external political efficacy. Adding the interaction term in 

the third step of the analysis, suggests a reverse pattern to the one found for Indians for 

internal political efficacy, with a positive coefficient for the Greater Toronto Area, even 

though it does not reach statistical significance.  
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8.4 Discussion and implications  
 

What do the findings in the previous section indicate for the three hypotheses tested in this 

chapter? First, the findings show that the networked conduit does not explain gaps in 

immigrants’ political efficacy between immigrant integration policy regimes. None of the 

network measures exert significant positive effects on internal or external political efficacy, 

both on the general sample or on the two separate immigrant subsamples. In the previous 

chapter, I argued that network measures explain informal political participation but not 

formal participation, whether electoral or not. This suggests that measures of diverse 

personal ties might act as recruitment mechanisms for, or as generators of comparative 

processes that facilitate unconventional political participation, but not on formal recruitment 

or attitudes regarding formal political decision-making.  

Second, the findings indicate that the organizational conduit functions for political efficacy 

as it does for party-based, non-electoral political participation. Membership in ethno-specific 

civic organizations does not consistently raise political efficacy levels across immigrant 

groups. Rather, the effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations on political 

efficacy is less positive for Indians in the Greater Toronto Area. The reverse patterns appears 

to be at play for Salvadorans (albeit not significant). As in chapter seven, this results can be 

explained as a result of the function that ethno-specific civic organizations play for the 

distribution of political resources within different immigrant integration policy regimes. For 

Indians in the Greater Toronto Area, individual membership in organizations matters less 

for efficacy because the community structure serves to diffuse resources, while it concentrates 

resources relevant for political participation in the Silicon Valley.  

Third, the findings confirm that immigrants’ political efficacy is systematically higher in the 

Greater Toronto Area. They also show that micro-level positive experiences with the 
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institutions of the receiving country affect immigrants’ political efficacy, even though they do 

not explain the gap between the Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley, challenging 

the predictions in hypothesis five. While future research will need to delve deeper into 

understanding the mechanism responsible for this result, the findings do suggest that the 

extent to which immigrants feel that their receiving country is committed to protecting 

cultural diversity is consequential for the extent to which they perceive the political system 

in their adopted countries to be open to their demands.   

More generally, the findings in this chapter contribute to the literature in multiple ways. 

Just as with the results in the previous chapter, they reconfirm the need to pay attention to 

the relative influence of ethno-specific and non ethno-specific civic organizations on political 

behavior and attitudes. While the literature emphasizes ethnic organizations as the locus for 

political mobilization, the findings demonstrate that non-ethnic organizations have a more 

powerful effect – at the individual level – on immigrants’ internal efficacy. With regards to 

the effects of ethno-specific civic organizations, they reaffirm the importance of examining 

how their effects vary across immigrant groups and integration policy regimes. Secondly, 

they suggest the need to pay attention to immigrants’ micro-level experiences with 

institutional and non-institutional actors. Considering the different effects of perceived 

government inclusivity and media fairness to immigrants, it is possible that political 

attitudes that facilitate participation depend on a combination of grievances and the 

confidence that governments in immigrants’ adopted countries are committed to an inclusive 

diversity agenda.  

Conclusions  
 

This chapter uses survey data to test hypotheses about the effects of immigration-related 

experiences on the attitudinal dimension of immigrants’ political agency – internal and 
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external efficacy. The findings in this chapter contribute to the literature on political 

attitudes in general and to the literature on the influence of ethnic organizations for 

immigrants’ political mobilization. To the former, the results show that immigrants’ internal 

and external efficacy have different antecedents, and that the influence of perceptions 

regarding the fairness of treatment of immigrants in the media and of government 

commitment to diversity are more consequential than social ties. To the latter, they indicate 

that membership in ethno-specific civic organizations does not   consistently raise 

immigrants’ political efficacy in multicultural integration regimes. Rather, the results in this 

chapter reconfirm the earlier findings about that ethnic organizations exert more positive 

effects for low socioeconomic status immigrants in state-led integration regimes. For high-

resource groups, the effects of ethnic organizations at the individual level matter more in 

regimes where ethnic organizations concentrate rather than diffuse the distribution of 

resources relevant for immigrants’ political participation.  
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Chapter nine. Immigrant integration policies and political 

incorporation: raising or lowering the bar?  
 

This study looks at how immigrant integration policies influence immigrants’ political voice 

and its distribution. Its starting point is the finding in the literature that multiculturalism 

integration policies are associated with higher levels of immigrant political participation and 

political efficacy. The contribution of this study is to theorize and test the mechanisms 

through which policies influence such outcomes. Focusing on social capital as the mediating 

factor between policies and political agency at the individual level, I examine the networked 

and organizational conduits of political participation. I investigate whether the organizations 

of immigrant groups provide individuals with resources that affect participation over and 

above socioeconomic status and whether they do so differently under different integration 

policy regimes, raising or lowering the bar for immigrants’ political incorporation.   

I put forth two mechanisms that explain the influence of integration policies on political 

incorporation. According to the first mechanism, the “networked conduit of participation”, 

integration policies matter for political integration because they influence the stock of 

network resources – in and out group ties – that individual immigrants have available. In 

turn, more social capital at the individual level spurs increased political participation as well 

political efficacy. In the second mechanism, the “organizational conduit of participation”, 

integration policy regimes influence immigrants’ political integration by conditioning the 

relation between organizations and political participation. Ethnic organizations would 

provide more politically-relevant resources in policy regimes characterized by government-

led approaches to immigrant integration. Everything else being held equal, a member of an 

ethno-specific civic organization in the Greater Toronto Area would be more likely to be 

politically active and to feel politically efficacious than in the Silicon Valley.  
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The findings in the study show that the government-led integration regime in Toronto leads 

to increased aggregate-level social capital – more dense civic organizations – compared to the 

Silicon Valley. The organizational advantage that poorer immigrant groups derive from the 

state-led, horizontal integration sector in the Greater Toronto Area is comparatively more 

positive than for better off groups. The existence of a stable and extensive integration sector, 

equally available for high and low socioeconomic status immigrants, acts as a “recruitment 

field” for community leaders, who can take advantage of this to create internally connected 

communities, regardless of the extent of their internal resources. Conversely, the multi-actor 

integration sector in the Silicon Valley reduces that “recruitment” field. For poorer immigrant 

groups, the lack of extensive state support for immigrant integration results in communities 

shaped as sets of isolated cliques, which constrain the opportunities for political mobilization. 

Better off groups can use their internal resources to create communities; however, civic and 

political activities are limited to a small number of community leaders with limited 

connections to the rest of the immigrant community.    

While the relation between aggregate-level and individual-level social capital varies between 

immigrant groups and across integration policy regimes, the findings in this study show that 

immigrant integration policies in the Greater Toronto Area also reduce the distance between 

high- and low-socioeconomic status immigrant groups. They do so by increasing the 

opportunities for participation for lower-status immigrants as well as by redistributing the 

opportunities for participation within higher socioeconomic status immigrant groups. 

Conversely, government inaction in immigrant integration accentuates the implications of 

socioeconomic status differences between high and low socioeconomic status immigrant 

groups. Political agency requires more individual effort in the Silicon Valley. As a result, it 

appears to be concentrated among a few superactivists within the Indian community, who 
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possess many social resources and reproduce them through their multiple civic and political 

engagements. In worse-off groups, such as Salvadorans, the bar for political agency is harder 

to meet. Civic activists tend to have different types of social capital than most, characterized 

predominantly by proximity to the white majority.   

The findings challenge offer original contributions to the literature in multiple ways. First of 

all, they bring into question the skepticism that the positive integration outcomes in 

multiculturalism settings are really the result of selective immigration policies rather than 

of integration policies per se. They also challenge the claims of critical race scholars, who 

argue that multiculturalism policies reproduce white hegemony and perpetuate the 

disadvantage of poorer immigrant groups. Instead, my findings show that lower 

socioeconomic status immigrant groups benefit the most from the government-led integration 

regime in Toronto. Chapters five and six indicate that the difference between the social 

resources of Salvadorans in the Greater Toronto Area and the Silicon Valley is larger than 

that of Indians. Additionally, chapters seven and eight demonstrate that the effects of 

membership in ethnic organizations on formal political participation and political efficacy are 

more positive for Salvadorans and less positive for Indians in the Greater Toronto Area than 

for their Silicon Valley counterparts. Far from offering increased opportunities for already 

advantaged groups, integration policies in Toronto improve the chances of political agency 

for those otherwise less likely to have political voice.  

In addition, the findings in this study indicate that the effects of integration policy regimes 

are best assessed not only by comparing immigrant groups across policy regimes, but also by 

comparing socioeconomically different immigrant groups within the same policy regime. 

Chapter five argues that the most distinctive effect of the horizontal, government-led 

integration policy regime in Toronto is not that of increasing the density of immigrant 
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organizations or imbuing their members with a unique discourse of political advocacy, 

compared to the Silicon Valley. Rather, what is unique about the Greater Toronto Area is 

that the ethnic organizations of both Indians and Salvadorans structure the immigrant 

communities in similar ways, creating a set of cross-cutting engagements, which reduce the 

distance between community members and leaders, with implications for the intra-

community distribution of opportunities for agency. In contrast, the multi-tiered, multi-actor 

integration policy regime in the Silicon Valley accentuates the impact of socioeconomic status 

differences between the immigrant groups. Left largely to its own devices, immigrant civil 

society in the Silicon Valley is still dense and vibrant for the higher socioeconomic status 

immigrant group under analysis. However, unlike in the Greater Toronto Area, Indian 

organizations in the Silicon Valley fail to create a horizontal community, in which social 

advantages trickle down to individual members and non-members. To the contrary, ethnic 

organization multiply the social benefits of a few community leaders, who engage in a variety 

of civic activities but have a very limited audience to speak to. For low socioeconomic status 

groups, immigrant civil society is weak in the Silicon Valley and the few informal 

organizations with Salvadoran leadership are characterized by individuals’ ties to the white 

majority.  

