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In this study I examine the cultural changes of transnational Mexican migrants. The advent

of low cost air transportation and cheap telecommunications technology has changed the nature

of Mexican/American migration. These facts of modern life have allowed migrants to move

between two countries repeatedly. During their migrations they have begun to live between two

cultures, embracing their experience as long term migrants.

Traditional acculturation theory was developed to explain how migrants adapt to a new

culture after their migration. This theory was built on the assumption that the migration was

permanent and migrants would establish themselves in their new society. The new environment

of migration has spawned new theories of migration, including transnational migration. This

theory advances the idea that migrants are maintaining social contracts in two cultures.

Essentially they are living between cultures, yet transnational theory does not speak about how

migrant culture changes. Theories of how migrants change have to be reexamined to determine if

they are applicable to this transnational situation.

My research examines the elements and structure of three cultural domains of migrants’ to

understand how they are similar and different from non-migrant Mexicans and Anglo

Americans. This dissertation includes data about their acculturation and transnational behaviors.
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My research shows that there is evidence of both Mexican and American cultural

influences among migrants. The knowledge that migrants have of their domains is not related to

their acculturation into American lifestyles. My findings may indicate that migrants today are

fundamentally different than their predecessors. While they may adopt some parts of the

American lifestyle and hold onto parts of their home culture they may not completely settle into

being American, but instead
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Advances in technology and air-travel, combined with the changes in the economic and

political landscape of countries worldwide, have changed migrant behavior. The increasing

availability of the Internet, inexpensive phone service and next-day mail allows people to

communicate with their families in almost any part of the world and with little or no expense or

delay. In the past, a trip home required a major commitment of time and money. Today, with cut-

throat competition in low-cost air transport, migrants in the U.S. can now fly home for a long

weekend to Mexico or the Caribbean (or from Europe to Turkey or North Africa). This ease of

travel and communication has created an environment where migrants no longer have to sever

ties in their home country to come to the U.S. and they no longer have to give up their culture to

become an American.

In response to this changing environment of migration, the concept of ‘transnationalism’

came to prominence in the early 1990s for describing people who maintain lives in both their

home and host countries (Portes 2001). Transnational theory focused on why people migrate

repeatedly between cultures, how such migrants influence their sending and receiving

communities and what the larger effects of these migration patterns may be. One area that

theories of transnationalism have not focused on is how people change as a result of constantly

moving between countries. This issue has been left to theories and models of assimilation and

acculturation. However assimilation and acculturation are based on the assumption that migrants

are moving from one social or cultural system to another, and involves the replacement of the

home culture with the host culture. These assumptions are brought into question when migrants

are involved in both cultures to a larger extent. The research described in this dissertation
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combines transnational and acculturation theory to present specific patterns on aspects of cultural

change during repeated migrations of Mexicans to the United States.

To examine the changes in migrant culture, very systematic and fine-grained tools are

needed. These tools are available in Cognitive anthropology and related disciplines to examine

the interaction between human thought and our social and cultural world. Cognitive

anthropologists and psychologists developed the concepts of domains, prototypes, schemas,

taxonomies, and cultural models. These concepts give us an understanding of the how people

organize and use knowledge and have been operationalized over the years for measuring

culture—or at least components of culture—systematically. I use the idea of a cultural domain as

a starting point from which to measure changes in people’s thought and behavior that result from

their back-and-forth migrations. Data for cultural domains can be collected reliably and with

sufficient detail for systematic comparison across groups. Using these kinds of data, I examine

how the ideas of transnationalism and acculturation are developed in migrants’ material lifestyle.

In addition to providing fine-grained data on components of culture, I systematically study

how cultural domains function. Most of the research in cognitive anthropology has been with

relatively homogeneous cultural groups, or with heterogeneous groups in relatively stable

societies. In the examination of migrant culture, I show how cultural domains can be influenced

by more than one culture. I begin by examining the motivation for the study and the tools

involved.

Why Study Migration?

There has been a surge in migration to the U.S. unmatched since the late 19th and early

20th centuries. Unlike the earlier waves of migrants who came mostly from European countries,

this time our closest neighbor, Mexico, is sending the majority of migrants. The U.S. Census

(Census 2000) estimates that there were 41.3 million Hispanics in the United States in July 2004,
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out of a total population of 293.7 million – an increase of 84% from the 22.4 million Hispanics

estimated to have been in the U.S. in 1990. Mexican immigration to the U.S. is estimated at 3.5

to 5 million people per decade until at least 2030 and, regardless of economic conditions, to

double by 2030 (Consejo Nacional de Poblacion November 2001). Velez-Ibañez (2004)

estimates that by 2100, 60% of the population of the U.S., both native and foreign born, will be

of Mexican origin.

Just as the sending counties differ, the patterns of migration also differ from that of earlier

generations. Migrants from Europe in the late 19th and early 20th centuries came from distant

lands at a time when the infrastructure made international movement difficult. Today,

international air fares have fallen, making it easy for migrants to come and go, especially

between countries that share a border, like the United States and Mexico. Additionally, the

Immigration and Reform Act of 1986 (IRCA) legalized nearly 3 million illegal migrants who had

been working in the U.S. This removed the risk to previously illegal migrants of returning to

Mexico for visits since they could legally re-enter the United States (Basch, et al. 1994;

Irzigsohn and Saucedo 2002). Besides having the ability to travel easily, migrants from Mexico

and the Caribbean are in continual communication (using inexpensive phone cards) with

relatives and friends in both their communities of origin and their communities of destination

(Basch, et al. 1994; Itzigsohn, et al. 1999; Landolt 2001).

Growing up on a farm in western Kansas, I saw migrants arrive in the spring, when

agricultural employers had work for them, stay through the summer and fall, and return to

Mexico for a short time during the winter. The concept of transnationalism goes beyond taking

the occasional trip home for the holidays and defines these migrants as people who have

developed a lifestyle of migration that is qualitatively different from that of traditional migrants.
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Transnationalism involves migrants creating and maintaining two sets of social relationships, one

in their home country and one in their host country (Basch, et al. 1994; Irzigsohn and Saucedo

2002) and building “social fields that link together the migrants’ country of origin and their

country of settlement” (Glick Shciller 1995: 171). The fraction of transnational migrants has not

been measured, but estimates range from 20% to 70% of all migrants (Cohen, et al. 2003;

Irzigsohn and Saucedo 2002; Levitt, et al. 2003).

With changes in the patterns of migration, researchers are questioning some long-

standing ideas of migration. In the mid-20th century, social scientists used the term

‘acculturation’ to describe the similarities they observed in cultures located near each other. In a

classic paper, Redfield et al. (1936) defined acculturation as, “those phenomena which result

when groups of individuals having different cultures come into continuous first-hand contact,

with subsequent changes in the original cultural patterns of either or both groups.”

There have been some issues with this idea of acculturation as it was defined by Redfield.

This definition takes for granted that acculturation is a social or group-level process. It also

assumes that: there is long term contact between the groups; each culture has a defining

character; and that changes can occur in both the sending and receiving societies (Trimble 2002).

With the shifting nature of migration, researchers developed new theories about how

migrants adapt after a move. However, these theories do not provide specific guidelines for

understanding the changes that occur in migrants once they have begun living a transnational

lifestyle.

Why Use Cultural Domains?

For many cognitive anthropologists, culture is “whatever it is one has to know or believe in

order to operate in a manner acceptable to its members” (Goodenough 1957: 167). This

definition came out of a crisis in the reliability of representation of cultures and focuses our
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attention away from the material artifacts produced by a culture and onto the knowledge that is

required for their production. Early efforts in cognitive anthropology focused on systematically

understanding various semantic domains in different cultures using feature analysis (Conklin

1954; Goodenough 1956; Lounsbury 1964b). Classic feature analysis fell out of fashion for good

reason (see Burling 1964); but the cognitive sciences turned to more complex cognitive

structures with the development of prototype theory (Berlin and Kay 1969; Lounsbury 1964a;

Rosch 1978b). Prototypes are a cognitive representation of an object that aid in its classification

using typical features (Rosch 1978b). Prototypes were generalized into the theory of schemas by

allowing variation from the environment to be fitted within open slots in the model whereas in

prototypes these slots were filled with typical instantiations (Bartlett 1932; Langacker 1987;

Rumelhart 1980; Wallace 1970). Schemas are “conceptual abstractions that mediate between

stimuli received by the sense organs and behavioral responses (Casson 1983: 430).” These

mental entities are used to classify objects and to understand spatial relationships and events; in

other words they organize experience (Casson 1983; Mandler 1984; Rice 1980).

Schemas are found at different levels of generality. Universal schemas are shared by all of

humankind while idiosyncratic schemas are the products of an individual (Rice 1980; Shore

1996). Cultural schemas or models provide a midpoint between these poles (Rice 1980) and are

shared to some degree with other people in a society (D'Andrade 1987). These models define the

elements of a particular domain and how these elements are structured. They structure our

understanding, expectations and inferences about the world as well as the decisions we make

(Quinn and Holland 1987). Cultural models have been developed for American gender

terminology (Holland and Skinner 1987), buying behavior (Rumelhart 1980), the western idea of

mind (D'Andrade 1987), American marriage (Quinn 1987), anger (Lakoff and Kovecses 1987),
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and the way that heating thermostats work (Kempton 1987), to name a few. Similar to cultural

models, cultural domains allow the researcher to examine a very small part of a culture, but in

great detail. However cultural domains are created with systematically collected data and can be

analyzed with statistical tools. These two characteristics are necessary to especially helpful in

understanding how culture changes as a result of migration.

By examining the cultural models of migrants I also attempt to expand the usefulness of

cultural models by examining how they are affected by multiple cultural influences. Romney and

Moore (1998) suggest that examining the structure of cultural domains in bilinguals and

comparing them to the domains of monolingual people would significantly advance our

understanding of culture as shared cognitive representations of semantic structures. Similarly,

Schrauf (2002) argues that instead of comparing separate cultural groups, an alternative is to

examine the cognitive domains of immigrants. Because immigrants would have two competing

cultural influences the investigation would highlight the differences between two cultures. The

research reported here answers these calls by examining a sample of cultural models from

Mexicans who move regularly between their home in around the city of Guadalajara in the State

of Jalisco, Mexico and Goodland, Kansas and comparing these models with those of non-

migrants living in the US and non-migrants living in Mexico.

Manuscript Organization

Chapter one gives a broad overview of the topics in question and ties the methods of

cognitive anthropology with the topic of migration. Chapter two provides a historical and

theoretical context for this research: a brief history of U.S./Mexico migration, followed by a

general review of migration theory and related factors. The chapter concludes with a discussion

of theories of acculturation and transnationalism. Chapter three reviews the history of cognitive

anthropology to provide an understanding of why cultural models are useful in examining
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migrant culture. Chapter four explains the research design, the sampling strategy and the data

collection methods used for this project. Chapter five presents the analysis of the elements of the

domains. Chapter six is an analysis of the structure of the domains and the relationship between

migrants’ cultural knowledge and their transnational behavior and acculturation. Chapter seven is

a discussion of the results and future directions for the research begun here.
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CHAPTER 2
MEXICAN MIGRATION

This chapter provides a background on the history and theory of migration between the

U.S. and Mexico. Any effort to recount the history of Mexican migration to the U.S. must

consider the policies that have shaped this movement. While not always achieving the goals they

are written for, immigration policies have a profound affect on the number of migrants entering

the country, how they enter the country and where they move to after entry (Massey and

Espinosa 1997). To give a context for the research presented here, the first section presents a

short history of U.S. migration law and Mexican migration to the U.S.

The research on migration is vast and is not easily summarized. However, to provide a

theoretical background for this research, the second section examines various theories of why

people migrate, why migration patterns are perpetuated and other issues in migration research,

including the role of racism as either a push or a pull factor; differences between temporary and

permanent migration; the importance of legal status of migrants; the role of remittances for

senders and receivers; and the role of labor organizations in migrants’ behavior.

The final section narrows the discussion to theories of post-migration change including

assimilation and transnationalism. Assimilation and acculturation are theories about what

happens to people after they move to a new country and culture. Transnationalism is a collection

of ideas about the changing nature of migration. Applying the idea of acculturation to the

environment proposed by transnationalism, I develop hypotheses about how the culture of

transnational migrants changes during the process of making repeated trips between countries.
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Mexican – U.S. Migration and Policy

Early Policies

The first immigration law in the U.S. was the Naturalization Act of 1790 which stipulated

that anyone who was a free white person could become a citizen of the United States. Laws in

1862 and 1875 restricted the immigration of specific groups, mainly Orientals, criminals and

prostitutes. Additional restrictions were created in Federal laws enacted in 1882, 1885, 1891,

1903, 1907, and 1917, based on economic, moral and physical criteria (Batchelor 2004).

Before the Mexican Revolution in 1910, Mexican migration was less than 1% of the total

migration to the U.S. (Freeman and Bean 1997b). During this time, migration to the U.S. was

discouraged by Mexico’s system of land tenure, where a small minority owned the vast majority

of the land. Those without land made their living through various sharecropping arrangements,

selling homemade crafts and engaging in small scale business operations (Bean, et al. 1997).

This lifestyle required the labor of the entire family, which restricted the ability to of Mexicans

to move abroad.

Incentives for migration during the early 20th century were created in both Mexico and

the U.S. Porfirio Diaz’s economic modernization plan included the building of railroads through

the rural areas of Mexico. These railroads were connected to the system of tracks in the

Southwest U.S., making it possible for migrants to move north. The Mexican Revolution of 1910

disrupted the social stability of rural areas through the destruction of crops and trade (Garza and

Szekely 1997). This instability continued with the Cristero Rebellion of 1926, encouraging

further migration. This was especially prominent in the north and west-central states of Mexico

(Garza and Szekely 1997). On the U.S. side at that time, recruiters sought rural Mexican labor

for building railroads, for working in mines and for agricultural work, especially in the
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Southwest (Durand, et al. 2001; Fussell 2004). Additionally, World War I cut traditional sources

of labor from Europe further increasing the demand for Mexican labor (Durand, et al. 2001).

While these factors increased Mexican migration during the early 20th century, the total

Mexican migration was not exceptional when compared to migration from other areas (Bean, et

al. 1997). A total of 459,000 Mexican’s registered as migrants to the U.S during the entire

decade of the 1920’s. Several European countries contributed equally and Canada had more than

twice this number of migrants to the U.S. during the same period (Bean, et al. 1997). One

feature of Mexican migration that separated it from that of other countries was the seasonal

nature of the migrant work. This encouraged an annual emigration back to Mexico that was

nearly three quarters of the immigration to the U.S. (Bean, et al. 1997). Even at this early stage

in the establishment of Mexican/American migration routes there is evidence that migrants were

making repeated journeys between the two countries.