To the literature on social integration, the findings indicate that integration policies have a 

clearer effect on immigrants’ aggregate-level resources than on the composition of 

immigrants’ personal networks. Contrary to the fears of critics of multiculturalism, who see 

dense ethnic communities as a hindrance to the ability of immigrants to create out-group 

ties, the findings show that measures of in-group and out-group ties are positively associated 

for both immigrant groups in the Silicon Valley as well as in the Greater Toronto Area. They 
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also indicate remarkably similar pathways to the formation of social ties across integration 

policy regimes.  

The position generator findings, however, show a closer correlation between in--group and 

out-group social ties as well as between individual socioeconomic resources and measures of 

individual-level social capital in the Silicon Valley compared to the Greater Toronto Area. I 

argue that these findings are in line with the effects of integration policy regimes on the 

aggregate-level social resources of immigrants. While integration policies in the Greater 

Toronto Area tends to equalize the distribution of those resources, reducing the power of 

individual socioeconomic status on the development of social capital, the policy context in the 

Silicon Valley spurs a vicious circle of inequality, in which the haves also have more 

opportunities to accrue more benefits, while the have-nots are not offered similar 

opportunities to improve their status. Using a macrosociological definition of social 

integration, I contend that the horizontal policy regime in the Greater Toronto Area is 

characterized by higher levels of social integration, defined as the cross-cutting of different 

sources of social stratification. From this point of view, the worries of those concerned with 

immigrants’ ability to form out-group as well as in-group ties would be better placed on issue 

of inequality rather than integration policies.   

The effects of aggregate-level social capital on immigrants’ personal networks are also more 

complex than originally anticipated. Chapter six shows that the aggregate-level social 

resources do not necessarily generate trickle down effects on the social capital of individual 

members. Their effects are clearest on the distribution of social resources within immigrant 

communities. Additionally, the effects of membership in ethno-specific civic organizations 

vary across immigrant groups and integration regimes. Non-ethnospecific organizations 

appear to play a more significant role in predicting behavior and attitudes than ethno-specific 
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organizations at the level of main effects. However, the effects of ethno-specific organizations 

appear different across integration regimes when immigrant groups are analyzed separately. 

At the individual level, the effects of membership in ethnic organization on formal political 

participation and external political efficacy is more positive for Salvadorans and less positive 

for Indians in the Greater Toronto Area as opposed to the Silicon Valley. While for 

Salvadorans, organizations in the Greater Toronto Area carry opportunities that would 

otherwise be unavailable, for Indians organizations equalize opportunities within the 

community, making membership less influential – less necessary, so to say – for participation 

at the individual level. 

The findings also shed an original light on the relation between immigrants’ social and 

political integration. If social integration is defined as immigrants’ connections outside their 

ethnic group, then the relation between social and political integration is not a positive and 

linear one. But there is also not trade-off between social and political integration. A 

combination of in-group and out-group social and organizational ties matter for all types of 

participation that require collective action in the public sphere. Future research will have to 

focus on the relative effects of social versus organizational ties on the opportunities for 

political recruitment and political attitudes that are conducive to immigrants’ participation.  

Overall, this study shows that public policies matter for immigrants’ political voice and that 

their influence is clearer when we move beyond just cross-country analyses of the effects of 

the presence/absence of government-led integration policies on integration outcomes and 

examine how different combinations of government, market and civil society in immigrant 

integration structure and redistribute opportunities for participation between low and high 

socioeconomic status immigrant groups. The implication is that the higher levels of political 

participation and efficacy found in the comparative literature on immigrant integration 
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might be explained not so much by increased resources but by more equal resources within 

immigrant populations, which redistribute opportunities to be active to individuals who 

would most likely remain politically passive in different integration policy regimes. This 

effect is achieved without creating additional incentives for immigrants to retreat into their 

own ethnic group. Such an outcome is beneficial to immigrant groups, because their needs 

and concerns are more likely to be heard if they are politically active. It is also more generally 

beneficial to the state of diverse democracies, because it brings them closer to fulfilling the 

condition of equal participation.  

The results in this study have important implications for the current debates on immigrant 

integration in Western democracies. The multiculturalism model, while still relatively 

unchallenged in Canada, has come under severe scrutiny and criticism in virtually all 

Western democracies, including in those that have never implemented it. The main criticism 

levelled against government-led integration approaches that protect immigrants’ collective 

rights in the public sphere is that they fail immigrants and, most importantly, their receiving 

societies by retarding integration and undermining social cohesion, creating ethnic enclaves 

without interconnections to each other. Using data on immigrants’ personal networks – an 

original contribution to existing literature – I demonstrate that dense ethnic communities do 

not jeopardize the ability of immigrants to create out-group ties and that, especially for lower 

socioeconomic status immigrant groups, they aid rather than hinder immigrants’ political 

integration.  

Scholars before me have argued that integration policies represent an attempt not only to 

integrate immigrants but also to assuage receiving societies’ concerns about the social 

changes brought about by increasing ethno-racial diversity. Because of the sheer lack of 

evidence prior to this study regarding the actual features of immigrants’ personal networks, 
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the public criticism of multiculturalism policies may reflect on the performance of such 

policies in an indirect way. Far from stemming from the assertion that they hinder 

integration, which this study proves empirically unfounded, these concerns may stem from 

anxieties of the native born about a redistribution of power in multiculturalism countries. In 

the Silicon Valley, limited government action in immigrant integration reproduces, rather 

than challenging, existing systems of socioeconomic and ethno-racial stratification. In 

Toronto, government-led strategy redistributes voice to the less privileged, with the potential 

of eroding, over the long term, the historical inequality in democratic decision-making. The 

backlash against multiculturalism might reflect the old adage that when a social category 

has normalized its privilege, then equality feels like oppression.  The cost of inequality, 

however, is high for democracy. The rise of extreme right, anti-immigrant movements in non-

multicultural countries – from which Canada has so far remain insulated – is a case in point. 

Embracing and supporting equality will be a crucial challenge for the future of democracy in 

Canada and the United States.   
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Appendix B. Questionnaire.  

Immigrant Experiences in Canada and the United States 

I am conducting a study on the experiences of immigrants and their descendants in the Greater Toronto Area/Silicon Valley. Your 

answers are very important to help understand how people’s backgrounds affect their lives in Canada/United States. As I informed 

you, all information you will provide will be kept confidential and only used for statistical analysis. Your participation is voluntary 

but your collaboration is greatly appreciated.  

1. SECTION ONE. BACKGROUND QUESTIONS  

 

The first few questions are about you and your background.  

1.1 In what country were you born?  

INTERVIEWER: please, write here country of birth _____________________ 

INTERVIEWER: If country of birth is Canada/US, then go to question 3.1. 

If country of birth is not Canada/US, then ask: 

1.2 In what year did you come to live in Canada/US?  

INTERVIEWER: Please, write here ___________________ 

1.3 Have you become a Canadian/American citizen? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

 

INTERVIEWER: If not a Canadian/US citizen, go to question 2.1 

If Canadian/US citizen, please ask: 

1.4 In what year did you become a Canadian/US citizen?  

INTERVIEWER: Please, write here year________ 
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SECTION 2. SETTLEMENT PROGRAMMES QUESTIONS  (Canadian Version) 

INTERVIEWER: Please, read out questions in Section Two only if respondent was born outside of Canada and came to Canada 

after 18. If respondent was born outside Canada, but came to Canada as a minor, please go to section 3.  

INTERVIEWER: Please, read the following statement:  

Thanks. Now, I would like to ask you some questions about your experiences as an immigrant in the Greater Toronto Area.  I will 

now read out a list of services that are available for immigrants who have recently arrived in Toronto. For each of them, I would 

like to ask you whether you have made use of them, and how satisfied you are with each one of them.    

Services 2.1 Have you used this service?  

 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2.2 How satisfied were/are you with 

this service? 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. English classes/ 

Language 

assessment 

services 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2. Citizenship 

Classes 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

3. Assistance to find 

a job (specify: 

services that 

provide assistance 

to newcomers to 

find a job, i.e. 

COSTI) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

4. Housing 

Assistance 

(specify: no real 

estate, but 

agencies that help 

newcomers find 

accommodation) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

5. Community 

Health services 

(for instance, 

Punjabi 

Community 

Health services)/ 

(for instance, 

Spanish-speaking 

clinics) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

6. Community Legal 

Clinics (for 

instance, South 

Asian Legal Clinic 

of Ontario)/ (for 

instance, the 

Centre for Spanish 

Speaking People) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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Services 2.3 Have you used this service?  

 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2.4 How satisfied were/are you with 

this service? 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

7. Interpretation or 

translation of 

documents 

services 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

8. Help filling out 

forms/applications 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

9. Family 

reunification or 

adaptation support 

(specify: services 

that help families 

come together 

after they have 

been apart and 

help adapt to the 

Canadian 

environment) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

10. Recreational 

Programming for 

Newcomers (for 

instance, specific 

programmes in 

public libraries 

that target 

newcomers, or 

yoga classes for 

newcomers) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

 

Thank you. Now, for each of these services, I would like to ask you whether other Indians/Salvadorans tell you they have used 

these services, and how satisfied they say they are with each one of them.  

Services 2.3 Do other Indians/Salvadorans tell 

you that they use/have used this 

service?  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2.4 How satisfied do they say they 

are/were about this service?  

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. English classes/ 

Language   

assessment 

services 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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Services 2.3 Do other Indians/Salvadorans tell 

you that they use/have used this 

service?  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2.4 How satisfied do they say they 

are/were about this service?  

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2. Citizenship 

Classes 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

3. Assistance to find 

a job (specify: 

services that 

provide assistance 

to newcomers to 

find a job, i.e. 

COSTI) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

4. Housing 

Assistance 

(specify: no real 

estate, but 

agencies that help 

newcomers find 

accommodation) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

5. Community 

Health services 

(for instance, 

Punjabi 

Community 

Health services)/ 

(for instance, 

Spanish-speaking 

clinics) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

6. Community Legal 

Clinics (for 

instance, South 

Asian Legal Clinic 

of Ontario)/ (for 

instance, the 

Centre for Spanish 

Speaking People) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

7. Interpretation or 

translation of 

documents 

services 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

8. Help filling out 

forms/ 

        applications  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

9. Family 

reunification or 

adaptation support 

(specify: services 

that help families 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 
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reunite and adapt 

to the Canadian 

environment) 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

Services 2.3 Do other Indians/Salvadorans tell 

you that they use/have used this 

service?  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2.4 How satisfied do they say they 

are/were about this service?  