The 1917 Immigration Act increased the fees to enter the country to 8 dollars (135 in

2005 dollars) and imposed a literacy test on all immigrants. However, under pressure from

agricultural producers in the southwest, special consideration was given to Mexico when the

Secretary of Labor waved the literacy test and head tax for Mexican workers. The 1921 Quota

Act created quotas for countries in the Eastern Hemisphere, dictating the number of immigrants

allowed into the U.S. per year from each country. There were however no limits on immigration

from countries in the Western Hemisphere. Countries were also favored in the 1924 National

Origin Quota Act that also excluded them from quotas. This act did however create the Border

Patrol.

The Bracero Program

In 1929, the lack of jobs for American workers created by the Great Depression caused

the U.S. government to limit Mexican migration (Durand, et al. 2001). Deportation of Mexican
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workers increased dramatically until World War II (Durand, et al. 2001). In 1942, the Bracero

program created a guest worker program for seasonal agricultural laborers (Durand, et al. 2001;

Fussell 2004). This program gave workers a six month renewable visa to work for approved

growers in the U.S. (Durand, et al. 2001) The Bracero program was beneficial to both the

Mexican and U.S. economies. It provided cheap seasonal work for U.S. farmers and injected

cash into the poorer areas of Mexico through remittances. The program was ended in 1964, but

through it more than 4.6 million Mexican workers came to the U.S. (Cornelius 1978).

During the Bracero period, migration increased not only because of the ease with which

migrants could enter the U.S. but also because U.S. wages were many times higher than in

Mexico (Bean, et al. 1997). Migration came especially from the western regions of Mexico

where there were established linkages to the Southwest U.S. and agriculture was more market

oriented creating a greater use for cash (Bean, et al. 1997; Cornelius 1978). During this period

the Mexican government was involved in agrarian reform, begun in 1934, that broke up the

haciendas and created smaller ejidos or communally owned plots. With population growth at the

village level, these plots quickly became too small to be useful and further encouraged rural

peasants to migrate (Garza and Szekely 1997).

Post War Immigration

In 1952, the McCarran-Walter Act was the first act of Congress to consider labor market

shortages directly in U.S. Immigration law. This act favored migrants with skills that were in

short supply in the U.S. and gave special priority to family members of citizens (Freeman and

Bean 1997a). This act did not consider the increasing illegal immigration coming from Mexico.

However in June of 1954, ‘Operation Wetback’ was launched returning illegal migrants to

Mexico. This action was such a success that illegal migration was insignificant for more than a

decade (Reimers 1982).
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The Immigration and Nationality Act was amended in 1965 to eliminate the national

origins quota system, moving U.S. policy away from country-specific visa limits and towards a

system that was blind to the origin of migrants. It also created the first annual cap for migrants

from the Western Hemisphere (Batchelor 2004; Freeman and Bean 1997a). However in 1976,

Congress imposed a limit of 20,000 visas per country in Latin America and eliminated

preferential treatment for migrants from the Western Hemisphere. This law also eliminated the

cap for family members of citizens, creating a massive backlog of applicants from Mexico

(Freeman and Bean 1997a).

IRCA

The most recent influential reform of immigration law in the U.S came in 1986 in the

form of the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA). IRCA had three components aimed at

reducing the flow of illegal migrants to the U.S. First, the act attempted to eliminate the

attraction of U.S. jobs by sanctioning employers who knowingly hire undocumented migrants.

Employers who repeatedly hire illegal migrants can be penalized with a 10,000 dollar fine and

criminal prosecution. Second, the act gave additional resources to the US border patrol,

including 400 million dollars to hire additional officers. Third, the act gave amnesty to illegal

migrants who could prove that they were in continuous residence in the U.S. after January 1,

1982. A special clause was included giving undocumented farm workers legal status if they

could demonstrate that they worked in the U.S. for at least 90 days during the twelve months

proceeding May 1, 1986 (Durand, et al. 2001; Freeman and Bean 1997a; Massey 1987; Phillips

and Massey 1999).

The effects of the IRCA are still being researched. The amnesty proviso legalized almost

3 million formerly illegal migrants, of whom over 70% were from Mexico (Freeman and Bean

1997a). Some 1.7 million of these migrants demonstrated long term residence and 1.3 million
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workers were legalized through the special agricultural workers allowance (Phillips and Massey

1999). Not counting the reduction in illegal migration that resulted from the massive

legalizations, the question still remains: has the bill reduced the flow of illegal migrants?

Because of methodological difficulties collecting data on illegal migrants, there are mixed

conclusions on this question. On the one hand, there were fewer arrests of migrants crossing the

borders for the three years following the implementation of the IRCA in 1986 (Freeman and

Bean 1997a). On the other hand, sending communities (communities that send migrants) show

no decline in the number of migrants moving across the border (Donato 1994). Cornelius

(1978), Durand and Massey (1992) Further evidence suggests that employee sanctions may not

be effective at reducing illegal migration as these were in full effect only after three years when

arrests were once again on the increase (Freeman and Bean 1997a).

Other effects of the IRCA include a reduction in wages for illegal migrants (Phillips and

Massey 1999). Employers increasingly used subcontractors for labor after IRCA. These

subcontractors took the risk of hiring illegal migrants away from employers but passed this risk

on to the migrants in the form of reduced wages and poor working conditions (Phillips and

Massey 1999; Taylor, et al. 1996).

At the time when the IRCA was being implemented, there were a number of factors in

Mexico that encouraged both legal and illegal migration to the U.S. Roberts and Latapi (1997)

reviewed these issues and concluded that changes in education, health and housing did not

contribute to increased migration. While these areas did not worsen during that time, they

showed slowed improvement. Roberts and Latapi (1997) did find that increased income

inequality contributed to migration. This resulted when waged employment decreased and people

were forced to turn to self-employment (Roberts and Latapi 1997). With the end of subsidies for
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urban consumers, urban areas stagnated and could no longer attract rural migrants (Roberts and

Latapi 1997). At the same time, crop prices were no longer subsidized and land was less

available, creating additional incentive for rural workers to migrate (Latapi, et al. 1996).

The 1990 Immigration Act raised the annual ceiling for certain categories of immigrants.

This act attempted to attract skilled labor for U.S. businesses. The 1996 Immigration Reform

Law and Welfare Reform Law attempted to curb illegal migration by doubling the number of

border patrol agents and making it impossible for undocumented immigrants to get Social

Security benefits as well as most federal, state and local assistance (Batchelor 2004).

Additionally, legal immigrants were excluded from most federal programs for 5 years.

Mexican/American migration is somewhat unique in the world because of the sharp

contrast in living standards between the two countries and the fact that they share an extensive

stretch of almost unguarded border. These two factors have created an exchange of labor, money

and products that both countries have come to rely on. The policies of both countries have

shifted through time from encouraging migration to attempting to deter it altogether. However, I

think it is uncontroversial to say that people (mostly Mexicans) will continue to travel between

the countries and blend their cultures for many years to come.

Theories of Why People Migrate

Migration is not only situated in a political environment, it also has a significant

theoretical base that has developed over decades of researchers examining the phenomenon.

Economics, sociology, anthropology, history and political science all have a large number of

researchers dedicated to the study of migrants and their movement around the globe.

While there are differences in each discipline’s study of migration, some basic questions have

guided all the research, such as: why do people migrate; why do people return home; what

happens after migration; how do migrants adjust to a new society; and what are the effects of
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migration on sending and receiving countries? Different disciplines have not always agreed on

the methods or even the level of analysis that should be used to investigate these questions.

However because of this diversity of perspectives, a large variety of theories have been

developed to deal with the questions of migration.

Early Equilibrium Theory

According to Portes (1976), the earliest work on migration in anthropology derives from

the unilinear evolutionary theories of the 19th and early 20 th centuries. These theories placed

societies in various continua—Tonnies’ Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft societies, Durkheim’s

mechanical vs. organic solidarity societies, and so on. Redfield (1941) saw a folk-urban

continuum, with societies in rural, undeveloped, agricultural areas at one end and large,

developed cities at the other. Applying this model to migration, he assumed that the migrant

would assimilate the modern innovations they encounter in urban society and return these ideas

to their rural regions (Kearney 1986; Miracle and Berry 1970). These innovations would then

lead to the modernization of the rural sending areas.

During the 1960s and 70s, researchers noted that migrants were not acting according to

the predictions of these early models. Gmelch (1980; Swanson 1979) reviewed research on

return migration and found that return migrants generally did not bring skills that were useful in

their home economy nor did they invest their savings in the community; instead they used their

earnings for housing and to buy consumer goods. Agricultural workers might buy land with their

savings but would lease it out rather than farm it and provide themselves with an income stream

(Wiest 1979). Another questionable assumption was that because rural economies had a surplus

of labor, they should spontaneously export it. History has shown that the export of labor is rarely

spontaneous or even consensual (Portes 1978). Instead of creating equilibrium between labor
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and capital, as the model predicted, migration was escalating the disparities between rural and

urban areas (Amin 1974).

Neoclassical Economic Theory

Drawing from the ideas found in modernization theories, neoclassical models from

economics used the idea of two types of societies to create models of migration based on

differential amounts of labor and capital in different areas (Kearney 1986; Massey 1987; Wood

1982). Areas with high wages would attract migrants from areas of low wages. Inversely places

with low capital would have higher possible rates of return and thus would attract investment

capital. Additional money would be sent from areas with high capital through the remittances of

migrants sent to their family and friends. These two flows would eventually create equilibrium

between two areas through migration (Massey, et al. 1993). The neoclassical model of migration

was a model of individual choice. This model stated that the decision to migrate was a cost

benefit analysis that considered several key factors (Todaro and Maruszko 1987). Research

using this theory has found that migration is positively related to a high wage ratio at the

destination, a large labor force at the origin and destination, and negatively related to high wages

at the migrant’s home and the distance between the origin and destination cities (Greenwood, et

al. 1981; King 1978; Rogers 1968).

Other work indicates that Mexican migration is negatively related to the farm wages in

Mexico and agricultural productivity in Mexico and positively related to farm wages in the US

(Frisbie 1975). In accordance with the neoclassical model, Jenkins (1977) found that the Mexico

– US wage differential was positively related to Mexican migration. Further refinement of this

model indicates that it is not the real wage differential between sending and receiving

communities but the expected earnings gap that is significant (Taylor 1987; Todaro and

Maruszko 1987). Unemployment in Mexico has also been found to be positively related to
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Mexican out-migration (Blejer, et al. 1978; White, et al. 1990). There is considerable research

supporting neoclassical theory. However, Massey and Espinosa (1997) found that while the wage

differential is weakly associated with the odds of taking a first trip to the United States, it is not

related to making additional trips or return home trips.

Dual Labor Market Theory

Dual or segmented labor market theory is a macro level theory that is similar to

neoclassical theory with one exception. While dual labor market theory agrees that migration is a

rational decision made by individuals responding to labor markets around the world, it sees

migration as a result of a segmented or dual labor market that is inherent in the economic

structure of advanced industrial societies (Piore 1979). Instead of a continuous labor market as

assumed by neoclassical economics, the labor market is divided into two sectors: a primary

sector that provides good wages, working conditions and steady employment, and a secondary

sector with opposite traits (Dickens and Lang 1988). In developed societies, there is a shortage of

workers who are willing to work in the secondary sector, so employers are forced to turn to

migrant labor (Piore 1979).

This theory was prominent in economic research in the mid 1970s, but testing the theory

yielded mixed results (see (Massey, et al. 1994). The theory reemerged in the late 1980s with

some improvements in the model that has considerably improved its fit with empirical data

(Dickens and Lang 1988). Applying this theory to immigration, immigrant workers who take

jobs in the secondary sector would be expected to have lower returns for their education, skills

and other work experience than native workers (Massey, et al. 1994). Using cross-sectional data,

Chiswick (1984) has found evidence contradicting these predictions. However other studies have

found that education, experience and job skills in secondary sector employment are negatively

related to migration (Lindstrom and Massey 1994; Portes and Bach 1985). These studies have
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also found that English language ability and time in the U.S. were both positively related to the

ability to work in the primary sector or to gain higher earnings in the secondary sector.

New Economics of Migration

The ‘new economics of migration’ approach and the neoclassical economic view are both

micro-level decision models that rely on rational choice of the deciding unit. However a key

insight of the new economics of migration approach is that migration decisions are not made by a

single person, instead it is the family or household where the decision is made (Wood 1982).

Because the decision lies within a small group of people, there are other considerations in the

decision to migrate (Stark and Bloom 1985). These factors can include the likelihood of crop

failure, risks of falling market prices, unemployment by some members of the household or the

desire to decrease the household’s relative deprivation (Massey, et al. 1993).

Even if the migrant does not increase the absolute income of the family, they provide an

important way to mediate these risks by either sending money home or returning home with

earnings. Relative income, or the income in comparison to the migrants peers, may be more

important to migrants than absolute income (Massey and Espinosa 1997; Stark 1991). Another

flaw found in the neoclassical model that is highlighted by the ‘new economics of migration’

literature is that it assumes that people will migrate on a permanent basis, despite the fact that

regular temporary migration has been documented for a number of countries (see Massey, et al.

1994). There is also evidence that when migrants do return, they spend their earnings on income

producing assets like additional land, livestock or equipment (Fletcher and Taylor 1992; Taylor

and Wyatt 1993).

Dependency Theory

Raul Prebisch, head of the United Nations Economic Commission on Latin America.

Prebisch in the late 1940s, saw that, contrary to neoclassical predictions, economic growth did
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not benefit some nations as their wealth continued to decrease while the wealth of others

increased. In The Economic Development of Latin America and its Principal Problems (1950),

Prebish theorized about these differences and produced what came to be known as dependency

theory. The Singer-Prebisch thesis (so named because Hans Singer, another United Nations

employee, developed the same idea at the same time) stated that poor counties export raw

materials used by rich countries that would then manufacture these materials into finished goods

and resell them back to poorer countries (Singer and Chen 1998). However, because of unfair

trade policies maintained by the rich countries, the poor countries would never earn enough from

their exports to pay for their imports.

Ferrara (1996) describes three assumptions that were generally shared by dependency

theories. First, these rich and poor countries were renamed as core and periphery (Wallerstein

1974), metropolitan and satellite or dominant and dependent. States with low per capita GNP and

that relied on the export of raw materials were classified into the second category of the scheme.