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

10. Recreational 

Programming for 

Newcomers (for 

instance, specific 

programmes in 

public libraries 

that target 

newcomers, or 

yoga classes for 

newcomers) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

 

 

SECTION 2. INTEGRATION SERVICES QUESTIONS  (US Version) 

INTERVIEWER: Please, read out questions in Section Two only if respondent was born outside of the United States. If 

respondent was born in the US, please go to Section Three.  

INTERVIEWER: Please, read the following statement:  

Thanks. Now, I would like to ask you some questions about your experiences as an immigrant in the South Bay Area. I will now 

read out a list of services that are available for immigrants in the South Bay Area. For each of them, I would like to ask you whether 

you have made use of them, and how satisfied you are with each one of them.    

Services 2.5 Have you used this service?  

 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2.6 How satisfied were/are you with 

this service? 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.ESL (English as a 

Second Language) 

Classes 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2.Citizenship Initiatives 

(e.g., participating in a 

Citizenship day, or 

taking citizenship 

classes at the Catholic 

Charities of Santa Clara 

County or Centre for 

Employment Training) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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Services 2.7 Have you used this service?  

 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2.8 How satisfied were/are you with 

this service? 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

3.Employment Services 

(e.g., the Day Workers’ 

Centre in Mountain 

View, the Centre for 

Employment Training 

in San Jose, or 

Upwardly Global South 

Bay) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

4.Community Health 

Services (e.g., Asian 

Americans for 

Community 

Involvement) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

5.Legal Counselling 

(e.g., at Asian Law 

Alliance, Siren, or the 

K. and G. Alexander 

Community Law 

Center)  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

6.Interpretation or 

translation services 

(e.g., the Catholic 

Charities of Santa Clara 

County, or International 

Rescue Committee) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1. Completely satisfied  

2. Satisfied 

3. Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 

4. Unsatisfied  

5. Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

 

Thank you. Now, for each of these services, I would like to ask you whether other Indians/Salvadorans tell you they have used 

these services, and how satisfied they say they are with each one of them.  

Services 2.3 Do other Indians/Salvadorans tell 

you that they use/have used this 

service?  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2.4 How satisfied do they say they 

are/were about this service?  

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.ESL (English as a 

Second Language) 

Classes 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2.Citizenship Initiatives 

(e.g., participating in a 

Citizenship day, or 

taking citizenship 

classes at the Catholic 

Charities of Santa Clara 

County or Centre for 

Employment Training) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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Services 2.3 Do other Indians/Salvadorans tell 

you that they use/have used this 

service?  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2.4 How satisfied do they say they 

are/were about this service?  

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

3.Employment Services 

(e.g., the Day Workers’ 

Centre in Mountain 

View, the Centre for 

Employment Training 

in San Jose, or 

Upwardly Global South 

Bay) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

4.Community Health 

Services (e.g., Asian 

Americans for 

Community 

Involvement) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

5.Legal Counselling 

(e.g., at Asian Law 

Alliance, Siren, or the 

K. and G. Alexander 

Community Law 

Center) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

6.Interpretation or 

translation services 

(e.g., the Catholic 

Charities of Santa Clara 

County, or International 

Rescue Committee) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

1.Completely satisfied  

2.Satisfied 

3.Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied  

4.Unsatisfied 

5.Completely unsatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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SECTION 3. MCP QUESTIONS   

INTERVIEWER: Please, read the following:  

Thank you. Now, I would like to ask you some more questions about your experiences as an immigrant, or as the child of 

immigrants, in the Greater Toronto Area/Silicon Valley.  

3.1 In the past 12 months, have you been an active member of an Indian/Salvadoran association in the Greater Toronto 

Area/Silicon Valley (for instance, the Mississauga Kerala Association, Panorama India, Kannada Sangha Toronto/the 

Gujarati Cultural Association, The Punjabi Association of America, the IndUS Entrepreneut etc)?   

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

INTERVIEWER:  If answer is NO, then go to question 3.3. If YES, then please ask:  

3.2 Can you tell me what kind of Indian/Salvadoran association you have been an active member of?  

1. An association of people interested in the politics of India/El Salvador 

2. An Indian cultural association  

3. A religious association 

4. A sports association 

5. A neighbourhood association, involved in neighbourhood issues 

6. A youth organization 

7. An association helping other Indians in Canada/US 

8. An association of people interested in Canadian/American current affairs  

9. Other (please, specify ______________________________) 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

3.3 In the past 12 months, have you been an active member of a multiethnic association? By multiethnic association, I 

mean an association of people of a variety of different ethnic backgrounds.  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

 
INTERVIEWER:  If answer is NO, then go to question 3.5. If YES, then please ask:  

3.4 Can you tell me what kind of multi-ethnic association you have been an active member of?  

1. An association of people interested in global politics 

2. A cultural association 

3. A religious association 

4. A sports association 

5. A neighbourhood association, involved in neighbourhood issues 

6. A youth organization 

7. An association helping immigrants in Canada/US 

8. An association of people interested in Canadian/American affairs 

9. Other (please, specify______________________________)  

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

INTERVIEWER: please read the following statement  

Some cultural practices (like wearing a particular outfit, or celebrating a religious or cultural festivity, for instance) can 

at times conflict with Canadian/American practice. I would like to ask you:  

3.5 Have you ever experienced such a conflict?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: If answer is NO, then go to question 3.8. If YES, then please ask:  
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3.6  When you experience(d) such conflict, how often do/did public institutions allow you to observe your preferred 

practice?  

1. All the time  

2. Most of the times 

3. Around half of the times 

4. Less than half of the times  

5. Never 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

3.7 When you experience(d) such conflict, how often do/did your employers allow you to observe your preferred 

practice?  

1. All the time 

2. Most of the times 

3. Around half of the times 

4. Less than half of the times 

5. Never 

6. I am unemployed  

Not sure/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: Please, read the following: 

Thank you. Still thinking of situations where your preferred practice contrasts with Canadian/American practice.  

3.8 Do other Indians/Salvadorans tell you that they experience/have experienced such conflicts? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: If answer is no, please go to question 3.11. Otherwise, please ask:  

3.9 When they experience(d) such conflicts, how often do they say that public institutions allow/have allowed them to 

observe their preferred practice?  

1. All the time  

2. Most of the times 

3. Around half of the times 

4. Less than half of the times  

5. Never 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

 

3.10 When they experience(d) such conflicts, how often do they say that their employers allow/have allowed them to 

observe their preferred practice?   

1. All the time  

2. Most of the times 

3. Around half of the times 

4. Less than half of the times  

5. Never 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

(Canadian Version) In Canada, people talk a lot about multiculturalism. What they mean is that there are people with 

many different ethnic, racial and linguistic backgrounds, living in Canada.  I would like to ask you what you think about 

how the Canadian government deals with this multiculturalism. I remind you that your answers to this question, like to all 

other questions in this study, are confidential. 

(American Version)People with many different ethnic, racial and linguistic backgrounds live in America, I would like to 

ask you what you think about how the American government deals with this diversity. I remind you that your answers to 

this question, like to all other questions in this study, are confidential. 
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3.11 How much would you say that the Canadian/American government does to preserve this diversity? 

1. A great deal 

2. Quite a lot 

3. Just enough 

4. Not very much 

5. Not enough at all 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

3.12 How important is it for you that the Canadian/American government preserve this diversity? 

1. Very important  

2. Quite important  

3. Neither important nor unimportant  

4. Not very important  

5. Not important at all 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

3.13 How much would you say that your local government (i.e.,  the Toronto, Brampton, Mississauga/San Jose, Santa 

Clara, Milpitas government) is committed to preserving the ethnic and cultural diversity of its residents?  

1. A great deal 

2. Quite a lot 

3. Just enough 

4. Not enough 

5. Not at all 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

(Canadian Version) In Canada, new citizens are allowed to maintain their previous citizenship as well. 

(American Version) Dual citizenship is when people hold two different citizenships (or passports).  Dual citizenship 

happens when, upon becoming US citizens, immigrants maintain their previous citizenship as well. 

 

3.14 Would you say that dual citizenship is important to respect the identities and the interests of new citizens? 

1. Very important  

2. Quite important  

3. Neither important nor unimportant  

4. Not very important 

5. Not important at all 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

 

INTERVIEWER: Please, read the following.  

 

Thank you. Now I would like to ask you some questions about your use of the media.  

 

In the Greater Toronto Area/Silicon Valley, there is a variety of media available in languages other than English.  

 

3.15 Generally speaking, how often do you watch TV in languages other than English?  

1. Daily 

2. Weekly 

3. Monthly  

4. Once or twice a year 

5. Never 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

INTERVIEWER: If answer is never, then go to question 3.17. Otherwise, please ask:  

 

3.16 Can you tell me what the TV channel/show you watch most frequently is?  

 

INTERVIEWER: Please, write answer here ……………………………………. 
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3.17 Generally speaking, how often do you read newspapers in languages other than English? 

1. Daily 

2. Weekly 

3. Monthly  

4. Once or twice a year 

5. Never 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

INTERVIEWER: If answer is never, please go to question 3.19. Otherwise, please ask: 

 

3.18 Can you tell me the name of the newspaper you read most frequently? 

 

INTERVIEWER: Please, write the answer here ……………………………….. 

 

3.19 Generally speaking, how often do you listen to radio in languages other than English? 

1. Daily 

2. Weekly 

3. Monthly  

4. Once or twice a year 

5. Never 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

INTERVIEWER: If answer is never, please go to question 3.21. Otherwise, please ask: 

 

3.20 Can you tell me the name of the radio station you listen to most frequently? 

 

INTERVIEWER: Please, write the answer here ……………………………….. 

 

INTERVIEWER: Please, read the following  

 

 

3.21 Now, let us think of Canadian/American TV. How much attention do you think that immigrant groups receive in 

Canadian TV?  