Second, both types of states are connected through historical, dynamic and ongoing relationships

that reinforce the dominant/dependent connection. This relationship was created by the policies

of trade that favored the core nations. Companies in core nations would retain profits through

developed unions, while companies in peripheral nations would not have this advantage. Third,

external forces like multinational corporations, international markets, foreign aid and any other

means by which dominant countries can further their influence are the primary factors in the

relationship between the two types of states. Instead of developing the rural regions of the

world, dependency theory saw the movement of labor to core areas as exploitation that benefited

the developed parts of the world (Wood 1982). Kearney (1986) notes that while dependency

theory has focused research onto the extraction of human resources via migration it, “does not
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provide anthropologists with a general theoretical model capable of generating many local level

research problems on migration emanating from rural communities” (p. 340).

World Systems Theory

World systems theory has continued the ideas developed in dependency theory

hypothesizing a single worldwide system of labor and commodities that are exchanged among

different regions (Wallerstein 1974). Instead of having a bifurcated system of folk and urban

areas, the regions are classified into a periphery, semi-periphery, or core areas. Migration occurs

because of the penetration of capitalist economies into non-capitalist societies that is a product of

globalization (Massey, et al. 1993). Disruptions to the existing economy result from the

introduction of capitalism in various forms, including: land reform, extraction of raw materials

and the labor demands of new factories. These factors can cause large numbers of people to lose

their traditional livelihood and become prone to migrate (Chayanov 1966; Massey, et al. 1994).

This system originated as a result of colonization of Asia, Latin America and Africa that allowed

Europe to have access to the markets and natural resources worldwide. More recently Europe

and the U.S. have used diplomacy and their military to develop and protect their investments,

resources and allies (Rumbaut 1991). This theory has been used in some anthropological

research on migration (Rhoades 1978; Wiest 1973) but has proven difficult to test directly.

However there are some indicators linking economic development in a region to out-migration

(Hatton and Williamson 1994; Roberts 1982) Similarly, direct investment by the U.S into

foreign economies is a strong indicator of market penetration (Sassen 1988) and is highly related

to the annual rate of migration to the U.S. (Ricketts 1987).

Articulation Theory

Unlike world systems theory, articulation theory does not see a single global capitalist

system of societies (Kearney 1986). It does acknowledge the division of core and peripheral
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societies but peripheral communities can have qualitatively different forms of economy other

than capitalism and these other economies can coexists along side of capitalism to some degree.

Another difference from World Systems theory is that articulation theory focuses on production

instead of circulation as the primary means for the transfer of surplus to capitalist economies.

Research in this tradition focuses on the creation of excess labor it transfers to capitalist societies

as the prime factor in migrant labor. Articulation theory states that the economy that produces

migrants is destroyed because the labor is drawn off to work in the capitalist economies

(Meillassoux 1981). As this labor is drawn a temporary migration attempts to save the domestic

non-capitalist economy, which in turn creates a permanent state where migration is the norm and

not a transition to a capitalist economy (Meillassoux 1981; Rey 1973).

Summary of Factors in the Creation of Migration Streams

There are many variables that account for the ebb and flow of migration from

Mexico(Massey, et al. 1994) but there is no single theory to account for the phenomenon. An

excellent attempt at understanding the strengths and weaknesses of these different theories was

made by Massey and Espinosa (1997) who use one dataset to test several theories against one

another. The results provide and excellent summary of the factors influencing migration. They

indicate that people with social ties to other migrants are more likely to migrate initially. One

assumption of neoclassical economic theory is that people with physical capital would be more

likely to migrate. However their results show that people with homes, land and a business are

less likely to migrate and especially are less likely to be migrating illegally. Nevertheless,

neoclassical economic theory does show us that the likelihood of undocumented migration is

related positively to the U.S./Mexico ratio of expected wages, although this is not the best

predictor of migration. Completing high school (preparatoria) in Mexico lowers the odds of

migration while the presence of a bank in a person’s home town raises these odds, supposedly by
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providing a means to safely accumulate the earnings of migrants (Massey, et al. 1994).

Congruent with predictions of the new economy of migration and with world systems theory,

high levels of development in a community as well as high wages increase the likelihood of

undocumented migration as does the larger proportion of workers earning twice the minimum

wage and the proportion of women working in manufacturing jobs (Massey, et al. 1994). Massey

et al. support segmented labor market theory’s assumption that migration follows U.S. labor

demand. World systems theory states that migration is an effect of capital penetration; however

the rate of growth in direct foreign investment decreases the odds of migration in their study

(Massey, et al. 1994). The supply of visas is negatively related to the number of undocumented

migrants, but efforts at controlling undocumented workers are not effective. Rather than

discouraging employment of undocumented workers, sanctions against employers and an

increase in resources for border restrictions increase the likelihood of taking an initial trip to the

U.S. Furthermore, the legalizations that were a part of IRCA have increased migration by

increasing the network ties available to non-migrants. Massey and Espinosa (1997) sum up the

contribution of many different theories.

In accordance with the neoclassical model, the likelihood of illegal migration is
positively related to the U.S.-Mexico wage differential. Being related to a migrant
sharply boosts the odds of taking a first U.S. trip, which is consistent with social capital
theory. In keeping with the new economics of migration, high real interest rates increase
the probability of undocumented movement. Following segmented labor market theory,
undocumented migration is linked to the growth of U.S. employment. And, consistent
with world systems theory,…, the odds of undocumented migration are greatest in
dynamic, developing communities, not stagnant area with low wages and marginal levels
of industrialization. (p. 964 – 965)

Why Does Migration Continue?

Besides examining factors that initiate migration, there is substantial research on factors

that perpetuate additional migration. These factors may either increase the likelihood that the
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migrant will make repeated trips or they may reduce the costs and risks for family and friends to

also migrate (Massey, et al. 1994). Findings that support the former have been dubbed

‘cumulative causation’ (Massey 1990) and show that the probability of making multiple trips is

increased with migrant experience in the new country (DeJong, et al. 1983; Massey 1987; Root

and DeJong 1991; Taylor 1987) Research on the latter, reducing the costs and risks to migration,

has used social networks to understand the factors involved.

When migrants have made the trip abroad, they return with a vast amount of knowledge

and contacts that can be useful to their friends and family. These social networks increase the

likelihood of migration by decreasing the risk and costs associated with moving to a new country

and starting a new job (Choldin 1973; Ho 1993; Massey and Espana 1987). Cost is reduced as

the number of migrants increase. Once the first migrants from an area are established, they

provide assistance and knowledge that eases the move for future migrants (Wilson 1998). Risk is

also reduced with the increased number of migrants until at some point the household relies on

the income from migrants as part of their survival. Similar results have been noted by a number

of researchers who have found that social ties to someone in the U.S. is the best predictor of

migration (Chavez 1988; Fjellman and Gladwin 1985; Massey 1987; Massey and Espana 1987).

Additional work with migrant networks has yielded some interesting results. Cohen et al.

(2003) found that people who know more individuals with migration experience are more likely

to be migrants themselves. Guarnizo et al. (2003) found that network size, but not network

composition, or who was in the network, was positively related to transnationalism migration.

Working in Mexico, Curran and Rivero-Fuentes (2003) found that male networks are more

important for moves to the U.S., while networks composed of female members decreased the

odds of a male migrating. Female networks did however increase the likelihood of female
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migration and were especially important in migration within Mexico. Kanaiaupuni (2000) found

similar results suggesting that high female employment at the destination encourages female but

not male migration. The size of the population in the receiving country has been found to be

critical in attracting migrants (Dunlevy 1991) as has the network density (Winters, et al. 2001).

Winters, et al. (2001) also found that as migrant networks become established, community

networks can be substituted for familial networks. In an examination of the types of relationships

that compose the network, the degree of kinship plays an important part in the decision to

migrate within Mexico as well as to the U.S. (Davis, et al. 202).

When migration back and forth has become self sustaining over time, a culture of

migration comes into existence. This culture of migration creates social norms that encourage

migration in a number of ways. Massey et al. (1994) have divided these norms into three

categories: first migrants are able to engage in the consumption of consumer products that is

beyond the means of non-migrants (Fletcher and Taylor 1992; Georges 1990; Massey 1987;

Wiest 1979; Wiest 1973); second migration becomes a rite of passage for young men in the

community (Georges 1990; Reichert 1982; Rouse 1992); and third migration influences gender

relationships within the family as women migrate to societies with fewer constraints on female

autonomy (Georges 1990; Grasmuck and Pessar 1991).

Other Factors in Migration

There are a variety of other factors that are significant in the study of migration. Some

may not contribute directly to the creation of or maintenance of migration streams but are no less

important. A few of these issues are examined below.

Racism

Racism is certainly a factor when people move into a new culture. It is compounded

when the phenotypes of the sending and receiving societies are different and the racial categories
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in the two societies are different as well—as is the case for the U.S. and Mexico (Alonso 2004).

However the literature linking migration and racism in Mexico is very sparse. The investigation

of racism in Mexico has included the relationship between class and ethnicity (Alonso 2004;

Lewis 2000; Stephen 1991) and the relationship between native ethnicity and political

movements (Nagengast and Kearney 1990).

On the other side of the border the racism against Mexicans provides historical

perspective. Menchaca (1993) examines how the legal system of the U.S. discriminated against

Mexicans from 1848-1947. She concluded that Mexicans who were of indigenous descent were

more rigorously discriminated against. She also found that phenotype played a large part in the

degree of discrimination (Menchaca 1993). Velez-Ibanez (1996), working in the Mexican

American community in the Southwest, shows how this population reacts to the racism they

experience in the U.S. Unfortunately there is little work connecting migration and racism in

Mexico or the U.S. I suspect that this may result from the lack of discernment by Americans

between Mexicans and Mexican Americans. Both groups are likely to be discriminated against

based on their race with little acknowledgement of their citizenship.

Temporary Versus Permanent Migrants

One question within migration work is what makes a migrant stay in the U.S? Massey

and Espinosa (1997) found that the likelihood of returning to Mexico was increased by being

married, by the number of prior trips to the U.S., by owning land or a home, by living in a

community with a bank, and by increases in Mexican inflation and interest rates. The likelihood

of returning to Mexico was decreased by increases in education, by increased experience in the

U.S., by the duration of the trip to the U.S., by holding a skilled or unskilled job, by having

children in the U.S. and by increased availability of visas (Massey and Espinosa 1997). While

the availability of visas may reduce the likelihood of returning to Mexico Durand, et al. (2001)
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found that the massive increase in legalizations in the late 1980’s actually increased the return

migration.

Canales (2003) examined the macro influences of Mexico’s economic policies and

business practices within the U.S. on Mexican migration. He concludes that the neoliberal

policies in Mexico have reduced job security as well as the overall number of jobs and total

wages. He also found that the labor market in the U.S. has split into high paying professional

jobs and low paying unskilled labor. This dual labor market has also been found by other

researchers (Piore 1979). Canales argues that Mexican labor has moved out of the traditional

agricultural work towards other types of unskilled labor that provide year round employment,

thus increasing the number of permanent migrants to the U.S.

Legality

Massey and Espinosa (1997) examined variables that influence the likelihood of taking a

first trip to the US legally or illegally. Both legal and illegal migrants were influenced by having

a parent or sibling who migrated, and living in an agrarian economy. Legal migrations increased

with an increase in the number of migrants in the community, an increase in the number of

people earning twice the minimum wage in the community, an increase in the number of females

employed in manufacturing positions in the community, and with having an ejido established.

These variables were negatively related to illegal migration. A number of other variables were

related to legal migration but not illegal migration, including: Age squared (-), marital status (-),

owning land (+), owning a home (-) or business (-), having attended a preparatory school (-),

having a bank located in the community (+), the Mexican inflation rate (-), U.S. employment

growth (+), growth in foreign investment (-), Mexican interest rates (+), and the availability of

visas (-) (Massey and Espinosa 1997).
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For both illegal and legal migrants the factors that influence a return trip to Mexico

include: marital status, education, cumulative U.S. experience, duration of trip, holding an

unskilled urban job, number of U.S. migrant children and owning land (Massey and Espinosa

1997). Owning a home, living in a community in Mexico with a bank, the availability of visas,

and the number of self employed in the sending community were significant factors for legal

migrants but not illegal migrants to return home. Illegal migrants were influenced by a different

set of factors to return home, these include: not being a wife of a U.S. migrant, not having U.S.

born children, owning land in Mexico, living in a community in Mexico with a preparatory

school (the equivalent of a high school in the U.S.), having paved road and not an ejido,

increased risk of apprehension and the enactment of employer sanctions (Massey and Espinosa

1997).

Remittances

While not directly influencing the creation or maintenance of migration flows, the study

of remittances from migrants to their home country is certainly pertinent given that these totaled

more than 13.3 billion dollars in 2003 up from 10 billion in 2002 and expected to rise annually

(Coronado 2004). Electronic transfers were the most popular method for sending money to

Mexico with 85.8% of the money sent this way. Money orders followed with 12.2% and cash or

material goods had 1.9% of the total money sent to Mexico (Coronado 2004). The importance of

remittances lies in the fact that migrants can earn the wages of high-income countries and in

sending some of this income home, they can spend the money at the prices of low-income

countries.

There is some disagreement about whether remittances have a positive or negative impact

on origin countries. At the household level, Itzigsohn (1995) found that low and middle-low

income families have a higher overall income if they receive remittances. This point may sound
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simple, but it shows that the cost of sending a migrant to work abroad is less than the income

received from them (Keely and Tran 1989). These remittances also allowed some family

members to stay out of the workforce or at least to avoid the most menial jobs and work in

riskier employment (Itzigsohn 1995).

The question can also be asked at the community level. Are the communities that send

migrants to work abroad better off because of the remittances? This question is more complex

because not everyone in the community may send a family member abroad. Jones (1998) found

that the inequality between family incomes was influenced by the level of migration found in the

community. He found that remittances decrease the separation of the low income families and

high income families when migration is new. However when migration is more settled within the

community the findings were reversed and income inequality increased. Besides affecting the

spread of a community’s income distribution, Conway and Cohen (1998) argue that the

significance of remittances should be measured by their impact on community investment,

household decision making and community structure.

Labor Organization of Migrants

While examples of the labor organization among migrants may be easy to point out,

documentation is more difficult to find. A typical organization is described as mostly migrant

men, recruited by a crew boss to work as harvesters in the agricultural sector (Nelkin 1970).

These bosses recruited migrants on street corners or in bar sweeps, with many migrants having

no intentions of working in a crew until they are recruited (Nelkin 1970). The crew leader is key

and serves as “contractor, recruiter, camp manager, work supervisor, policeman and banker”

(Nelkin 1970: 476). These bosses use their knowledge of the language, work site and

surrounding area to maintain their control over the workers, who often know little about the

environment beyond their job. Zlolniski (1994) argues that this type of organization developed
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into the extensive use of subcontractors by formal sector firms. Using these bosses as

subcontractors helped reduce the labor cost and overhead costs of maintaining workers within

the formal sector. Additionally these crews provided the formal economy with an increasingly

flexible work force.