1. A great deal of attention 

2. A moderate amount of attention 

3. Just enough attention 

4. Not enough attention 

5. No attention at all  

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

3.22 How fairly do you think that Canadian/American TV represents immigrant groups? By fairly, I mean with respect 

and without prejudice or bias.  

1. Very fairly 

2. Quite fairly 

3. Just fairly enough 

4. Not fairly enough 

5. Not fairly at all 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

3.23 How much would you say that Canadian/American textbooks reflect the experiences of all ethnic and cultural groups 

in Canada/US? 

1. Entirely 

2. A lot 

3. Just enough 

4. Not enough 

5. Not at all 

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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(Canadian Version) 3.24 Under the terms of the Canadian Employment Equity Act, the Federal Government must make 

sure it employs a fair share of people from particular population groups. I will now read out a list of groups. For each one 

of them, I would like to ask you whether you think that they are included in the Canadian Employment Equity Act.  

 

Groups  Do you think that this group is included in the Canadian 

Employment Equity Act?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

1. French-speaking Canadians  1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2. Women 1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

3. Aboriginals 1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

4. People with disabilities  1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

5. Canadians living in the Atlantic Provinces 1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

6. Visible minorities  1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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(American Version) 3.24 Under American law, the Federal government must make sure that it employs a fair share of 

people from particular population groups. I will now read out a list of groups. For each one of them, I would like to ask you 

whether you think that it is among those whose employment the Federal Government aims to promote.  

 

 

Groups  Do you think that this group is among those whose 

employment the American Federal Government aims to 

facilitate?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

1. Veterans 1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

2. Women 1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

3.  American Indians and Alaskan Natives 1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

4. People with disabilities  1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

5.  Hispanic individuals  1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

6.  Black individuals   1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

7. Seniors (over 65)  1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

8. Asians and Pacific Islanders 1.Yes 

2.No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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SECTION 4. IDENTITY, BELONGING, AND POLITICAL INTEREST   

INTERVIEWER: Please, read the following:  

4.1 Now, I would like to ask you about your own identity, in ethnic or cultural terms. This identity may be the same as 

that of your parents, grandparents, or ancestors, or it may be different. What is your ethnic or cultural identity?  

INTERVIEWER: Do NOT provide examples. If asked, please state: “your ethnic or cultural identity is the ethnic or cultural 

group to which you feel you belong”.  

INTERVIEWER: List up to six responses 

1. ________________________________ 

2. ________________________________ 

3. ________________________________ 

4. ________________________________ 

5. ________________________________ 

6. ________________________________ 

 

4.2 Using a scale of 1 to 5, where 1 is not important at all and 5 is very important, how important is your ethnic or 

cultural identity to you?  

INTERVIEWER: If respondent listed more than one identity, ask about the first.  

INTERVIEWER: Please, circle appropriate number  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

4.3 Using a scale of 1 to 10, what is the number that best describes how much you feel that you belong in Canada/US? 

Note that 1 means that you feel that you do not belong at all, and 10 means you feel that you do belong completely in 

Canada/US. 

INTERVIEWER: Please, circle appropriate number 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

 

4.4 Generally speaking, how interested are you in politics (e.g., international, national, provincial or municipal)? 

1. Very interested 

2. Somewhat interested 

3. Neither interested nor disinterested  

4. Not very interested  

5. Not at all interested 

Not sure/refuse to answer    

 

Generally speaking, how often do you do the following things: 

 

4.5 Watching news on TV: 

1. Daily 

2. Weekly 

3. Monthly 

4. Once or twice a year 

5. Never 

Not sure/refuse to answer  
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4.6 Read the news in newspapers: 

1. Daily 

2. Weekly 

3. Monthly 

4. Once or twice a year 

5. Never 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

  

4.7 Listen to news on the radio:  

1. Daily 

2. Weekly 

3. Monthly 

4. Once or twice a year 

5. Never 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

4.8 Read the news on the internet: 

1. Daily 

2. Weekly 

3. Monthly 

4. Once or twice a year 

5. Never 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

4.9 Exchange political news and ideas on the internet: 

1. Daily 

2. Weekly 

3. Monthly 

4. Once or twice a year 

5. Never 

Not sure/refuse to answer  
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SECTION FIVE. RELATIVES, FRIENDS, and ACQUAINTANCES 

INTERVIEWER: please, read the following statement 

5.1 What is your marital status? 

1. Married 

2. Living common-law 

3. Widowed 

4. Separated 

5. Divorced 

6. Single, never married 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

Now I want to ask you some questions about contacts you have with your relatives, including aunts, uncles, cousins and 

in-laws. Exclude people you live with.  

 

5.2 How many of your relatives live in the Greater Toronto Area/Silicon Valley? 

1. All of them 

2. Most of them 

3. Half of them 

4. Less than half of them 

5. None 

6. No living relatives 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

5.3 In the past month, how often did you communicate with any of your relatives (including in person, phone or email)? 

1. Every day 

2. A few times a week 

3. Once a week 

4. 2-3 times a month 

5. Once a month 

6. Not in the past month 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

 

5.4 In the past month, how often did you discuss politics with any of your relatives? 

1. Every day 

2. A few times a week 

3. Once a week 

4. 2-3 times a month 

5. Once a  month 

6. Not in the past month 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

 

INTERVIEWER: Please, read the following 

 

Now I want to ask you some questions about your friends. Exclude people you live with.  

 

5.5 How many close friends do you have (that is, people who are not your relatives, but who you feel at ease with, can talk 

to about what is on your mind, or call on for help?) 

1. None 

2. From one to five 

3. From five to ten 

Not sure/refuse to answer  
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5.6 How many of your close friends live in the Greater Toronto Area/Silicon Valley? 

1. All of them 

2. More than half of them 

3. Around half of them 

4. Less than half of them 

5. None of them  

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

5.7 In the past month, how often did you communicate with any of your close friends? 

1. Every day 

2. A few times a week 

3. Once a week 

4. 2-3 times a month 

5. Once a  month 

6. Not in the past month 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

 

5.8 In the past month, how often did you discuss politics with any of your close friends?  

1. Every day 

2. A few times a week 

3. Once a week 

4. 2-3 times a month 

5. Once a month 

6. Not in the past month 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

 

INTERVIEWER: Please, read the following:  

 

Thinking of all your close friends,  

 

5.9 How many of them have the same mother tongue as you?  

1. All of them 

2. Most of them 

3. About half of them 

4.  A few of them 

5. None of them  

Not sure/refuse to answer  

5.10 How many of your close friends come from an ethnic group that is visibly different from yours?  

1. All of them 

2. Most of them 

3. About half of them 

4. A few of them 

5. None of them  

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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Now I will ask you some more questions about your acquaintances. What I mean by acquaintances are people that you do 

not necessarily need to know very well, but you should know them by name, by sight, and well enough to talk to. I am 

interested to know if you know people as acquaintances in certain lines of work in the Greater Toronto Area/Silicon Valley. 

I will read out a list of professions. I will ask you if you know anyone in each of these professions.  If you know more than 

one person in some of these professions, please think of the first one that comes to your mind or the one that is most 

important for you.  

Please, note that the Greater Toronto Area includes places like Mississauga, Brampton, North York, Ajax and Pickering. Please, 

note that the South Bay Area includes places like Fremont, Milpitas, Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, Mountain View and Alum Rock.  

 

 5.11 Do you 

know an 

Indian/Salv 

<…>? 

 

5.12 Where did 

you first meet 

5.11? 

5.13 Do you 

know a 

White 

<…>?   

5.14 Where did 

you first meet 

5.13? 

5.15 Do you 

know a 

<…> who is 

neither 

Indian/Salv 

nor White? 

5.16 Where did 

you first meet 

5.15? 

1.Social 

Worker 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 
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2.Police-

officer or 

fire-fighter 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/SAlv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

3.Food or 

beverage 

server 

(i.e., waiter or 

waitress)  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 
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4.Labourer 

in 

landscaping 

or grounds 

maintenance 

(i.e., gardener) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/SAlv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

5. 

Manager in 

sales, 

marketing or 

advertising 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 
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6.Computer 

programmer 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

7.Instructor 

or leader in 

recreation or 

sports  

(i.e., cricket 

coach, yoga 

teacher, gym 

instructor)  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 
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8.Security 

Guard 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

9.Engineer 1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 
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10.Farmer 

(including, for 

instance, 

seasonal farm 

workers) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

11.Nurse 1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 
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12.Janitor or 

caretaker  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

13. 

Accountant 

or auditor  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 
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14. Graphic 

designer or 

illustrator  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

15.Delivery 

or courier 

driver  

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 
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16. Early 

childhood 

educator or 

assistant 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

17. Sewing 

machine 

operator  

(i.e., tailor) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 
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18. 

Carpenter 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

19. Municipal 

politician  

(i.e., a 

municipal 

councillor, the 

mayor) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 
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20. Provincial 

politician 

(i.e., a 

member of the 

Ontario 

Parliament, or 

the President 

of a Provincial 

Political 

Party)   

 

20. State-

level 

politician  

(e.g., the 

Governor, a 

member of the 

California 

State 

Assembly or 

Senate, the 

Chairman of a 

California 

political party)  

 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

21. Federal 

politician 

(i.e., a 

member of 

Parliament, 

the Prime 

Minister, 

other 

Ministers, the 

Member of 

Parliament for 

your riding) 

 

(e.g., a 

member of the 

House of 

Representativ

es in 

Washington 

DC, a member 

of the Senate 

in Washington 

DC, a cabinet-

level officer, 

the President)  

 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 

1.Yes 

2.No 

Not 

sure/refuse 

to answer 

1.Relatives/friends 

country of origin 

2.Relatives/friends 

Canada/US 

3.At an Indian/Salv 

association 

4.At a multi-ethnic 

association 

5. At the 

Church/temple/ 

Mosque 

6. Doing sports, 

hobbies or at a club 

7. At work 

8. In 

school/children’s 

school/spouse’s 

school 

9. At language 

classes 

10. At citizenship 

classes 

11. In the 

community or 

neighbourhood 

12. Other 

(specify__________

________________

________________

____) 
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SECTION 6. POLITICAL PARTICIPATION (Canadian Version) 

INTERVIEWER: If respondent was not a Canadian citizen in 2010 and 2011, then go to question 6.4 

INTERVIEWER: If respondent is Canadian citizen since at least 2010, then ask:  

6.1 Lots of people find it difficult to get out and vote. Did you happen to vote at the last federal election in 2011? 
1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/ refuse to answer  

6.2 Did you vote at the last provincial election in 2011? 
1. Yes 

2. No 
Not sure/ refuse to answer  

6.3 Did you vote at the last municipal election in 2010? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/ refuse to answer 

6.4 Have you ever been a member of a political party in Canada?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

6.5 Thinking of the last twelve months, have you volunteered for a candidate or a political party?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/ refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: if answer is NO, then go to question 6.7 

INTERVIEWER: if answer is YES, then ask:  

6.6 Thinking of the candidate you volunteered for, was she/he 

1. Indian 

2. White  

3. Neither Indian nor White 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

6.7 In the past 12 months, have you signed a petition on paper? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: if answer is NO, then go to question 6.9. 