Personal experience in Kansas shows a less organized labor structure. Many migrants

will use personal contacts to implement their migration to the U.S. However these contacts do

not maintain the control over the migrant after arrival. I would argue that this occurs because

agricultural work in the Midwest is plentiful and farmers have a long history of working with

Hispanic migrants.

Post Migration Changes

This section focuses on the question of the adaptation of migrants to their new society.

Assimilation theory focuses on how migrants give up the customs of their homeland and adopt

the customs of their new culture. Transnationalism points out that the nature of migration has

changed dramatically from the time when assimilation theory was developed. Recall that

advances in technology and air-travel, combined with the changes in the economic and political

landscape of countries worldwide, have changed how migrants behave. The increasing

availability of the Internet, inexpensive phone service and next-day mail allows people to

communicate with their families in almost any part of the world and with little or no expense or

delay. In the past, a trip home required a major commitment of time and money. Today, with cut-

throat competition in low-cost air transport, some labor migrants in the U.S. can fly home for a

long weekend to Mexico or the Caribbean (or from Europe to Turkey or North Africa). In short,

migrants no longer have to sever ties in their home country to come to the U.S. and they no

longer have to give up their culture to become Americans.
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The changing behavior of migrants has prompted some researchers to reexamine the

focus of their research and to look at how migrants remain connected to both societies. I focus

next on research about how migrants change after settling out or becoming assimilated into their

new culture (acculturation theory) or during continual migration (transnational theory).

Assimilation and Acculturation

The original model of acculturation and assimilation is due to Robert Park, at the

University of Chicago in the years just before World War I. Park developed a three-stage model

that involved contact, accommodation, and, finally, assimilation. Redfield et al. (1936) defined

acculturation as, “those phenomena which result when groups of individuals having different

cultures come into continuous first-hand contact, with subsequent changes in the original cultural

patterns of either or both groups.” This definition takes for granted that acculturation is a social,

or group-level process. It also assumes that: there is long term contact between the groups; each

culture has a defining character; and changes can occur in both the sending and receiving

societies (Trimble 2002).

Spiro (1955), by contrast, asked whether the acculturation process occurs at both the

individual and group level. Most researchers in migration have worked at one level of analysis -

either group or individual – though some have examined how the individual acculturation

process is affected by group acculturation (Eaton 1952; Spiro 1995). A more controversial

question is whether or not acculturation has direction. The original definition allows for the

transfer of cultural traits to both cultures. Early scholars of migration argued that one culture is

always dominant in the exchange of cultural traits (Parsons 1936). While this debate was never

resolved, later scholars simply assumed that acculturation was unidirectional (Devereux and

Loeb 1943; Spiro 1955). Additional work on acculturation identified variations in the process:

migrants could accept one culture’s patterns of behavior; they could selectively accept some of
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the behaviors of the new culture; or they could create novel behaviors in reaction to their new

culture (Barnett, et al. 1953). Redfield’s definition was reworked to explicate some of these

changes and in 1953, the Social Science Research Council defined acculturation as: “culture

change that is initiated by the conjunction of two or more autonomous cultural systems…. Its

dynamic can be seen as the selective adaptation of value systems, the processes of integration

and differentiation, the generation of developmental sequences, and the operation of role

determinant and personality factors” (Barnett, et al. 1953).

Study of the acculturation process fell out of favor in anthropology, while assimilation theory

continued to develop in sociology and social psychology. Gordon (1964) defined assimilation as

the process where people of diverse cultures achieve a unity that is sufficient to allow

coexistence. He argued that each stage of assimilation could develop to a different degree. The

following list are the stages of assimilation:

1) Acculturation – Change of cultural patterns to those of host society
2) Structural assimilation – Large-scale entrance into cliques, clubs, and institutions of host

society, on primary group level.
3) Marital assimilation – Large-scale intermarriage
4) Identificational assimilation - Development of sense of people-hood based exclusively on

host society.
5) Attitude receptional assimilation – Absence of prejudice
6) Behavior receptional assimilation – Absence of discrimination
7) Civic assimilation – Absence of value and power conflict

(Gordon 1964)

Under Gordon’s conceptualization, acculturation became an explicit stage of

assimilation. Further refinement of these concepts led researchers to argue that assimilation and

acculturation differ primarily because assimilation requires that the dominant culture accepts the

out group (Teske and Nelson 1974). While acculturation can occur in migrant groups through

interaction with a culture, their assimilation cannot occur without being accepted by the

community (Hirsch 1942; Spiro 1955).
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The classic, unidimensional definition of assimilation states that migrants adopt the

norms and habits of the dominant society to which they have moved, eventually dropping their

previous way of life. The change is directed by the dominant society imposing their cultural

habits on the migrant. Researchers across the social sciences examined the variables influencing

the assimilation process. Trimble argues that the personal situation of the migrant may determine

the changes that they undergo as a result of culture contact (Trimble 1989). Berry (1997) defined

three contextual factors that affect how people assimilate: voluntariness, mobility and the

expected permanence of the move. Other variables that have been found to influence the

assimilation process include: the home country’s political, social and economic environment;

reason for immigration; prior contact with their new society; the route, duration and level of

danger of the immigration journey; the host country’s social, political, economic environment

and immigration policies; social attitudes towards migrants; and demographic factors of the

migrant (Cabassa 2003).

Empirical research indicates that assimilation may not be so neat. An individual may

acculturate without the permission of the larger society by learning the social norms through

interaction with others within the culture or through the media, all while not assimilating. Keefe

(1979) found evidence that migrants became acculturated into American cultural norms while

their social ties were unaffected. Researchers in psychology found that groups could maintain

their traditions while simultaneously assimilating pieces of the dominant culture that fit with

their traditional viewpoints (Trimble 2002). Another criticism of unidimensional assimilation is

that it assumes that people must give up one culture to gain another; it is a zero sum phenomenon

(Cuellar, et al. 1980) .
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Recent research on assimilation has moved from unidimensional to multidimensional

models. Berry (2002) argues that there are four categories of acculturation: assimilation,

integration, separation and marginalization. These outcome categories are driven by the degree to

which the migrant maintains his or her heritage culture and the degree to which the migrant

seeks relationships in the new culture (Berry 2002). Thus, if a migrant has a high score on

seeking new relationships and does not attempt to maintain his or her heritage, that migrant is

said to be assimilating. At the other extreme, a migrant who fully maintains his or her heritage

and develops no new relationships results in a state of separation from the new society.

Integration occurs when the migrant simultaneously makes new relationships and maintains the

relationships they had in their homeland. Marginalization occurs when a migrant neither

develops new relationships nor maintains their old ones. Devereux and Loeb (1943), Tyler et al.

(1996), and Teske and Nelson (1974) also argued over the years for a bi-dimensional structure

in the assimilation process.

Transnationalism

During most of the twentieth century, migration was studied under the assumption that

the longer migrants live abroad the more they would be assimilated into their new society and the

fewer associations they should have with people in their home country (Guarnizo, et al. 2003).

However in the early 1990’s the term ‘transnational migrants’ was used to describe people who

maintain lives in both their home and host countries (Portes 2001). Hannerz (1998) points out

that transnationalism did not begin in the late twentieth century; it was the study of this behavior

that became prominent. The concept of transnationalism refocused the study of immigrants into

an examination of how they maintain relationships across national borders.

The word ‘transnational’ has been used for some time in intellectual traditions outside of

the social sciences. The Columbia Journal of Transnational Law was established in 1963 (York)
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and Martinelli used the term ‘transnational’ to describe corporations operating in multiple

countries (Martinelli 1982). The process of transnationalism refers to migrants creating and

maintaining two sets of social relationships, one in their home country and one in their host

country (Basch, et al. 1994; Irzigsohn and Saucedo 2002). Similarly Glick-Schiller et al. define

transnationalism as the “process by which immigrants build social fields that link together their

country of origin and their country of settlement” (Abaza 2001; Glick Schiller 1995 p. 171).

The study of transnational migrants is important for a number of reasons. First, it is

likely that the phenomenon will continue to grow with the development of global capitalism.

Second, previous research on migration has emphasized how migrants integrate into their new

society, however transnational migrants may integrate into society differently. And finally, with

the flow of ideas and remittances, the impact of transnational migrants on both their host and

home countries has been culturally and economically significant (Levitt 2001; Portes 2001).

In anthropology, the concept of transnationalism has three primary features: first, the

social or mental process or behavior under study must cross a political border in some way;

second, the emphasis of the study will be on the distance between two political units; and third,

a multiplicity of meanings must be involved (Hannerz 1998). Portes et al. (1999) identify three

kinds of transnationalism: economic, political and socio-cultural. Economic transnationalism is

exemplified by businessmen and women who have suppliers and markets across national

borders. This category may include migrant laborers who cross national borders on a regular

basis and migrants who return to start businesses in their home country. Political

transnationalism consists of immigrants who participate in activities such as raising funds for

political candidates in their home country while living in the U.S. Socio-cultural
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transnationalism consists of displaying the cultural practices of migrants in multiple countries,

such as the world wide export of Ecuadorian folk crafts and music.

Transnationalism has also been divided by the degree of institutionalization that is

involved in the practice. Transnational activities that are created by the state, or large

international organizations are considered to be high on this institutional scale—transnationalism

from above—while smaller, grass root activities are classified as being low on the scale—that is,

transnationalism from below (Portes 1999).

Portes et al. argue that the concept of transnationalism should capture part of the

migration experience that is not part of other phenomena (Portes 1999). It is recognized that

many migrants have occasional contact with their home country. They take trips home for

special occasions, keep in touch with a few close friends they grew up with or send remittances

home (Foner 1997). A number of studies have examined the linkages between previous migrant

groups and their home country (Portes 1999; Schiller and Basch 1995). But in these studies

migrants who maintained ties to their homeland were the exception and ‘lacked the elements of

regularity, routine involvement and critical mass’(Portes and Landolt 1999); they were not, as

Glick Schiller et al. (1995) have stated, a part of the metaphor of ‘America as a melting pot’ and

therefore were discounted from mainstream migrant research. Several authors argue that it is the

degree to which transnational behaviors occur that makes transnationalism a distinct

phenomenon (Basch, et al. 1994; Itzigsohn, et al. 1999; Landolt 2001).“What constitutes truly

original phenomena…are the high intensity of exchanges, the new modes of transacting, and the

multiplication of activities that require cross-border travel and contacts on a sustained basis”

(Portes 1999) .
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The definitions of transnationalism offered by Portes and others are based on empirical,

ethnographic research (Basch, et al. 1994; Glick Schiller, et al. 1992). Ethnography is essential

for identifying and documenting social processes and for establishing the content of those

processes. Once a concept, like acculturation or transnationalism, has been documented and its

components identified, we need reliable measurement in order to test theories about what causes

it and what it causes. This step has proved more difficult than might have been anticipated.

One important feature of transnationalism, noted by many researchers, is the variety of

practices it encompasses and the range of participation in these practices (Levitt, et al. 2003).

Itzigsohn and Saucedo measured transnationalism in a large, multi-site survey on public

activities (Irzigsohn and Saucedo 2002). They asked respondents to rate their participation in the

following activities: participation in hometown associations, sending money home for

community projects, traveling to public festivities, participation in local sports clubs, and

participation in charity organizations that are linked to their country of origin (Irzigsohn and

Saucedo 2002). A survey in Vancouver, Canada, asked nearly 2000 migrants how and how

frequently they stay in touch with friends and family, frequency of travel to the home country,

whether they owned either a business or property at home and whether they provide financial

assistance to family and friends who remained in their home country (Hiebert and Ley 2003).

Cohen et al. conducted a survey in Mexico that measured the ties people had to previous

migrants, how migrants paid for their trip, where they lived once they arrived in the U.S., the

number of years the migrant had remitted funds and the number of migrants the household had

previously sent (Cohen, et al. 2003). Political transnationalism has been measured with

questions about a migrant’s membership in political parties or charity organizations at home,
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donations to political parties or to community projects, and participation in elections or civic

associations at home (Guarnizo, et al. 2003).

Depending on the definitions of transnationalism the degree of its prevalence varies

considerably. Itzigsohn and Saucedo’s (2002) survey of three communities (Dominicans,

Salvadorans, and Columbians) found that 22% of migrants participated in a transnational activity

on a regular basis, with 74% of the migrants sending money home regularly. Hieber and Ley’s

(2003) study found that: 41% keep in touch with their friends in family in their home county at

least monthly; 20% travel to their home more than once a year; and 25% either own property or a

business in their home country. Cohen et al. (2003) found that 25% of respondents scored high

on their composite measure of transnational behavior.

While these numbers estimate the degree to which migrants participate in transnational

activities they also indicate the variability in migrant behavior. The concept of broad versus

narrow transnationalism captures this idea (Hiebert and Ley 2003; Itzigsohn, et al. 1999).

Narrow transnationalism is defined as the continuous participation in transnational activities by

migrants. Broad transnationalism is the occasional participation in these activities.

Macro-level theories of transnationalism have related the phenomenon to globalization of the

economy and of political forms, improvements in communication and transportation

technologies and changes in international laws (Basch, et al. 1994; Faist 2000; Portes 1999;

Portes and Landolt 1999; Smith and Guarnizo 1998). Globalization of the economy has been

going on since capitalism began replacing feudalism, but the pace accelerated with the collapse

of the Soviet Union. Global political changes include decolonization, the universalization of

human rights, and nation building projects that focus on developing loyalty to both home and

host countries (Schiller and Basch 1995; Smith and Guarnizo 1998). These factors are combined
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with deteriorating economic and social standards of living created when companies move

factories into lesser developed countries without adding infrastructure (Basch, et al. 1994; Faist

2000). Racism in both the U.S. and Europe is also cited as a contributing factor as it prevents

migrants from integrating into the destination society (Basch, et al. 1994). These factors do not

motivate transnational migration on the personal level but they provide the preconditions for

transnationalism that were not present to previous waves of migrants.

Micro-level theories of transnationalism focus on explaining the motivation for

transnational migration (Irzigsohn and Saucedo 2002). Linear theories argue that migrants

attempt to maintain ties with their home county. Resource dependence theories assert that

migrants can not behave transnationally until they have the resources to do so, i.e. there is a base

level of income that is needed to maintain these international ties. Reactive theories make the

case that the negative experiences of moving to a new society influence migrants to maintain ties

to their old society. The variables that have been used to test these theories are described below.

Note that in each of these studies transnationalism has been measured differently. Nevertheless

there are some interesting similarities.