INTERVIEWER: if answer is YES, then ask: 

6.8 Thinking of the last one you signed, what was it about? 

1. Human rights issues abroad 

2. Environmental issues 

3. Canadian current affairs 

4. Immigration issues  

5. Other (Please, specify_______________________________)  

Not sure/refuse to answer   

6.9 In the past 12 months, have you signed an Internet petition?  

1. Yes 

2.  No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  
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INTERVIEWER: if answer is NO, please go to question 6.11. If YES, please ask:  

 

6.10 Thinking of the last one you signed, what was it about?  

1. Human rights issues abroad 

2. Environmental issues 

3. Canadian current affairs 

4. Immigration issues  

5. Other (Please, specify_______________________________)  

Not sure/refuse to answer   

  

6.11 In the past 12 months, have you participated in a public meeting?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: if answer is NO, please go to question 6.13. If YES, please ask:  

 

6.12 In the past 12 months, have you spoken up at a public meeting?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

 

 

6.13 In the past 12 months, have you worn a badge or displayed a lawn sign in support or opposition to a political or 

social cause? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

6.14 In the past 12 months, have you expressed your views on an issue by contacting a politician?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: If answer is NO, then go to question 6.18. If YES, please ask: 

6.15 Thinking of the last one you contacted, was it a municipal, provincial or federal politician?  

1. Municipal 

2. Provincial 

3. Federal 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

6.16 Was the politician that you contacted Indian, White or neither Indian nor White?  

1. Indian 

2. White  

3. Neither Indian nor White 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

6.17 What was the type of issue that you contacted the politician for? 

1. Community or neighbourhood issue 

2. Issue of your ethnic/cultural group 

3. Immigration policy issue 

4. Canadian current affairs 

5. Other (please, specify __________________________________________) 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

6.18 Still thinking of the last twelve months, have you taken part in a lawful march, rally, or protest?  

1. Yes 

2. No 
Not sure/refuse to answer  
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INTERVIEWER: If answer is NO, then go to section 7.  If YES, then please ask:  

6.19 Thinking of the last one you took part in, what was the rally/protest/march about?  
1. Global issues (e.g., the financial crisis) 

2. Educational issues, public spending issues 

3. Local politics 

4. Immigration issues 

5. Other (please, specify _________________________________) 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

6. 20 Thinking of the people who participated with you, how many would you say are Indian?  

1. All of them 

2. Most of them  

3. About half of them 

4. Less than half of them 

5. None of them 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

6. 21 How many would you say are White?  

1. All of them 

2. Most of them  

3. About half of them 

4. Less than half of them 

5. None of them 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

6.22 How many would you say are neither Indian nor White?  

1. All of them 

2. Most of them 

3. About half of them 

4. Less than half of them 

5. None of them 

Not sure/refuse to answer  
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SECTION 7. POLITICAL TRUST AND EFFICACY QUESTIONS 

7.1 There are many different institutions in Canada, for example, the government, the police and the courts. I will now 

read out a list of institutions to you.  For each one of them, I would like to ask you how much confidence you have in it: is 

it a great deal of confidence, quite a lot of confidence, not very much confidence, or no confidence at all?  

 

7.2 How much do you think that you can trust Canadian government officials to do what is right?  

1. Just about always 

2. Most of the time 

3. Only some of the time 

4.  Almost never  

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

7.3 Would you say that you are satisfied with the way democracy works in this country?   

1. Very satisfied 

2. Fairly satisfied 

3. Fairly dissatisfied  

4. Very dissatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

7.4 Would you say that democracy is a very good, fairly good, fairly bad, or very bad way of governing this country?  

1. Very good  

2. Fairly good 

3. Fairly bad 

4. Very bad 

Not sure/refuse to answer   

 1. A Great Deal of 

Confidence 

2. Quite a lot of 

confidence  

3. Not very much 

confidence  

4. No Confidence at 

All  

7.1.1.Political parties     

7.1.2.The Parliament     

7.1.3.The government 

in Ottawa 

    

7.1.4.The Courts     

7.1.5.The Prime 

Minister and the 

Governor General  

    

7.1.6.The Police     

7.1.7.The Military     

7.1.8.Trade Unions      

7.1.9.Businesses and 

Corporations  

    

7.1.10.The religious 

institutions 

(Churches, mosques, 

synagogues, temples)  

    

7.1.11.The Press      

7.1.12.The TV and 

Radio 

    

7.1.13 The Canadian 

Embassies or 

Consulates abroad 

    

7.1.14 The Canada 

Border Services 

Agency  
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7.5 “Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me can’t really understand what is going 

on”. Do you agree or disagree with this statement?  

1. Strongly agree 

2. Agree 

3. Disagree 

4. Strongly disagree 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

7.6 Some people feel that political parties are only interested in their vote and not in their opinion. Do you agree or 

disagree with this opinion?  

1. Strongly agree 

2. Agree 

3. Disagree 

4. Strongly disagree 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

7.7 Some people with an immigrant background feel that politicians do not care about people like them. Do you agree or 

disagree with that opinion?  

1. Strongly agree 

2. Agree 

3. Disagree 

4. Strongly disagree  

Do not know/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: Please state: Before we conclude, I would like to ask you some more questions about yourself.   

SECTION 6. POLITICAL PARTICIPATION (American Version) 

INTERVIEWER: If respondent was not an American citizen in 2012 and 2014, then go to question 6.4 

INTERVIEWER: If respondent is an American citizen since at least 2012, then ask:  

6.1 Lots of people find it difficult to get out and vote. Did you happen to vote at the last presidential election? 

 

INTERVIEWER: Please specify “In 2012, Obama’s re-election”  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/ refuse to answer  

6.2 Did you vote at the last state election?  

 

INTERVIEWER: Please, specify “In 2014, primaries in June” 

1. Yes 

2. No 
Not sure/ refuse to answer  

6.12 Did you vote at the last mayoral election? 

 

INTERVIEWER: Please, specify “In June 2014, primaries in San Jose; in 2012 in Santa Clara, Milpitas, Fremont and 

Cupertino; in 2013 in Sunnyvale”   

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/ refuse to answer  

6.13 Have you ever been a member of a political party in the United States?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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6.14 Thinking of the last twelve months, have you volunteered for a candidate or a political party?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/ refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: if answer is NO, then go to question 6.7 

INTERVIEWER: if answer is YES, then ask:  

6.15 Thinking of the candidate you volunteered for, was she/he 

1. Indian 

2. White (non-Hispanic)  

3. Neither Indian nor White (non-Hispanic)  

Not sure/refuse to answer  

6.16 In the past 12 months, have you signed a petition on paper? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: if answer is NO, then go to question 6.9. 

INTERVIEWER: if answer is YES, then ask: 

6.17 Thinking of the last one you signed, what was it about? 

1. Human rights issues abroad 

2. Environmental issues 

3. American current affairs 

4. Immigration issues  

5. Other (Please, specify_______________________________)  

Not sure/refuse to answer   

6.18 In the past 12 months, have you signed an Internet petition?  

1. Yes 

2.  No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

INTERVIEWER: if answer is NO, please go to question 6.11. If YES, please ask:  

 

6.19 Thinking of the last one you signed, what was it about?  

1. Human rights issues abroad 

2. Environmental issues 

3. American current affairs 

4. Immigration issues  

5. Other (Please, specify_______________________________)  

Not sure/refuse to answer   

  

6.20 In the past 12 months, have you participated in a public meeting?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: if answer is NO, please go to question 6.13. If YES, please ask:  

 

6.12 In the past 12 months, have you spoken up at a public meeting?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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6.13 In the past 12 months, have you worn a badge or displayed a lawn sign in support or opposition to a political or 

social cause? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

6.14 In the past 12 months, have you expressed your views on an issue by contacting a politician?  

3. Yes 

4. No 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: If answer is NO, then go to question 6.18. If YES, please ask: 

6.19 Thinking of the last one you contacted, was it a city, state, or federal politician?  

1. City 

2. State 

3. Federal 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

 

6.20 Was the politician that you contacted Indian, White (non-Hispanic) or neither Indian nor White (non-Hispanic)?  

1. Indian 

2. White  

3. Neither Indian nor White 

Not sure/refuse to answer 

 

6.21 What was the type of issue that you contacted the politician for? 

1. Community or neighbourhood issue 

2. Issue of your ethnic/cultural group 

3. Immigration policy issue 

4. American current affairs 

5. Other (please, specify __________________________________________) 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

6.22 Still thinking of the last twelve months, have you taken part in a lawful march, rally, or protest?  

1. Yes 

2. No 
Not sure/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: If answer is NO, then go to section 7.  If YES, then please ask:  

6.19 Thinking of the last one you took part in, what was the rally/protest/march about?  
1. Global issues (e.g., the financial crisis) 

2. Educational issues, public spending issues 

3. Local politics 

4. Immigration issues 

5. Other (please, specify _________________________________) 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

6. 20 Thinking of the people who participated with you, how many would you say are Indian/Salv?  

1. All of them 

2. Most of them  

3. About half of them 

4. Less than half of them 

5. None of them 

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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6. 21 How many would you say are White (non-Hispanic)?  

1. All of them 

2. Most of them  

3. About half of them 

4. Less than half of them 

5. None of them 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

6.23 How many would you say are neither Indian/Salv nor White (non-Hispanic)?  

1. All of them 

2. Most of them 

3. About half of them 

4. Less than half of them 

5. None of them 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

SECTION 7. POLITICAL TRUST AND EFFICACY QUESTIONS  

7.1 There are many different institutions in the United States, for example, the government, the police and the courts. I 

will now read out a list of institutions to you.  For each one of them, I would like to ask you how much confidence you 

have in it: is it a great deal of confidence, quite a lot of confidence, not very much confidence, or no confidence at all?  

 

 1. A Great Deal of 

Confidence 

2. Quite a lot of 

confidence  

3. Not very much 

confidence  

4. No Confidence at 

All  

7.1.1.Political parties     

7.1.2.The Parliament 

(The Congress of the 

US) 

    

7.1.3.The 

government in 

Washington D.C. 

    

7.1.4.The Courts     

7.1.5.The -President 

of the US  

    

7.1.6.The Police     

7.1.7.The Armed 

forces 

    

7.1.8.Labour Unions      

7.1.9. Businesses and 

Corporations  

    

7.1.10.The religious 

institutions 

(Churches, mosques, 

synagogues, temples)  

    

7.1.11.The Press      

7.1.12.The TV and 

Radio 

    

7.1.13 The American 

Embassies or 

Consulates abroad 

    

7.1.14 The US 

Customs and Border 

Protection Services  
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7.8 How much do you think that you can trust American government officials to do what is right?  

1. Just about always 

2. Most of the time 

3. Only some of the time 

4.  Almost never  

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

7.9 Would you say that you are satisfied with the way democracy works in this country?   

1. Very satisfied 

2. Fairly satisfied 

3. Fairly dissatisfied  

4. Very dissatisfied 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

7.10 Would you say that democracy is a very good, fairly good, fairly bad, or very bad way of governing this country?  

1. Very good  

2. Fairly good 

3. Fairly bad 

4. Very bad 

Not sure/refuse to answer   

 

7.11 “Sometimes politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me can’t really understand what is going 

on”. Do you agree or disagree with this statement?  

1. Strongly agree 

2. Agree 

3. Disagree 

4. Strongly disagree 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

7.12 Some people feel that political parties are only interested in their vote and not in their opinion. Do you agree or 

disagree with this opinion?  

1. Strongly agree 

2. Agree 

3. Disagree 

4. Strongly disagree 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

7.13 Some people with an immigrant background feel that politicians do not care about people like them. Do you agree or 

disagree with that opinion?  

1. Strongly agree 

2. Agree 

3. Disagree 

4. Strongly disagree  

Do not know/refuse to answer  

INTERVIEWER: Please state: Before we conclude, I would like to ask 
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DEMOGRAPHICS 

Interviewer: write down the gender of the respondent   

8.1 Gender 
1. Male 

2. Female  

 

8.2 Would you mind telling me in what year you were born?  

Interviewer: please, write year here____________________ 

(Canadian Version) 

8.3 What is the highest level of education you completed?   

0. No schooling 

1. Some elementary school 

2. Completed elementary school 

3. Some high school/junior high                    

4. Completed high school                                             

5. Some technical school (College Classique, CEGEP) or community college                                             

6. Completed technical school (College Classique, CEGEP)  or community college        

7. Some University                                                   

8. Completed Bachelor's Degree (Arts, Science,Engineering, etc.)     

9. Post graduate Training: MA, MSc, MLS, MSW, MBA 

10. Professional Degree (Law, Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary School)   

11. Post graduate Training: PhD, "doctorate"                         

Not sure/refuse to answer  

Interviewer: If respondent was born in Canada, please go to 8.6. If respondent is foreign born, please ask: 

8. 4 What was your highest level of education at the time of immigrating to Canada?  

0. No schooling 

1. Some elementary school 

2. Completed elementary school 

3. Some high school/junior high                    

4. Completed high school                                             

5. Some technical school (College Classique, CEGEP) or community college                                             

6. Completed technical school (College Classique, CEGEP)  or community college        

7. Some University                                                   

8. Completed Bachelor's Degree (Arts, Science,Engineering, etc.)     

9. Post graduate Training: MA, MSc, MLS, MSW, MBA 

10. Professional Degree (Law, Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary School)   

11. Post graduate Training: PhD, "doctorate"                         

Not sure/refuse to answer  

8.5 Under which of the following broad immigration programs did you immigrate to Canada?  

1. The refugee program or other protection programs 

2. The program of reunification with a family member already in Canada 

3. The points system (skilled workers and professionals, investors, entrepreneurs, and self-employed persons) 

4. Temporary foreign worker 

5. Study permit 

6. Other (please, specify____________________________)  

Not sure/refuse to answer 
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8.6 What is the highest level of education that your mother/step-mother has completed?  

0. No schooling 

1. Some elementary school 

2. Completed elementary school 

3. Some high school/junior high                    

4. Completed high school                                             

5. Some technical school (College Classique, CEGEP) or community college                                             

6. Completed technical school (College Classique, CEGEP)  or community college        

7. Some University                                                   

8. Completed Bachelor's Degree (Arts, Science,Engineering, etc.)     

9. Post graduate Training: MA, MSc, MLS, MSW, MBA 

10. Professional Degree (Law, Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary School)   

11. Post graduate Training: PhD, "doctorate"                         

Not sure/refuse to answer  

8.7 What is the highest level of education that your father/step father has completed?  

0. No schooling 

1. Some elementary school 

2. Completed elementary school 

3. Some high school/junior high                    

4. Completed high school                                             

5. Some technical school (College Classique, CEGEP) or community college                                             

6. Completed technical school (College Classique, CEGEP)  or community college        

7. Some University                                                   

8. Completed Bachelor's Degree (Arts, Science,Engineering, etc.)     

9. Post graduate Training: MA, MSc, MLS, MSW, MBA 

10. Professional Degree (Law, Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary School)   

11. Post graduate Training: PhD, "doctorate"                         

Not sure/refuse to answer 

(American Version) 

8.4 What is the highest level of education you completed?   

0. No schooling 

1. Some elementary school 

2. Completed elementary school 

3. Some high school/junior high                    

4. Completed high school                                             

5. Some community college                                             

6. Completed community college        

7. Some University                                                   

8. Completed Bachelor's Degree (Arts, Science,Engineering, etc.)     

9. Post graduate Training: MA, MSc, MLS, MSW, MBA 

10. Professional Degree (Law, Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary School)   

11. Post graduate Training: PhD, "doctorate"                         

Not sure/refuse to answer  

Interviewer: If respondent was born in the United States, please go to 8.6. If respondent is foreign born, please ask: 

8. 4 What was your highest level of education at the time of immigrating to the United States?  

0. No schooling 

1. Some elementary school 

2. Completed elementary school 

3. Some high school/junior high                    

4. Completed high school                                             

5. Some community college                                             

6. Completed community college        

7. Some University                                                   

8. Completed Bachelor's Degree (Arts, Science,Engineering, etc.)     
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9. Post graduate Training: MA, MSc, MLS, MSW, MBA 

10. Professional Degree (Law, Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary School)   

11. Post graduate Training: PhD, "doctorate"                         

Not sure/refuse to answer  

8.8 Under which of the following broad immigration streams did you immigrate to the United States?  

1. As a refugee or under a protection program 

2. Through sponsorship by a family member already in the US  

3. Employment-based immigration (EB Visa)  

4. Temporary employment visa (HB Visa) 

5. Student Visa 

6. Other (please, specify____________________________)  

Not sure/refuse to answer 

8.9 What is the highest level of education that your mother/step-mother has completed?  

0. No schooling 

1. Some elementary school 

2. Completed elementary school 

3. Some high school/junior high                    

4. Completed high school                                             

5. Some community college                                             

6. Completed or community college        

7. Some University                                                   

8. Completed Bachelor's Degree (Arts, Science,Engineering, etc.)     

9. Post graduate Training: MA, MSc, MLS, MSW, MBA 

10. Professional Degree (Law, Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary School)   

11. Post graduate Training: PhD, "doctorate"                         

Not sure/refuse to answer 

8.10 What is the highest level of education that your father/step father has completed?  

0. No schooling 

1. Some elementary school 

2. Completed elementary school 

3. Some high school/junior high                    

4. Completed high school                                             

5. Some community college                                             

6. Completed community college        

7. Some University                                                   

8. Completed Bachelor's Degree (Arts, Science,Engineering, etc.)     

9. Post graduate Training: MA, MSc, MLS, MSW, MBA 

10. Professional Degree (Law, Medicine, Dentistry, Veterinary School)   

11. Post graduate Training: PhD, "doctorate"                         

Not sure/refuse to answer 

8.11 In the past year, what was your personal income?  

1. Less than $30.000 

2. Between $30.000 and $60.000 

3. Between $60.000 and $90.000 

4. Between $90.000 and $110.000 

5. $110.000 and above  

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

271 
 

8.12 In the past year, what was your total household income?  

1. Less than $30.000 

2. Between $30.000 and $60.000 

3. Between $60.000 and $90.000 

4. Between $90.000 and $110.000 

5. $110.000 and above 

Not sure/refuse to answer  

 

8.13 Can you tell me what your current occupation is?  

 

INTERVIEWER: please write answer here _______________________________________ 

 

8.11 Finally, could you please tell me your postal code/zip code?  

INTERVIEWER: please, write here__________________ 

This is the end of the questionnaire. Thank you for your participation in the study.  Thank you for your time and your 

cooperation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 
 

272 
 

Appendix C. Supplemental materials for chapter four. 

Table 4.A. Types of immigrant services as listed in the Santa Clara County list before 

recoding.  

 

General Area of Service Provision  Number of agencies/organization 

active in the area of service provision   

Cultural reproduction organizations 19 

Language Instruction (ESL) 19 

Advocacy and leadership  13 

Legal services 12 

Family services 9 

Refugee services 7 

Professional organizations 6 

Health and mental health services 6 

Services for low-income individuals  5 

Employment services  6 

Services for seniors  4 
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Appendix D. Supplemental materials for chapter six.  