In all studies reviewed, transnationals are typically young married men who have

children in their home country (Guarnizo, et al. 2003; Irzigsohn and Saucedo 2002). Two studies

support the resource dependence theory of transnationalism and found that a basic level of

income was required by the migrant to support transnational activities (Guarnizo, et al. 2003;

Hiebert and Ley 2003). Employment status (having vs. not having a job) has also been identified

as significant, though not the kind of job held (Irzigsohn and Saucedo 2002). The goods owned

by a family appear to be related to transnational activities (Cohen, et al. 2003), though this

variable may be a proxy for income. The number of years in the U.S. is positively and
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significantly related to transnational practices (Guarnizo, et al. 2003; Hiebert and Ley 2003). In

Canada (Hiebert and Ley 2003), the interview language, if not English, is associated significantly

with transnational practices indicating that the migrants felt more comfortable using their native

language. On the other hand, citizenship status of the migrant was not significant (Guarnizo, et

al. 2003; Irzigsohn and Saucedo 2002). The period of time that an immigrant has been in the

country was found to be very significantly related to degree of transnational behaviors exhibited

(Hiebert and Ley 2003). Travel to their home country and receiving visitors from their home

country were more frequent if the migrant had been in the host country more than 10 years. All

transnational activities were more frequent if the migrant had been in the host country for less

than 10 years (Guarnizo, et al. 2003). The expectation that the migrant would someday return to

their home country was also found to be a significant predictor of transnationalism (Guarnizo, et

al. 2003; Irzigsohn and Saucedo 2002; Landolt 2001). Only one study examined the idea that

transnationalism may be a reaction to the stresses of the assimilation process. Irzigsohn and

Saucedo (2002) found that an increase in experiences of discrimination led to increased

transnational behavior and that transnationalism was positively related to an increasingly

negative view of the host society.

Education was especially significant in this research, with a positive relationship to

transnational behavior (Guarnizo, et al. 2003; Irzigsohn and Saucedo 2002). Education is also

related to occupational status, and thus the resources available to the migrant. However, there

can be incongruity between education and occupational status, when migrants who are well

educated are overqualified for their current work. Itzigsohn and Saucedo (2002) therefore argue

that education may be picking up other resources, available to the migrant in the form of social

networks or wealth that are not captured in occupation. Another point of view is that the more
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educated a person is the easier it is for them to establish new ties in their host country. In any

event, education facilitates the migrant’s integration into the host society (Borjas 1987).

Hypotheses

Research in transnationalism examines the motivations for participating in transnational

activities or behaviors. Unfortunately it has not measured how the culture of migrants changes

during this process. Acculturation theory examines the similarity between the culture migrants

and that of the society into which migrants move. However, acculturation theory is based a

model of migration where migrants move from their home country to their host country and

attempt to set up a new life. They may return infrequently, but as a whole their lives are

conducted in the country of origin. There is some evidence that assimilation and participation in

transnational activities are not mutually exclusive (Basch, et al. 1994; Irzigsohn and Saucedo

2002). Itzigsohn and Saucedo (2002) found that there is a marginally significant but positive

relationship between the time spent in the US and a migrant’s participation in transnational

activities. Transnationalism does not subtract from assimilation, nor assimilation from

transnationalism; they are simply additional layers of behavior seen in modern migrants (Basch,

et al. 1994). The research reported here examines changes in the culture of migrants who move

back and forth between Mexico and the US to such a degree that they are actively involved in

both cultures. To understand these changes I compare the variation, structure and composition of

three cultural domains in three populations. I hypothesize:

 H1: The cultural models of migrants are a mix of elements from the home and host
society’s cultural models.

o Alternative 1: The cultural models of transnational migrants will have elements
that are neither in the home nor host country’s cultural models.

 H2: The structure of the migrants’ cultural models will be more fragmented than those of
people in either the home or host culture.
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CHAPTER 3
CULTURAL DOMAINS

Besides providing insight into post migration changes of transnational migrants, this

research is also about cultural domains. The idea of cultural domains was developed by cognitive

anthropologists and psychologists as a way to understand the relationship between culture and

thought. Cultural domains are a member of the larger class of cognitive schemas but are defined

as schemas that are shared by large segments of a culture and created with systematically

collected data, such as pilesorts, freelists or triad tests. These cultural domains have proven

useful in understanding how people structure plants, animals, foods, emotions, and material

goods, among others. However most of the research using cultural domains has been with

populations that are strongly situated in one culture. With the interconnectedness of today’s

world, people migrate repeatedly between cultures to such a degree that they are influenced by

multiple cultures. This research examines how these domains are affected when people have

multiple cultural influences. This chapter presents a short history of the development of cognitive

anthropology and specifically the idea of domains and argues for their usefulness in

understanding the changes in migrant culture.

Cognitive Anthropology

An early attempt to define cognitive anthropology was made by Tyler (1969: 3) stating

that; “Cognitive anthropology seeks to answer two questions: What material phenomena are

significant for the people of some culture; and, how do they organize these phenomena?” This

definition developed from the crisis in ethnographic authority that began with the Redfield-Lewis

debate in the 1940s and 50s (see below) and continued with Freeman’s critique (Freeman 1983)

of Mead’s (1928) work in Samoa and Weiner’s (1983) re-evaluation of Malinowski’s work in

the Trobriands (Malinowski 1922). In all of this, ethnographers were finding behavior and



56

beliefs quite different from those reported in the work of previous anthropologists. The Redfield-

Lewis debate gave the discipline incentive to find reliable methods for recording cultural data.

By the time the crisis reached the 1980s, however, many of the computationally intensive

methods that cognitive anthropologists had developed were falling into disfavor. More recently,

with the development of easy-to-use software, these methods are making a comeback. The

method of cultural schema analysis, however, does not require prodigious computer skills and

has grown in influence over the years (Bernard 2007)

Recent definitions move beyond the basic organization of cultural knowledge and

emphasize the idea of cultural models. The development of schema theory and cultural models

shifted the problem of modern cognitive anthropology to, “how, and from what manner of

evidence, to reconstruct the cultural models people use but do not often reflect on or explicitly

articulate” (Quinn and Holland 1987:14). Perhaps the broadest definition of the discipline is

given by D’Andrade (1995:1): “Cognitive anthropology is the study of the relation between

human society and human thought. The cognitive anthropologist studies how groups conceive of

and think about the objects and events which make up their world…” The rest of this chapter

traces the development of cognitive anthropology as the basis of cultural schema analysis.

Beginnings

The stimulation for the creation of cognitive anthropology came from a separation of the

material evidence of culture and the knowledge that is needed to create this evidence. This split

was found in Goodenough’s (1957 P. 167) definition of culture, stating that, “A society's culture

consists of whatever it is one has to know or believe in order to operate in a manner acceptable to

its members.” This definition diverged from earlier definitions of culture that emphasized the

customs, artifacts and oral traditions of a society and instead focuses on the knowledge that

people must have to create and understand these cultural artifacts (Quinn and Holland 1987).
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The cognitive revolution was underway in other social and psychological sciences at the

time when cognitive anthropology was taking root. This revolution heavily influenced the new

sub-discipline with a change from the traditional perspective of strictly studying observable

behavior to one that explored the internal workings of the mind. Cognitive anthropologists saw

culture as the internal representations of experience that was the mediating factor between

sensory data and the innate categories of rationalism (Foley 1997). Culture moderated how

people assigned experiences and how they classified the information from their senses. This idea

was equivalent to Chomsky’s grammar for language. In fact, in his earliest research, Franz Boas

became interested in the relationship between the environment and how it is perceived.

Specifically he studied how Eskimo perceived the color of ice and water (Boas 1887) and

concluded that culture creates a bias in the perceptions of people.

The New Ethnography

The cognitive revolution laid the foundation for cognitive anthropology. However, when

the reliability of ethnography came into question early in the 20th century, the discipline was

called upon to provide validity for ethnographic studies. This problem was the result of

increasing numbers of disparate accounts from ethnographers researching the same people. The

most famous of these differences became know as the Redfield-Lewis debate. Robert Redfield

wrote a monograph from work in the Mexican town of Tepoztlan in the 1920s (Redfield 1930).

A team of ethnographers led by Oscar Lewis returned to Tepoztlan in the 1940s and found many

points of difference from the reports by Redfield. The differences seemed to be more than could

be accounted for simply by the lapse in time, which raised the problem of reliability in cultural

anthropology (Colby 1996). Anthropology was plagued by the question of how anthropologists

could give an accurate account of a culture when the biases of the ethnographer interfered with

their ability to create accurate records.
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To tackle this problem, methods and ideas were borrowed from formal linguistic

analysis—methods that would, it was hoped, eliminate the bias created by the ethnographer’s

own cultural categories in the conduct of ethnography (D'Andrade 1995). The focus of these

methods became a culture’s terminological system, its language. Analyzing a language would

not reveal the entire cognitive world of a people; however most significant features of a culture

would have to be communicable and therefore encoded within the language (Frake 1962).

Methods developed from the Prague Linguistic Circle emphasized the study of the

structure of language. Phonology used this view to investigate the factors that made one chunk of

sound different from other chunks of sound. They argued that the units of sound could only be

identified in terms of their relationships with other units of sound. Componential or semantic

feature analysis carried over into anthropology with the study of cultural domains in the same

manner. They attempted to describe the features of a category that differentiate the terms within

it (Goodenough 1956). Features or components were the “dimensions of meaning underlying

the general domain” (Tyler 1969:8).

Lead by Lounsbury and Goodenough early efforts were labeled ‘ethnoscience’ or ‘the

new ethnography’ and attempted to capture the cultural construction of reality by examining how

people labeled different parts of their world (Goodenough 1956; Quinn and Holland 1987).

Researchers examined the structure of semantic domains, which were “a class of objects all of

which share at least one feature in common which differentiates them from other semantic

domains.” (Tyler 1969:8) An example of a semantic domain is furniture and would consist of

items like chairs, tables, sofas, beds, and dressers.

Wallace and Atkins list five steps in a componential analysis of the domain of kinship

terminology (Wallace and Atkins 1960). (1) Collect a complete set of terms, (2) Record the
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terms (in this case, in kin-type notation). (3) Identify two or more conceptual dimensions. (4)

Define each term as a set of components. And (5) write a statement of the relationship among the

terms of the structure of the system. While this method was specific to the analysis of kinship

terminology it can be (and was) adapted to the study of other domains.

A simple example of a classic feature model is given by Tyler (1969) in an examination

of the taxonomy of American English livestock terms. First the terminology is gathered: cattle,

cow, bull, horse, mare, stallion, filly, sheep, ewe, ram, lamb, swine, sow and boar, and so on. The

defining features are identified as the type of animal (horse, pig, cow or sheep), gender (male,

female, neuter), and maturity (immature, mature, adolescent, baby). A notations system is used

to define each term, such as H ♂ M -1 (horse, male, adult). The researcher then attempts to define

each term using these components. If successful, the native terms are decoded and laid out in a

paradigm. This use of the term “paradigm,” not to be confused with Kuhn’s, involved “any set of

linguistic forms wherein (a) the meaning of every form has a feature in common with meaning of

all other forms of the set, and (b) the meaning of every form differs from that of every other form

of the set by one or more additional features”(Lounsbury 1964b:193).

There were other types of semantic arrangements used in ethnoscience. Taxonomies

differed from paradigms by creating levels of contrast, such that a horse, for example, is a kind

of livestock. Another arrangement was the tree, where, “features in a tree are ordered by

sequential contrast of only one feature at a time” (Tyler 1969:10). A number of researchers used

these techniques to understand complicated systems of terminology. Goodenough (1965)

examined American English kinship terms while Lounsbury (1964b) discovered that the kin

terminology of the Seneca Indians in western New York state had four distinguishing features:

polarity, sex, bifurcation and generation distance.
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Componential analysis was used with considerable success in the analysis of kinship

terminology. These analyses provided working models that could be used to predict when a

person would label someone with a particular term. The idea of finding the set of rules which

would accurately decide when a term could be applied to an object is a marked advance in the

history of anthropology. However, Burling (1964) pointed out that componential analysis

actually has two goals. Besides understanding the rules that would lead to the correct application

of a term the method also sought to provide an understanding of the criteria used by native

speakers to decide when to use a particular term. Burling, as well as others, found that there may

be multiple solutions that satisfy the first goal and that finding a working solution may not reflect

the rules applied by a native (Burling 1964; Quinn and Holland 1987) Componential analysis is a

useful start for understanding cultural domains, but the understanding is insufficient for

understanding the native point of view (Quinn and Holland 1987).

Semantic Networks and Ethnobotany

Even with the possibility that feature analysis might not be sufficient, the idea was

extended into domains besides kinship. Metzger and Williams (1966) examined the features of

firewood terminology among the Tzeltal in Mexico and found that the methods used in the study

of kinship terms were lacking. Their solution was the frame-and-slot method of questioning.

Informants were asked, systematically, to state whether “___ is a type of tree. Some answers

would make this sentence true and others wouldn’t. By understanding the possible sentences that

a term could be used in, one could understand the term the way that natives would understand it

(Metzger and Williams 1966). Other domains were studied using similar methods (see Black and

Metzger 1965; Frake 1964) but most importantly, these techniques could be used to

systematically and reliably obtain knowledge about any domain (D'Andrade 1995: 61).
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Semantic network analysis built on these methods by not only examining the situations that

a word could be correctly used in, but also explored how categories of words were related (Frake

1964; Werner 1987). In semantic network analysis the responses to questions were interlinked

through various queries. These connections produced networks of linked propositions that could

describe everything in a culture, at least theoretically.

At the same time as the feature model was being developed, Conklin (1954) began his

work in ethnobotany. This sub-discipline focused on native taxonomies of plants and animals.

He found that these taxonomies usually have no more than five levels (Berlin, et al. 1973).

D’Andrade (1995) argues that this is a function of the restrictions on human memory more than a

reflection of the nature of plants and animals. Similar limitations on size were found when the

taxonomic model was applied to other domains (Brown, et al. 1976)

Prototypes

The next development in cognitive anthropology draws from work by the philosophers

Wittgenstein and Austin (Lakoff 1987). They argued that words and categories do not have a

single set of features that are common to all the pieces normally associated with a category. They

also hypothesized that some members of a category were better examples of the category than

other members. In other words, some were more central to the meaning of the category.

Loundsbury (1964a) found evidence of these aspects in his work on kinship terminology. He

noted that the meaning of kinship terms were based on the genealogically closest relative but the

meaning was extended for all of relatives in that class. These types of categories later were

known as generative categories because the category can be generated by applying rules to the

focal member. Berlin, Breedlove and Raven (1974) formulated a similar idea in their

investigation of taxonomic systems. They found that terms have a basic and an extended range.
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The basic range includes those items that form the core of a class. The extended range are those

items that are not core items but fall into one class more than they do any other class.

In another line of research, Berlin and Kay (1969) set out to disprove the theory of

linguistic relativity advocated by Sapir and Whorf—that language influenced the way people

perceived the world and that language did this in an arbitrary fashion. In the strong form of

relativity, every language divided the universe in different ways and had no objective base.

We dissect nature along lines laid down by our native languages. The categories and
types that we isolate from the world of phenomena we do not find there because they
stare every observer in the face; on the contrary, the world is presented in a kaleidoscopic
flux of impressions which has to be organized by our minds--and this means largely by
the linguistic systems in our minds. (Whorf quoted in Carroll 1956: 213)

Berlin and Kay (1969), found that the way the color spectrum is divided into linguistic terms is

not arbitrary. It turns out there are eleven basic colors that can be distinguished by people across

cultures and languages, even if a language does not have color terms to make the differentiation.

Additionally they found that languages added these categories in a partially fixed order. Similar

to previous researchers’ findings these color categories had focal colors or prototypes that were

the best example of a particular color. All of these ideas coalesced into prototype theory (Berlin

and Kay 1969; Rosch 1975; Rosch 1977; Rosch 1978a; Rosch 1978b; Rosch and Mervis 1975).

Casson (1983) defined a prototype as, “a stereotypic, or generic, representation of a

concept that serves as a standard for evaluating the goodness-of-fit between schema variables

and elements in the environment.” (P. 434) Rosch (1978b) brought together these ideas and

hypothesized that the basic level terms of Berlin and Kay correspond to basic level psychological

objects. These objects are perceived through the prototype, the stereotypic whole that makes up

the object. A number of experiments confirmed the idea that prototypes had a psychological

reality (see Rosch, et al. 1976).



63

Schema Theory

Prototype theory helped move cognitive anthropology past basic feature analysis to study

more complex systems of features. The next development expanded the idea of prototypes into

schema or schemata. While Kant used the term schemata, its first use in its modern sense was by

Bartlett (1932) when he stated that schema are used to give ‘an impression of the whole’

(Bartlett 1932 quoted in Casson 1983: 430). Bartlett developed the idea of schemata from his

work on memory. Using two different methods he discovered that these impressions or schemata

influence both the comprehension and the memory of an event in culturally specific ways

(Bartlett 1932). Similar ideas were developed by Schank and Abelson with their work on how

language is understood (Schank and Abelson 1977). They developed the idea of scripts as a

series of typical actions in an event (Schank and Abelson 1977). A small number of scripts were

used to understand many different situations. Memory of an event consists of the typical script

for that event, plus markers for any deviations from that script. Besides schemata and scripts

researchers have used other names to refer to this concept including: ‘frames’, ‘scenes’,

‘scenarios’, ‘gestalts’, ‘active structural networks’ and ‘memory organization packets’ (Casson

1983).

More recent work on schemas define them as “conceptual abstractions that mediate

between stimuli received by the sense organs and behavioral responses (Casson 1983: 430).”

These were mental entities that are used to classify objects and understand relationships and

events. Quinn (1996) points out that schemas may also be used as a tool to reason through

typical problems found within a culture. Schema theory moved the study of cultural knowledge

away from the static forms of ethnoscience and gave these knowledge structures a dynamic

nature, capable of being used to process information (Rice 1980). They can be used in perception
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to recognize an object or event as well as in memory by organizing the event along a set of

guidelines.

A number of authors have investigated how people construct new schemas (Collins and

Gentner 1987; Lakoff and Johnson 1980; Rumelhart and Norman 1981). Collins and Gentner

(1987) examined how people used multiple domains and analogies when one established domain

does not cover the entire range of phenomena in a model of evaporation. The rules for the

transition from one state to another were transferred to the new domain to explain some subset of

the phenomena. Other analogies were used for different subsets. They also noted that people

coordinated the various analogies to various degrees of consistency. Analyzing natural discourse,

Price (1987) found that a number of cultural models were combined in explanations of the origin

of illness in Ecuador. In an investigation about the use of text and schemas, Quinn (1996) found

that words contained the cultural knowledge of a society, but also allowed variation in how this

knowledge was used.

Schemas have a number of interesting features. One aspect of schemas is that they leave

some information out (Rumelhart and Ortony 1977). This information can be filled in by the

specific situation or if no information is available then a default value is used (Fillmore 1977;

Minsky 1975). Ricc (1980) demonstrates this aspect of schemas by showing how people modify

unfamiliar stories to take on the form of a more typical, known schema (this was also, in fact,

Bartlett’s key finding (Bartlett 1932)). Schemata form networks with other schemata that can be

used to understand changing scenes (Rumelhart and Ortony 1977). These types of schemata have

been labeled scripts by Abelson (1976). Schemas also have various levels of abstraction

(Rumelhart and Ortony 1977). Some schemas simply help us perceive and classify simple

shapes and colors. Other types of schemata aid us in understanding complex events (Casson
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1983). The more abstract schemas have been termed foundational, while particular instantiations

of schemas are called models (Lakoff 1987; Shore 1996). The schema concept has a hierarchical

element such that larger concepts or higher level schemas are composed of multiple lower level

schemes (D'Andrade 1995). The lower levels are less fixed and have variables that can accept

different instantiation as dictated by the environment (Mindsky 1975). The variables in the

lower level schemas are restricted in the type of input they take by the rules created by the higher

level schemata (Rumelhart 1980).

Cultural Models

Schemas exist at different levels of sharing (Shore 1996). There may be universal

schemas that are shared by everyone, everywhere. There are certainly idiosyncratic schemas that

are restricted to a single person (Rice 1980). Between these two extremes are schemas that are

shared within a culture. “A cultural model is a cognitive schema that is inter-subjectively shared

by a social group… A schema is inter-subjectively shared when everybody in the group knows

the schema, and everybody knows that everyone else knows the schema…”(D'Andrade 1987:112

- 113) One of the consequences of the sharing involved in cultural models is that large amounts

of information can be left out of communications between people if they share the same cultural

models (D'Andrade 1995).

Shore (1996) notes that the sharing of cultural models also means that these models are

constrained by the social environment. People may reinforce these models both positively and

negatively. Shore (1996) makes the distinction between personal and conventional models with

the distinguishing feature being the degree to which they are shared. One consequence of this

division is that conventional models can be used by people to form personal mental models. This

allows some variability in the degree to which people know a particular cultural model. If they

learned the model entirely, their personal and cultural models will match. If they learned the
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model only partially or have modified their personal model with other experiences then the two

models may not match up (Shore 1996). Both D’Andrade (1995) and Shore (1996) note that

these cultural models are strictly a mental entity. They do not exist in the world. However they

may influence everything from expectations about family life to the operation of public

institutions.

Shore (1996) has laid out two different classification structures for cultural models. In

one structure he divides the models into two large categories based upon their structure –

linguistic and non-linguistic. Linguistic models are concerned with aspects of verbal

communication and include scripts (Garvey 1977), propositional models (Langer 1957), sound

symbolic models, lexical models (D'Andrade 1990), and grammatical models (Lakoff 1987;

Talmy 1983). The term “nonlinguistic models” is a catch-all for other types of models, including:

image schemas (Johnson 1987; Lakoff 1987), olfactory models (Sperber 1975), sound image

models (Basso 1985) and visual image models (Richard 1974).

The second system of classification found in Shore’s work is based on the cultural

model’s function. This system had three major divisions: Orientational models,

Expressive/conceptual models and task models. Orientational models provide a common

framework for people to orient themselves to the physical environment, time frames and the

social environment (Evans-Prichard 1940; Morphy 1991). Also included in this category are

models that aid in diagnosing important phenomena (Lakoff 1987). Expressive / conceptual

models “crystallize for communities important but otherwise unspoken understandings and

experiences.” (Shore 1996:64) This category includes classification models like the taxonomic

models from early ethnoscience, exemplars, ludic models (games, sports and humor), rituals and

folk theories (Kempton (1987) provides an excellent example of a folk theory for thermostat
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usage). The final category includes models for accomplishing different tasks. These include

scripts, recipes, checklists, mnemonic models and persuasion models (Schank 1991).

Cultural Consensus

While the idea of cultural models was a significant advancement for the discipline a

systematic manner to collect these models was still needed. This development was provided by

the cultural consensus model developed by Romney, Weller and Batchelder (Romney, et al.

1986). The basic idea is that when anthropologists speak with informants they should assume

that the informants’ statement have a probability of being correct. The more informants who

make the same statement, the more likely it is to represent their culture. Boster (1986) found

evidence of this in his work with the naming of different types of manioc among the Aguaruna

Jívaro. He was able to identity informants with the most knowledge by their agreement with

other informants.

The Romney et al. (1986) model is based on the following assumptions: 1) all informants

come from a common culture, 2) each informant’s answer is given independently from others so

that any correlation between the answers is a result of their knowledge of the correct cultural

answers, and 3) each informant has a fixed degree of knowledge for all of the questions

(Romney, et al. 1986). The method has been tested for true/false, multiple choice and fill-in-the-

blank questions. The results of the model include an estimate of the degree of cultural

competence for each respondent and a culturally correct answer key—that is, the answers from

an informant who best knows a particular cultural domain, given the set of questions that define

the domain.

The fact that cultural knowledge is shared means that, if the model’s assumptions are

met, very few informants are needed when cultural consensus is high about a domain in order to

assess cultural knowledge. Handwerker and Wozniak (1997) argue that because cultural data are
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socially constructed, sampling strategies for these types of data should focus on selecting

informants who have knowledge within the domain in question. The minimum number of

participants needed to describe a cultural domain is a function of their cultural competence, the

minimum acceptable confidence level needed in a particular study and the proportion of

questions asked that will need to be decisively classified (Romney, et al. 1986). The larger the

proportion of questions asked that need to be classified and the higher the acceptable confidence

level, the larger the number of informants needed. Even in the most extreme case (asking for a

.999 confidence level and .99 proportion of questions classified) only 23 informants are

necessary if the average level of cultural competence is .6. At an average competence level of .7

only 16 informants are needed (Romney, et al. 1986).

It should be noted that there are several differences between cultural models, as

developed by Strauss and Quinn (1997), and cultural domains (Romney, et al. 1986). The first

difference is methodological. Cultural models are usually developed with extensive textual data,

while cultural domains are created from systematically collected data such as pilesorts or triad

tests (Garro 2000). A more fundamental difference is each theory’s view of cultural knowledge.

Boster (1987) noted that cultural consensus analysis assumes a particle theory of cultural

knowledge. Cultural knowledge is made up of discrete pieces that have certain properties.

Cultural models developed out of schema theory, which focused on the interrelationships of

knowledge and how these networks influenced the acquisition and storage of knowledge (Strauss

and Quinn 1997: 6).

Cultural Models and Behavior

The ideas reviewed above come from the examination of the relationship between culture

and how it is reconstructed inside the mind. Another line of research examines how these mental

constructions are related to behavior. Holland (1992) argues for three ways that culture may be
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related to behavior. The first is that culture is simply the external coating of deep-seated human

needs. This view places the motivational power for behavior in “more fundamental

psychodynamic, materialist, or even structural substrate” (Holland 1992:63). The second

relationship between culture and actions gives culture primary motivational force to influence

human needs. The third connection between culture and action derives from the neo-Vygotskian

development approach. In this approach the person internalizes the cultural models which in turn

become part of his or her mental functioning. The motivation is created by the process of

learning the cultural symbols and meanings of a particular domain. Holland found that in the

realm of romance the more expertise a particular person had the more the person identified

themselves with romance.

D’Andrade links cultural schemas to action through motivation (D'Andrade 1992). He

argues that schemas have certain properties that make them capable of providing motivation.

First they are processes. These processes create interpretations of the world that have different

degrees of schematicity. The more schematicity an interpretation has the more likely it seems

typical. Schemas can also act as goals (Quinn 1996). However, while they can provide

motivation, they do so in differing degrees. Schemas are also hierarchical, such that the

interpretation from one schema can be passed on to other schemas. The highest level schemas

provide the more general goal setting abilities. Mid-level motives rarely provide independent

motivation and usually function in the context of higher level schemas. The lowest level schemas

never provide motivation except in the context of higher order schemas.

Quinn (1992; Quinn 1996) builds on D’Andrade’s model, arguing that some schema’s

become the highest level schemas by supplying people with an “understanding of ourselves”

(Quinn 1992: 91). Schemas are not created with this ability to give this understanding, but
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acquire it through critical experiences, often in childhood and adolescence. Strauss (1992)

agrees with D’Andrade in that schemas often act as goal setting devices. However she argues

that high level cultural models do not necessarily provide the motivation for behavior. She found

that different ways of believing in the model was the key force driving certain behavior (Strauss

1992).

Cultural consonance builds on cultural consensus analysis and provides a method for

measuring the relationship between the cultural model and actual behavior. Cultural consensus

analysis produces a cultural model if there is sufficient agreement between the informants.

Cultural consonance measures the degree that behavior is related to the ideal model (Dressler

1996; Dressler, et al. 1997; Dressler and Bindon 2000). Cultural consonance has been used to

find relationships between social support, blood pressure and perceived stress (Dressler, et al.

1997).

A Critique of Cognitive Anthropology

In 1968 Marvin Harris (1968) wrote an insightful critique of cognitive anthropology as it

was practiced at the time. Some of the issues he pointed out have been addressed with the

development of the discipline; others have not. Harris noted six problems with cognitive

anthropology. The first four were products of a newly developed sub-discipline and have been or

can be overcome with later work.

Harris addressed his critique to what he saw as a conflation of the emic and the etic

components of culture. Derived from Pike’s (Pike 1954) analogy with phonemics and phonetics

the emic-etic concept divides anthropological knowledge into statements that are significant

within the culture under study . Knowledge of this sort is based in the “logico-empirical systems

whose phenomenal distinctions or “things” are built up out of contrasts and discriminations

significant, meaningful, real, accurate, or in some fashion regarded as appropriate by the actors
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themselves” (Harris 1968: 571) The other type of knowledge, etic, does not depend on the

understanding of the native actors. They are appropriate to the scientific community. They

“cannot be falsified if they do not conform to the actor’s notion of what is significant, real,

meaningful, or appropriate….(and are) verified when independent observers using similar

operation agree that a given event has occurred.” (Harris 1968: 575)

The first critique is that emic studies do not further the scientific purpose of

understanding sociological differences and similarities. However, Berlin and Kay’s (1969) work

with color terms provides us not only with knowledge about the distribution of color terms; it

also shows how the evolution of complexity in color term systems mirrors the evolution of social

complexity. This research used emic color terms advance research in cognitive anthropology.