Table 6.A. Source of ties to local politicians.  

Source ties local 

politician own 

group  

Indians Greater 

Toronto Area  

Indians Silicon 

Valley  

Salvadorans Greater 

Toronto Area  

Salvadorans Silicon 

Valley 

Relatives/friends 11% 20%   

At work  11% 3%   

In the 

community/neighbo

urhood 40% 30% 

  

Ethnic organization 17% 17%   

Other organization 2% 0%   

Place of worship 15% 10%   

Other 4% 20%   

Source ties white 

local politician 

Indians Greater 

Toronto Area 

 Indians Silicon 

Valley  

Salvadorans Greater 

Toronto Area 

Salvadorans Silicon 

Valley 

Relatives/friends 2% 4.5% 14% 21% 

At work  8% 5% 9% 21% 

In the 

community/neighbo

urhood 43% 41% 36% 26% 

Ethnic organization 19% 9% 9% 0% 

Other organization 8% 13% 14% 5% 

Place of worship 13% 9% 0% 16% 

Other 7% 18.5% 18% 11% 

Source ties other 

minority local 

politician 

Indians Greater 

Toronto Area 

 Indians Silicon 

Valley  

Salvadorans Greater 

Toronto Area 

Salvadorans Silicon 

Valley 

Relatives/friends 9% 10% 15% 20% 

At work  9% 0% 19% 13% 

In the 

community/neighbo

urhood 50% 43% 31% 20% 

Ethnic organization 13% 14% 12% 0% 

Other organization 9% 14% 19% 7% 

Place of worship 6% 0% 0% 27% 

Other 4% 19% 4% 13% 
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Table 6.B. Source of ties to provincial/state politicians.  

Source tie 

provincial/state 

politician own 

group 

Indians Greater 

Toronto Area 

 Indians Silicon 

Valley  

Salvadorans Greater 

Toronto Area 

Salvadorans Silicon 

Valley 

Relatives/friends 21% 44%   

At work  12% 0%   

Ethnic organization 12% 42%   

Other organization 0% 0%   

Place of worship 9% 5%   

Other 4% 2%   

Source ties white 

provincial/state 

politician 

Indians Greater 

Toronto Area 

Indians Silicon 

Valley  

Salvadorans Greater 

Toronto Area 

Salvadorans Silicon 

Valley 

Relatives/friends 6% 25% 13% 15% 

At work  21% 0% 31% 23% 

In the 

community/neighbo

urhood 39% 18% 19% 23% 

Ethnic organization 12% 36% 13% 0% 

Other organization 6% 11% 13% 8% 

Place of worship 12% 2% 6% 23% 

Other 4% 8% 11% 8% 

Source ties 

provincial/state 

politician other 

minority 

Indians Greater 

Toronto Area 

Indians Silicon 

Valley  

Salvadorans Greater 

Toronto Area 

Salvadorans Silicon 

Valley  

Relatives/friends 8% 12% 30% 33% 

At work  25% 0% 40% 22% 

In the 

community/neighbo

urhood 50% 16% 10% 11% 

Ethnic organization 8% 60% 0% 0% 

Other organization 0% 9% 10% 22% 

Place of worship 4% 0% 10% 0% 

Other 5% 3% 0% 12% 
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Table 6.C. Source of ties to federal politicians.  

Source tie federal 

politician own 

group  

Indians Greater 

Toronto Area 

Indians Silicon 

Valley  

Salvadorans Greater 

Toronto Area 

Salvadorans Silicon 

Valley  

Relatives/friends 4% 21%   

At work 8% 0%   

In the 

community/neighbo

urhood 50% 36%   

Ethnic organization 21% 14%   

Other organization 4% 7%   

Place of worship 8% 0%   

Other 5% 22%   

Sources ties white 

federal politician 

Indians Greater 

Toronto Area 

Indians Silicon 

Valley  

Salvadorans Greater 

Toronto Area 

Salvadorans Silicon 

Valley  

Relatives/friends 3% 0% 6% 0% 

At work  13% 0% 31% 56% 

In the 

community/neighbo

urhood 47% 58% 25% 11% 

Ethnic organization 16% 17% 6% 0% 

Other organization 6% 8% 19% 11% 

Place of worship 6% 0% 0% 22% 

Other 9% 17% 13% 0% 

Sources ties 

federal political 

other minority  

Indians Greater 

Toronto Area 

Indians Silicon 

Valley  

Salvadorans Greater 

Toronto Area 

Salvadorans Silicon 

Valley  

Relatives/friends 6% 7% 0% 14% 

At work  17% 0% 56% 29% 

In the 

community/neighbo

urhood 44% 40% 11% 43% 

Ethnic organization 17% 6% 11% 0% 

Other organization 0% 20% 11% 14% 

Place of worship 6% 0% 11% 0% 

Other 13% 27% 0% 0% 
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Table 6.D. Descriptives 

 N Mean Minimum Maximum St. Deviation 

Range own 

group 

502 40.52 0 55 16.99 

Range Whites 502 33.59 0 55 19.440 

Range other 

minorities 

502 36.72 0 55 18.510 

Social Diversity 

Own 

502 6.25 0 18 4.316 

Social Diversity 

White 

502 4.69 0 18 4.089 

Social Diversity 

other 

minorities 

502 5.18 0 18 4.327 

Upper reach 

own 

502 64.07 15 70 11.617 

Upper reach 

white 

502 61.90 15 70 12.834 

Upper reach 

other 

minorities  

502 61.40 15 70 13.070 
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Appendix E. Supplemental materials for chapter seven.  
 

Table 7.A. Descriptives  

 N Mean Minimum Maximum St. Deviation 

Range own 

group 

502 40.52 0 55 16.99 

Range Whites 502 33.59 0 55 19.440 

Range other 

minorities 

502 36.72 0 55 18.510 

Diversity org 

own 

522 .753 0 5 .46 

Diversity org 

multi 

522 .934 0 7 .502 

Salience ethnic 

ID 

520 4.52 1 5 .93 

Belonging 

Canada/US 

521 7.87 1 10 2.06 

Education 517 7.16 0 11 2.379 

Political 

Interest 

520 3.28 1 5 1.58 

Index Informal 

Participation 

492 2.3 0 3 1.07 

Index Party-

based 

Participation 

488 .076 0 5 .041 

Index Electoral 

Participation 

315 2.34 0 3 1.07 

 

Table 7.B. Frequencies dummy variables 

 (1) (0) 

Second generation 65 459 

Indian 311 214 

Toronto 265 260 
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Table 7.C. Correlation Matrix Independent Variables (second generation included) 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12.  

Range own 

group 

1            

Range 

whites 

.397 1           

Range 

other 

minorities 

.259 .466 1          

Education .137 .170 .143 1         

Salience 

ethnic ID 

.127 -.019 .048 -.109 1        

Belonging 

Canada/US 

.031 .101 .106 .061 -.067 1       

Political 

Interest 

.130 .243 .231 .206 -.081 .073 1      

Ethno-

specific org 

.266 .224 .116 .224 .018 .045 .186 1     

Multiethnic 

org 

.205 .192 .241 .097 .028 .035 .267 .244 1    

Indian .039 -.061 -.165 .458 -.158 .066 -.155 .233 .174 1   

Toronto .029 .109 -.054 .172 -.080 .032 .228 .057 .006 -.031 1  

Second 

generation 

.004 .083 .058 .083 .039 .114 .082 -.019 -.019 .065 .071 1 

 

Table 7.D. Correlation Matrix Independent Variables (first generation only) 

 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12.  

Range own 

group 

1            

Range 

whites 

.421 1           

Range 

other 

minorities 

.282 .451 1          

Education .140 .186 .145 1         

Salience 

ethnic ID 

.099 -.032 .028 -.125 1        

Belonging 

Canada/US 

.061 .091 .106 .057 -.069 1       

Political 

Interest 

.125 .239 .232 .214 -.105 .077 1      

Ethno-

specific org 

.254 .216 .110 .230 .011 .047 .183 1     

Multiethnic 

org 

.199 .204 .262 .096 .029 .065 .272 .237 1    

Indian .003 -.057 -.165 .477 -.188 .047 -.162 .201 -.186 1   

Toronto .037 .083 -.070 .190 -.088 .019 .219 .087 .020 .018 1  

Length of 

migration 

.093 .343 .265 .029 -.017 .221 .308 .188 .259 -.159 .058 1 
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Table 7.E Variance explained by three components of political participation  

 Percentage of 

Variance  

Percentage of Variance (cumulative)  

Informal Political 

Participation 

30.195 30.195% 

Electoral 

Participation 

18.388  48.582% 

Party-based 

participation 

9.896 58.478% 
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Table 7.F. Regression coefficients, electoral participation (citizens only).  

General sample 

(incl. second 

generation) 

   First generation 

only 

   

 Step 1 

Beta                               B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                             B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                             B 

(S.E.) 

 Step 1 

Beta                             B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                              B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                             B 

(S.E.) 