The second critique is that emic statements are often interspersed with etic statements in the

description of economic processes. While this was true in early ethnographies, modern work is

very strict about the types of data used in cognitive anthropology. The third critique is that emic

analyses assume that models of ideal behavior are superior to models of actual behavior. Work

by D’Andrade (1992) Dressler (1996; Dressler, et al. 1997) Holland (1987) and Quinn (1996)

have rigorously examined the relationship between behavior and mental models. The fourth

critique was that cognitive studies dealt only with trivial phenomena. In my view, this was never

true, though apparently, it was easy in the 1960s to give short shrift to studies of firewood and

color terms. In any event, it is certainly not true now. This paper has cited many studies that

have expanded the body of literature in cognitive studies.

Harris’s most important critique—that culture is more than mental codes—remains

correct. Harris argued that studying cultural knowledge in isolation from the structural and

infrastructural environment makes it difficult, at best, to develop explanations for differences
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across cultures. Additionally, if culture is narrowed to knowledge then the study of past peoples

is severely limited by the inability to speak with them. Harris also argued that ambiguity in

culture is made insignificant by the methodology of cognitive anthropology. Methods in the

discipline study the norms that are developed from many informants. This excludes the issue that

no one informant may have a complete set of norms or even a standard of behavior that similar to

the cultural norm. This critique was also obviated by the work, after 1975, on intracultural

variation. However cognitive anthropology brings a methodological rigor to the study of that part

of culture that can be verbalized.

Hypotheses

Previous measures of cultural change rely heavily on language usage patterns and

associations. The instrument used in this research to measure acculturation, the ARSMA II, has

thirty questions, of which half are about a person’s language. These instruments provide a useful

way to collect data from large samples because of their brevity. However this comes at a cost to

their ability to show the patterns of culture change. The power of constructing cultural domains

is in their ability to provide systematic and detailed insight into the elements and structure of

culture.

Cultural consensus analysis tells us that people have different degrees of expertise within

a domain. This may be because people have a particular interest in the topic or they may know

more about a domain because of their experiences in life. To understand how this cultural

knowledge is affected by their repeated migration patterns I will examine the relation between

the knowledge of a domain and other measures of their experience. Two previously developed

scales measure some very important parts of the migrants experience, namely how much they

have assimilated and what their degree of transnationalism is. The Acculturation Rating Scale for

Mexican Americans (ARSMA-II) (Cuellar, et al. 1995) measures their degree of assimilation and
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Cohen’s transnationalism score (Cohen, et al. 2003) measures their degree of transnationalism.

These two measures come from very different theoretical bases, as discussed in the previous

chapter. Relating the knowledge that migrant have to these measures may indicate the validity

that these instruments have in measuring some aspect of migrant culture. Additional factors have

been found to be significant in a migrant’s experience (see Massey and Espinosa 1997). While it

is not possible to measure all of these, basic demographic information was collected, including:

age, gender, marital status, number of children, job, and the number of years of education

respondents had received.

 H3: As the degree of acculturation (as measured independently) increases among migrants,
domain knowledge will also increase.

o Alternative H3: As the degree of transnationalism increases among migrants,
domain knowledge will increase.

 H5: Age will increase knowledge across domains.



74

CHAPTER 4
METHODOLOGY

The design of the research required data from three populations – migrants from Mexico

living in the U.S., Mexicans living in Mexico and Americans living in the U.S. The object was

to examine the influence of U.S. and Mexican culture on some aspects of migrant culture. The

first section of this chapter describes the research design. The second section describes the three

locations where I collected data and why these locations were selected. The sampling strategy is

also explained. The third section outlines the methods used to collect the data. To understand the

culture of migrants and how it is similar or different from that of nonmigrants requires a method

that provides a precise and detailed snapshot of culture. The method would have to be systematic

so that it can be repeated on various groups. Since I would not be able to interview all

participants myself, the method would have to be easy enough to train others to administer. The

data required for assessing cultural domains meet these criteria.

Research Design

There are two important aspects of my research design. First, I am collecting data on three

populations: transnational migrants from Mexico living in the U.S (Migrants), non-migrant

Mexicans living in Mexico (Mexicans), and Anglo Americans living in the U.S (Americans).

Second, I am collecting data on not one cultural domain but three. This section will explain why

these choices were made.

There is evidence for the effect of the home culture on consumer decisions of migrants

(Wallendorf and Reilly 1983) but this is clearly only part of the story about how the consumer

choices of migrants change. A fuller picture of how the cultural domains of migrants change with

regard to consumer choices involves understanding the domains in both the home and host

countries. Without examining these two other populations we cannot tell the influences from
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their original culture or their destination culture and we cannot discern what may be unique to

the migrant lifestyle. Because I focused on migrants from Mexico, cultural domains are

identified for them as well as for Mexicans in Mexico and Americans living in the US.

Three cultural domains were chosen because of the possibility that one domain may not

show significant reaction to the influences of multiple cultures. Work on cognitive domains in

psychology indicates that cognitive abilities may be domain specific (Hirschfeld and Gelman

1994). In other words, domains are not simply different realizations of a single structure that

operate on the same set of principles. Instead, each domain has a unique set of rules by which it

operates. There is some evidence that some cognitive domains are more likely to be transmitted

between people (Boyer 1994). While there is no support for the idea that the idea of domain

specificity would translate directly to cultural domains I will assume for now that not all domains

are equal. I will take this issue up later in the analysis. Therefore, to play it safe and not rely on a

single domain, three cultural domains were identified for each population. The three domains are

(1) items owned when a person has led a good life (material goods), (2) typical foods, and (3)

typical pastimes. These domains have proved useful in Dressler’s work in Brazil (Dressler, et al.

1997; Dressler and Bindon 2000) on cultural consonance.

Data on the three cultural domains were collected from each of the three populations

using freelists, unconstrained and constrained pilesorts, and ethnographic interviews. Basic

demographic data were also collected on all participants and additional data were collected from

migrants to measure their experiences as migrants. The instruments include a measure of

acculturation and a measure of transnationalism. Both are discussed in detail below. An outline

of the research design is shown Figure 4-1
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Sampling

Locations

I conducted pre-dissertation fieldwork during the summer of 2005 in Goodland, Kansas. I

spoke with many migrants there and learned that most migrants in the northwest Kansas-

northeast Colorado region had come from rural areas (pueblos) surrounding the cities of

Chihuahua and Guadalajara in Mexico. I selected San Isidro Mazatepec, a pueblo approximately

40 miles south-west of Guadalajara, to collect data on Mexicans. This decision was made on the

convenience of arranging housing in Guadalajara and on the number of Spanish language

schools in the city, as I planned to take courses during my time in the field. I spent January

through March living in Guadalajara but making regular trips to San Isidro (as it is commonly

called). From the end of March to July I lived in Goodland, Kansas collecting data from Anglo

Americans as well as from the migrants there and in the nearby towns of Burlington, Colorado,

and Colby, Kansas.

Examining consumer assimilation processes, Wallendorf and Reilly (1983) noted that

many studies of Mexican and American consumption failed to control for demographic

differences such as age, income, or education level. These intervening variables made if very

difficult to understand if the migrants’ consumption behavior was influenced by their home

culture, their host culture or any of the uncontrolled demographic variables. Two of the cultural

domains used in the research, typical foods and the ideal lifestyle may be dependent on the

participant’s income and socioeconomic class. While direct evidence of a relationship between

the cultural domain of typical foods and income and socioeconomic class is not available, there

is strong evidence for a positive relationship between income, socioeconomic class and

household food expenditures (see Davis 1982 for a review) The lifestyle domain suffers from the

same lack of evidence, but the relation between the purchase of goods and income is well known
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(Friedman 1957). While I was unable to control for all possible variables, the participants in all

the groups were selected for age and likely socioeconomic class. Income was not included as the

subject was difficult to speak about in both American and Mexican venues.

From my pre-dissertation fieldwork, I determined that the sample for the research should

be 18 to 40 years in low to lower middle class agricultural occupations. Table 4-2 lists the

demographic features of each dataset.

San Isidro Mazatepec, Mexico

I collected the data on Mexicans in the pueblo called San Isidro Mazatepec, or San Isidro

to locals. The town sits about 30 miles south-southeast of Guadalajara, Mexico in the district of

Jalisco. Approximately 1200 to 1500 people make the town their residence year round, most of

them farmers. The town revolved around the agriculture in the area. Tractors in the streets seems

to be ignored, one of the few specialized stores in the town sold seed and fertilizer. People talked

of weather patterns, rain, land and cattle. The farmers grow a plant known as blue agave for the

Tequila production in the region and maize and beans for more practical dishes.

The town grew out of a hacienda of the nineteenth century. The old hacienda mansion was

refurbished and along with its associated outbuildings forms the town hall and central plaza. The

only other features of the town are the soccer field, an arena for bull fights (toros) and a

cemetery. The cemetery easily topped the other attractions. It rested on a hill overlooking the

town as you entered. The graves were above ground tombs that were bleached white from the

sun and decorated with colorful flowers, religious symbols and miscellanea.

The streets are paved with small fist sized stones. The wear on them indicates that they

were laid down years ago and will not be replaced anytime soon. While they keep the road

passable when it rains, it is advisable to hold on tightly when driving through the streets.

Modern asphalt avoids the general area completely. Horses are as common to see on the street as
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cars, although usually the vehicles were either pickup trucks or tractors. A number of times I

walked past a house to see a small corridor to the side. This led to an open area next to or behind

the house acting as a stable.

There are several small stores throughout the town, usually run out of the front room of a

house and are the only means of bringing common goods to the town. One store sells furniture

and another has enough business to specialize in farming supplies. Hotels or commercial housing

doesn’t seem to be necessary. If you visit the town it is either for the day or you have relatives

with an available bedroom. A bus stop brings people from neighboring areas especially when

several large fiestas are thrown annually and draws crowds from Guadalajara.

While the town was supplied with running water and electricity, air conditioning was not

evident. This made little difference as the houses were constructed of large adobe bricks and then

covered in a plaster. Because the wall of the buildings were anywhere from fifteen to twenty-four

inches thick they served as a barrier to the elements. The sun would warm them during they day

then they would radiate the heat during the night keeping the house comfortable and be cooled

off for the following day.

The town did have a single school which consisted of one building, with five rooms. The

rooms divided the building into classes for different ages and on office on the end.

Northwest Kansas and Northeast Colorado, USA

I spent about two and a half months in northwest Kansas and northeast Colorado area to

collect data on Migrants and Americans. While there are three towns that I collected data in a

single description of the three is sufficient as they are very similar. Each town was approximately

thirty miles from the other in a straight line along interstate 70. Because the altitude is

approximately 3500 feet above sea level the area is know as the high plains. There is little foliage

in the area unless it has been cultivates. The weather patterns and lack of foliage create high
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winds in the area. These are such a common occurrence that most residences will not notice a

wind less than 35 to 40 miles per hour. There is less than 15 inches of moisture per year which

classifies the area as a desert. However because of the rich soil in the area, along with irrigation

and conservation methods employed by the farmers the area is covered with fields of agricultural

grains. Wheat, corn, milo, soybeans and sunflowers are the primary crops. Wheat and corn are

the most significant.

The towns range from approximately 3500 people to 6500 people. All are dependent on

agriculture. Colby, the largest of the towns has a small community college that draws students

from the surrounding area. There is also some industry in the area. A small ethanol and biodeisel

plant is being built in Goodland. A few small feedlots survive in the area as well. All three towns

are dominated by businesses to support the agriculture. Each town has several implement shops

selling tractors, harvesters, farming equipment and their associated parts along with the standard

variety of discount, clothing and office supply stores. There are several banks in each town. One

peculiar element is found in Goodland, where Wal-Mart is the only grocery store in the county. It

came in the mid 1990’s and drove out three of the locally owned groceries. This limits the

choices of products to only what they choose to stalk. It also means that most of the residents

will shop at the same store and have the same choice of products to buy. Colby has several

grocery stores and Burlington has a local grocery.

The migrant experience varies greatly between the towns. Burlington and Goodland are

more dependent on agriculture and the residents see migrants as necessary to the operation of the

farms in the area. Migrants have been used for labor for generations, with migrants making

repeated trips between Mexico and the US to work for the same family for many years.
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Colby residents look less favorably on migrants. This is known throughout the migrant

community and little is done about the issue. The migrants will generally choose to live in

Goodland or Burlington which is friendlier. Colby residents have a stereotypical view of

migrants. I sat down with a number of teachers and administrators from the community college

and the topic came up as I described my research. They talked about the crime that migrants

cause, their lack of hygiene, overuse of social services (especially about issues in the school

system), refusal to learn English, and general lack of morals. These were less prevalent in

Goodland and Burlington. They were generally overridden by the recognition that without

migrants the local farmers would not be able to run their farms. Neither Americans nor Migrants

discussed the others lifestyle, pastimes or food choices. The exception came from Goodland

where one of the better restaurants in the area is run by a family that migrated from Chihuahua,

Mexico and serves a very authentic northern Mexican cuisine. The Americans appreciated the

quality of the food, even when they did not always know what they were eating.

Both Burlington and Goodland have several migrants who have settled in the area. Their

families have integrated into the community and started businesses or work in the commercial

establishments around the area. Some of these families provide support for the migrants as they

move in and out of the area. They often provide information about living arrangements, who

hires migrants and the best employers to work for. Each town had a few people who were heads

of these households and acted as a patriarch or matriarch for the Mexican community. All of

these individuals were well respected in both the migrant community and in the Anglo

community for their ability to place migrants in jobs and to keep disruptions in the migrant

community to a minimum.
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While I was not able to see the living conditions in Burlington, I did have to opportunity to

visit the area where migrants stayed in Goodland. The area is a small street on the southern side

of the town. It consists solely of mobile homes. Each house can hold a number of migrants. It

was difficult to tell who lived where as people seemed to move between the houses frequently.

But they were little more than a place to sleep and take breakfast and supper. If a woman did not

have a job in the community they would often cook and clean for others in the house. Grocery

shopping was often done by both men and women. There was no grocery store in Goodland,

however the local Wal-mart had expanded to include food items. This was the only supply of

foods for the area unless a person drove to a surrounding town. Colby had a number of grocery

stores as well as general discount stores. Burlington was smaller and was limited to fast food and

a small grocery store.

Both men and women shop. Men seem to shop when women are not present to purchase

food and other supplies, but it is common to see them in the stores throughout the town. They

frequent the Mexican operated restaurants, but it is not uncommon to see them in the McDonalds

or Taco Johns. Perhaps the one place I did not see any migrants was in the local country club.

However an older Hispanic woman is the head chef for this establishment.