Education .156                              .184 

(.094) 

.171*                          .202 

  (.099) 

.183*                          .216 

(.099) 

Education .161                            .191 

(.097) 

.179*                          .213 

(.103) 

.193*                         .230 

(.103) 

Salience Ethnic ID .038                              .034 

(.063) 

.039                           .035 

(.065) 

.043                           .040 

(.064) 

Salience Ethnic ID .045                            .041 

(.065) 

.048                           .042 

(.066) 

.053                          .048 

(.066) 

Belonging in Can/US .019                             .021 

(.076) 

.020                           .022 

(.077) 

.021                           .023 

(.076) 

Belonging in Can/US .019                            .022 

(.079) 

.021                           .023 

(.080) 

.026                          .029 

(.080) 

Political Interest .162*                             .166 

(.074) 

.172*                         .176 

(.077) 

.186                          .191 

(.077) 

Political Interest .161*                         .164 

(.080) 

.169                           .173 

(.082) 

 .175*                       .179 

(.081) 

Ethno-specific org ties .031                               .026 

(.058) 

.043                           .036 

(.062) 

-.111                         -.094 

(.097) 

Ethno-specific civic ties .016                           .013 

(.060) 

.031                           .027 

(.064) 

-.119                        -.101 

(.101) 

Toronto -.056                            -.111 

(.138) 

-.064                         -.126 

(.143) 

-.113                         -.094 

(.097) 

Toronto -.051                         -.102 

(.150) 

-.058                         -.116 

(.155) 

-.077                        -.155 

(.157) 

Indian -.030                            -.059 

(.169) 

-.049                        -.098 

(.184) 

-.095                         -.188 

(.147) 

Indian -.018                         -.037 

(.173) 

-.041                         -.082 

(.188) 

-.036                        -.072 

(.187) 

Second Generation .023                               .105 

(.307) 

 

.022                          .101 

(.310) 

.046                           .092 

(.183) 

Length of migration .027                            .003 

(.008) 

.038                           .004 

 (.008) 

.056                          .006 

(.008) 

Org ties Multiethnic  -.028                         -.021 

(.056) 

-.028                         -.124 

(.309) 

Civic ties Multiethnic  -.037                         -.028 

(.057) 

-.039                        -.030 

(.057) 

Range Own Group  -.002                        -.002 

(.089) 

-.031                         -.023 

(.056) 

Range Own Group  -.012                        -.014 

(.092) 

-.020                        -.023 

(.091) 

Range White  -.033                        -.037 

(.092) 

-.023                         -.026 

(.091) 

Range White  -.028                         -.031 

(.095) 

-.020                       -.022 

(.095) 

Range Other minorities  -.101                         -.011 

(.086) 

-.015                        -.016 

(.086) 

Range Other minorities  -.017                         -.018 

(.089) 

-.018                       -.020 

(.089) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  .191                          .200 

(.116) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  .185                          .198 

(.123) 

R-squared .059 .061 .074 R-squared .062 .065 .077 

N 315 315 315 315 315 315 315 
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Table 7.G. Regression coefficients, electoral participation (citizens only), Indian immigrants only.  

General sample 

(incl. second 

generation) 

   First generation 

only 

   

 Step 1 

Beta                       B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                   B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                   B 

(S.E.) 

 Step 1 

Beta                  B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                   B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                   B 

(S.E.) 

Education .073                          .111 

(.141) 

.065                     .098 

(.147) 

.061                     .093 

(.147) 

Education .085                      .130 

(.148) 

.084                     .129 

(.156) 

.081                     .124 

(.157) 

Salience Ethnic ID -.004                        -.003 

(.071) 

-.004                   -.003 

(.074) 

-.005                   -.004 

(.074) 

Salience Ethnic ID .018                      .014 

(.073) 

.037                     .029 

(.076) 

.038                     .030 

(.076) 

Belonging in 

Can/US 

.108                          .134 

(.113) 

.107                     .133 

(.115) 

.106                     .132 

(.115) 

Belonging in 

Can/US 

.128                      .161 

(.120) 

.132                     .166 

(.122) 

.136                     .171 

(.122) 

Political Interest .000                          .000 

(.088) 

.005                     .004 

(.092) 

.008                     .007 

(.093) 

Political Interest -.039                   -.036 

(.098) 

-.047                   -.043 

(.100) 

-.041                   -.037 

(.101) 

Ethno-specific org 

ties 

-.078                        -.061 

(.071) 

-.065                   -.051 

(.075) 

-.145                   -.114 

(.109) 

Ethno-specific civic 

ties 

-.124                   -.099 

(.074) 

-.099                   -.079 

(.078) 

-.174                   -.139 

(.114) 

Toronto -.069                        -.123 

(.163) 

-.055                   -.098 

(.170) 

-.090                   -.161 

(.187) 

Toronto .021                      .038 

(.186) 

.003                     .005 

(.194) 

-.022                   -.040 

(.204) 

Second Generation .046                         .159 

(.309) 

.048                     .165 

(.314) 

.047                     .162 

(.314) 

Length of migration .137                      .012 

(.009) 

.162                     .014 

(.009) 

.171                     .015 

(.084) 

Org ties 

Multiethnic 

 -.018                   -.015 

(.081) 

-.009                   -.008 

(.081) 

Civic ties 

Multiethnic 

 -.045                   -.038 

(.083) 

-.035                   -.030 

(.084) 

Range Own Group  -.066                   -.077 

(.128) 

-.071                   -.083 

(.129) 

Range Own Group  -.105                   -.122 

(.133) 

-.113                   -.130 

(.134) 

Range White  -.028                   -.029 

(.114) 

-.014                   -.014 

(.116) 

Range White  -.030                   -.031 

(.118) 

-.017                   -.018 

(.120) 

Range Other 

minorities 

 .101                     .090 

(.100) 

.094                     .083 

(.100) 

Range Other 

minorities 

 .109                     .097 

(.104) 

.106                     .095 

(.105) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  .109                     .113 

(.143) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  .100                     .109 

(.151) 

R-squared .030 .038 .042 R-squared .049 .062 .066 

N 217 217 217 N 180 180 180 
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Table 7.H. Regression coefficients, electoral participation (citizens only), Salvadoran immigrants only.  

General sample 

(incl. second 

generation) 

   First generation 

only 

   

 Step 1 

Beta                       B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                   B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                   B 

(S.E.) 

 Step 1 

Beta                   B 

(S.E.) 

Step 2 

Beta                   B 

(S.E.) 

Step 3 

Beta                   B 

(S.E.) 

Education .208                          .256 

(.137) 

.235                     .289 

(.151) 

.250*                    .308 

(.153) 

Education .211                      .261 

(.137) 

.229                     .284 

(.151) 

.244                     .302 

(.153) 

Salience Ethnic ID .092                          .111 

(.125) 

.084                     .101 

(.130) 

.086                     .103 

(.130) 

Salience Ethnic ID .103                      .124 

(.126) 

.095                     .114 

(.131) 

.096                     .115 

(.132) 

Belonging in 

Can/US 

.059                          .060 

(.109) 

.050                     .051 

(.113) 

.039                     .040 

(.114) 

Belonging in 

Can/US 

.072                      .075 

(.110) 

.063                     .065 

(.115) 

.051                     .053 

(.117) 

Political Interest .347**                       .442 

(.135) 

.360**                  .458 

(.143) 

.372**                  .474 

(.144) 

Political Interest .373**                  .476 

(.139) 

.378**                  .482 

(.146) 

.387**                  .494 

(.147) 

Ethno-specific org 

ties 

.152                          .145 

(.100) 

.162                     .155 

(.107) 

-.040                   -.039 

(.245) 

Ethno-specific civic 

ties 

.156                      .148 

(.100) 

.162                     .155 

(.108) 

-.026                   -.025 

(.247) 

Toronto -.076                        -.183 

(.247) 

-.107                   -.258 

(.271) 

-.099                   -.238 

(.272) 

Toronto -.099                   -.239 

(.254) 

-.119                   -.287 

(.274) 

-.110                   -.265 

(.276) 

Second Generation .076                          .771 

(1.03) 

.067                     .682 

(1.06) 

.068                     .691 

(1.06) 

Length of migration -.100                   -.014 

(.015) 

-.085                   -.012 

(.016) 

-.077                   -.011 

(.016) 

Org ties 

Multiethnic 

 -.047                   -.034 

(.080) 

-.062                   -.044 

(.081) 

Civic ties 

Multiethnic 

 -.034                   -.025 

(.081) 

-.048                   -.035 

(.082) 

Range Own Group  .032                     .036 

(.129) 

.030                     .034 

(.129) 

Range Own Group  .028                     .031 

(.130) 

.026                     .030 

(.130) 

Range White  -.057                   -.071 

(.157) 

-.060                   -.074 

(.157) 

Range White  -.040                   -.049 

(.160) 

-.044                   -.055 

(.161) 

Range Other 

minorities 

 -.032                   -.054 

(.186) 

-.038                   -.064 

(.186) 

Range Other 

minorities 

 -.029                   -.048 

(.186) 

-.035                   -.058 

(.161) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  .220                     .232 

(.264) 

Ethno-specific ties* 

Toronto 

  -.035                   -.058 

(.187) 

R-squared .239 .245 .253 R-squared .245 .249 .255 

N 120 120 120 N 101 101 101 
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Appendix F. Supplemental materials for chapter eight.  

Table 8.A. Descriptives 

 N Mean Minimum Maximum St. Deviation 

Range Own 

Group 

502 40.52 0 55 16.99 

Range Whites 502 33.59 0 55 19.440 

Range other 

minorities 

502 36.72 0 55 18.510 

Ethno-specific 

org ties 

522 .753 0 5 .46 

Org ties 

multiethnic 

522 .935 0 7 .52 

Fairness TV 484 2.75 1 5 1.08 

Fed govt commit 505 3.26 1 5 1.33 

Education 517 7.16 0 11 2.379 

Internal efficacy 487 2.20 1 4 .89 

External efficacy 487 2.09 1 4 .79 

 

Table 8.B. Frequencies dummy variables 

 (1) (0) 

Second generation 65 459 

Indian 311 214 

Toronto 265 260 

 

Table 8.C. Correlation Matrix of Independent Variables 
 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9.  10. 11. 

1. Range 

Own group 

1           

2. Range 

whites 

.397 1          

3. Range 

other 

minorities 

.259 .466 1         

4. Ethno-

specific org 

ties 

.266 .244 .116 1        

5. Org ties 

multiethnic 

.205 .192 .241 .244 1       

6. Indian .039 -.061 -.165 .233 -.174 1      

7. Toronto .029 .109 -.054 .057 .006 -.031 1     

8. Second 

generation 

.004 .083 .058 .056 -.019 .065 .071 1    

9. Fairness 

TV 

.087 -.076 -.131 -.066 -.106 .317 .062 -.094 1   

10.Fed 

Govt 

Commit 

.014 -.026 -.084 .037 -.110 .453 .052 -.016 .500 1  

11. 

Education 

.137 .170 .143 .224 .097 .458 .172 .083 .239 .289 1 

 