Sampling Strategy

From interviews with Hispanic migrants and farmers in Sherman County there are

between 200-400 transnational migrants in Goodland and the surrounding area. Distrust of

outsiders in this population makes recruitment difficult, but the community is tightly knit,

making referral sampling a workable solution. Chain referral sampling, like snowball sampling,

uses referrals from participants to others in a community (Heckathorn 1997) but unlike snowball

sampling this strategy accesses multiple networks so that the sample is more representative of the

population under study. Chain referral sampling also resolves the ethical issue associated with
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snowball sampling (where referrals by subjects breach the privacy of the new participant without

the new participant’s consent), by using a locator, or participant who assists in the recruitment

procedure without disclosing personal information about the referred party to the researcher

(Penrod, et al. 2003). During the summer of 2005 I made contact with two migrants who are well

connected in the Hispanic community in Western Kansas. These two contacts agreed to act as

chain-referral locators for this research. Two additional contacts were made in Burlington,

Colorado and two in Colby, Kansas. These contacts not only allowed me access to the

community but assisted in the data collection as well.

When data are cultural and widely shared, sample size can be relatively small (Romney et

al. 1986). Handwerker and Wozniak (1997) argue that because cultural data are socially

constructed, sampling strategies for these types of data should focus on selecting informants who

have knowledge within the domain in question. This type of selected sampling is contrary to the

idea of random sampling and has implications for sample size in studies involving cultural

knowledge, namely that the number of respondents required to adequately understand a cultural

domain can be smaller than that needed for reliably estimating the prevalence of something in a

population, depending on the level of knowledge of the informants on a particular domain.

Because the domains chosen for this study are very common, all respondents should have

adequate knowledge to use a small sample (between 20-40 people).

The analysis for this research uses the cultural consensus domain (Romney, et al. 1986)

which not only demonstrates the degree of consensus within a sample but also estimates the so-

called cultural competence of each informant in a domain. The minimum number of participants

needed to describe a cultural domain is a function of three things: the cultural competence of

each participant, the confidence level required in a particular study, and the proportion of
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questions asked that must be decisively classified (Romney, et al. 1986). This last point merits

some clarification. The larger the proportion of questions asked and the higher the acceptable

confidence level, the larger the number of participants. Cultural competence has the reverse

effect; the higher the competence, the lower the number of participants needed. Even in the most

extreme case of asking for a .999 confidence level and .99 proportion of questions correctly

classified, only 23 informants are needed if the average level of cultural competence is .60. At a

cultural competence level of .70 only 16 informants are needed (Romney, et al. 1986). Because

the competence of participants is unknown a sample between 30 and 40 should yield an

acceptable confidence level. Because of the difficulty of reaching the migrant population there

were only 27 migrant respondents, but, as I will show later, this sample was sufficient to test for

cultural consensus.

Table 4-2 lists the number of completed instruments by populations and type. Note that

the freelist and pilesort data were collected on each of the three domains. Note also that not all

of the collected data were used in the analysis. In some cases, participants did not understand the

data collection task (free listing or pile sorting). In these cases, a free list or a pile sort had to be

dropped from the analysis. However no participant’s entire set of data were dropped.

Research Methods

Participant Observation

Mexico

Dewalt and Dewalt (2002) argue that participant observation can enhance the quality of

the data collection and interpretation for most fieldwork situations. I used participant

observation to maximize my understanding of the cultural domains in this study. While I

participated in the activities of all three populations, each group was approached in a different

manner. In Mexico I spent the majority of my time participating in the cultural events and daily
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activities of a Mexican family with whom I lived. My contact from San Isidro introduced me to

his family in the area. We spent a day talking with his relatives and seeing the town. After that I

traveled to San Isidro most days to meet with residents and observe their activities. During these

visits I did informal interviewing, speaking to people about various issues. Mexico/US migration

was a topic that I frequently used to strike up a conversation, and everyone had an opinion. I was

very open about my research and most people were glad to speak with me, although they found

my interest in foods and material goods a bit odd. I used these conversations to understand how

people thought of the structure of the domains in question.

Using the assistance of my Spanish instructor I spoke with the principal of the local high

school about hiring a few of the students to assist in the data collection. While they collected

some data for the project their most important function was to give me access to their personal

networks. This was required to meet the requirements of chain referral sampling and it was also

necessary because of the short time period I had for field work.

Americans

To reach the appropriately comparable population among Anglo Americans, I spoke

with an administrator from the vocational school in Goodland and a professor at the community

college in Colby. Both allowed me access to students in their classes and agreed that the students

would meet the demographic criteria stated above. Data for this group were collected using two

assistants in each location who aided in recruitment and data collection.

Migrants

The migrant population was approached with the help of a woman who had migrated as a

child and was currently working in the school system in Burlington, Colorado. She put me in

touch with an older woman who appeared to be a gatekeeper to the community. After speaking

with this gatekeeper several times she agreed to help and found two research assistants who
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aided in recruitment and data collection of freelists and pilesorts. Again, their most valuable

function was to put me in contact with different networks of migrants. All of these individuals

were crucial to my research as the migrant population is very distrustful of any American at this

time.

After the freelists were collected the two migrant assistants did not want to continue

working on the project. One cited a lack of time and one didn’t give a reason. I found out later

that she was not a legal migrant to the US. However, both assistants gave me the names of

friends who might be interested in working on this project. The current political climate

certainly made recruitment of migrants as participant and as assistants very difficult.

Assistants and Training

At the end of the project I had enlisted the help of 4 Mexicans in San Isidro, 2 Americans

in Colby and two Americans in Goodland, and 6 migrants living in either Goodland or

Burlington. All of these assistants were paid 100 to 200 dollars depending on their work load.

All of the assistants were trained to collect similar data. Each assistant was given a

practice questionnaire to complete. I explained the process just as I would to an informant. The

assistants were encouraged to ask questions and I tried to give some background to the

methodology. When there were finished they were asked to practice either with another assistant

or with me. They were also given some basic tips on follow-up questions and on how to address

any problems that might arise. For example, it is very common in pile sort tasks for informants to

ask what criterion the researcher wants them to use. The answer is always: “We want to know

what you think. There are no right or wrong answers.”

After they had collected a couple of the questionnaires I contacted the student assistants

and asked to see the data. We discussed any problems or questions they had. After the freelists

were completed, they set up interviews for me to speak with some of the participants. Some of
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the assistants were present for the interviews as we tended to do several in one sitting. They were

then trained to collect the pilesort data in the same manner.

All parts of the research were conducted in the native language of the participant. Mexican

and migrant participants created freelists of Spanish words. The interviews were conducted in

Spanish and the pilesort cards were written in Spanish as well. On a couple of occasions a

migrant participant would ask for clarification of a Spanish word, but this was infrequent and, I

believe, only occurred because of different usage patterns in a language and not from a real lack

of understanding. All parts of the research with American participants were conducted in

English.

Freelists and Pilesorts

Researchers in cognitive anthropology have developed several systematic methods for

identifying cultural domains that have proven to be reliable. Freelisting develops a list of items

that a person considers part of a particular cognitive domain. A domain might be any element of

culture that has a common theme. Domains can be almost anything that people might group

together under a common term, for example: colors, plants, animals, illnesses, occupations, roles,

emotions, kinship, or even dirty words (Bernard 2002). During a freelisting exercise a

participant is asked to list the items that belong in that domain (Bernard 2002).

Following Dressler’s work in Brazil and Alabama in building domains of lifestyle and

social support (Dressler, et al. 1997; Dressler and Bindon 2000) I asked informants to free-list

items and activities specific to each domain. For the material goods domain, I asked that the

participant list all the goods a person owned when they have lived a good or successful life. The

other two domains were easier to explain and I only had to ask the participant to list typical foods

and typical pastimes.
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Using the items collected from the freelist procedure a subset was selected for the pilesort

task to understand the structure of the domain. Item selection involves examining the frequency

and salience of items mentioned, and eliminating items that are not listed frequently. The exact

cut off point for accepting an item was determined by plotting the frequency of the items listed.

Typically, these scree plots show a steep initial decline, followed by a gentler slope for several

items, and culminating in a long tail of items that appear just once (Borgatti 1996). A typical cut

off point is the elbow where the slope becomes less steep. In the example in Figure 4-2 the most

likely cut off point would be when an item was mentioned more than four times. Table 4-3 gives

this cut off point for each of the freelists.

Pile sorting a subset of the responses from the freelists provides data on the cognitive

structure of a cultural domain. Stacking the cards in the same pile indicates that the participant

sees some sort of similarity between the items. With n items in a pile sort, the informant makes

n(n-1)/2 decisions as he or she places the cards in piles of things that go together (Burton and

Romney 1975).

Two types of pilesorts were used here. In the open pilesort, the participant is handed a

stack of index cards with the name of one domain item written on one side and an identifying

number written on the other. Participants are asked to sort the cards into different piles, or stacks,

by placing similar items together and dissimilar items in separate piles. They are told that they

may have piles with only one card, but they cannot make all of their piles from single cards and

they cannot have only one pile of all the cards. As each participant completed the task, either I or

my assistant recorded the numbers on the back of the cards and continued with the other

domains.
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The second pilesort—known as a constrained pilesort—tests which items informants

believe belong to a domain. In this procedure participants are asked to separate the cards into

those that belong to the domain and to discard the rest. This procedure is a proxy for a true-false

test in which people are asked ‘should this item be a part of this domain?’ (Weller personal

communication). The corresponding numbers were recorded and the participant continued to the

next domain.

Interviews

Between completing the freelists and pilesorts a small sample of participants were

selected to participate in personal interviews. These interviews were informal and consisted of

questioning the participant about the domain items and why they may have been included, as

well as how they would classify these items. Because of the informality of the process there was

no hard format to the questions. What I was trying to understand were the characteristics of the

items found in the freelists that put them in certain groups. These interviews were only partially

recorded as a number of people asked that the recorder not be used. Notes were taken during all

of the interviews.

Demographic Information

Basic demographic information was collected on all participants who completed the

freelist or pilesort sections, including: age, gender, marital statue, number of children, number of

years of education, profession and city born. Table 4-4 summarizes the all of the demographic

variables except profession and city born.

Cohen’s Transnational Score

Transnationalism was measured to understand the relationship between transnationalism

and the differences between the cultural knowledge of migrants and non-migrants. A problem

with measuring the degree of transnationalism of migrants is the different definitions of the
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phenomenon (Cohen, et al. 2003; Guarnizo, et al. 2003; Irzigsohn and Saucedo 2002). There are

varieties of transnationalism that include social, economic and political behaviors and that

involve a number of different activities (Portes 1999). Itzigsohn and Saucedo (2002) asked

respondents to rate their participation in hometown associations, their sending money home for

community projects, traveling to public festivities, participating in local sports clubs, and

participating in charity organizations that are linked to their country of origin. A survey of nearly

2000 migrants in Vancouver, Canada, asked about migrants’ friends and family, how frequently

(and with what method) they stay in touch with friends and family, the frequency of travel to the

home country, ownership of either a business or property at home, and whether they provide

financial assistance to family and friends who still reside in the home country (Hiebert and Ley

2003). Cohen et al.(2003) conducted a survey in the State of Oaxaca, Mexico that measures ties

to previous migrants (MIGFRIEN), how migrants paid for their trip (USCOSTS), where they

lived once they arrived in the U.S.(USSTAY), the number of years the migrant has remitted

funds (REMTOT) and the number of migrants the household had previously sent (TOTUS).

These measurements focus on the migrants use of kinship ties to aid in the migration process and

the use of remittances to maintain a strong relationship with the sending community (Cohen, et

al. 2003). Because my research is concerned with the degree of transnationalism and how it

might relate to other variables, I used Cohen’s work as a blueprint for my questionnaire. The full

questionnaire can be seen in Appendix A. The transnational data are shown in table 4-5. The

transnational score is calculated with the following formula: Cohen’s individual transnational

score (CITS) = MIGFRIEN + USCOSTS + USSTAY + (REMTOT/TOTUS).

The individual transnational score is calculated with the following formula: TRANSTOT

= MIGFRIEN + USCOSTS + USSTAY + (REMTOT/TOTUS). The average TRANSTOT score
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is 2.83, standard deviation of 1.75, minimum of 1 and maximum of 7. The mean score is very

close to Cohen’s scores of Oaxaca transnational migrants (2.9). Cohen’s data showed a larger

maximum (25) and more variance (sd 3.5). However, Cohen’s data comprise interviews with 323

people in 11 counties in Mexico.

ARSMA-II

Acculturation was measured to understand how it is related to the changes in cultural

knowledge of migrants. The measurement of acculturation is less problematic than measuring

transnationalism as several instruments have been developed and tested in many research

projects (see Zane and Mak 2002 for a review). The Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican

Americans – Revised (ARSMA-II) (Cuellar, et al. 1995) is a Likert type scale that measures

language, ethnic identity and ethnic interaction as factors in the process of acculturation. The

method is multidimensional and measures the participants’ Anglo orientation (AOS) as well as

their Mexican orientation (MOS). It can thus be scored as a series of linear outcomes or

multidimensionally. Linear scoring places the migrant in one of 5 categories of acculturation

(from unacculturated to fully assimilated) by subtracting their MOS from their AOS. These are

single scores that can be compared to others. Orthogonal scoring places the migrant into one of

four categories based on high or low AOS and high or low MOS: Traditionals (low AOS, high

MOS), Low Biculturals (Marginalized), High Biculturals, and Assimilated (low MOS, high

AOS), based on where they are in their extent of involvement in Mexican/Anglo culture and the

acceptance of the attitudes and behaviors in Mexican /Anglo culture. Table 4-6 shows the

numerical and categorical scores for the Mexican migrants in the study.
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Figure 4-1 Overview of research design

Table 4-1 Number of responses collected by type and population
Type of Data Mexicans Americans Migrants Total
Freelists (on each domain) 27 32 23 82
Demographic Information 27 32 23 82
ARSMA-II Scores 23 23
Cohen's Transnational Test 23 23

Informal interviews 12 10 11 33

Open Pilesorts (on each domain) 40 30 27 97
Closed Pilesorts (on each domain) 40 30 27 97
Demographic Information 40 30 27 97
ARSMA-II Scores 27 27
Cohen's Transnational Test 27 27
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Migrant - Things from a good life
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Figure 4-2 Frequency of freelist items for migrants

Table 4-2 Number of items selected from freelists
Mexicans Americans Migrants

Foods 23 22 27
Passtimes 28 36 24
Material Goods 26 30 24

Table 4-3 Participant demographic information

Average
Age % Female

%
Married

Ave
Number
Children

Ave Years
Education

Pilesorts
Mexican 32.05 0.70 0.45 1.03 10.13
Migrant 31.37 0.56 0.78 1.93 9.22
American 23.43 0.47 0.20 0.47 13.59

Freelists
Mexican 36.21 0.66 0.39 2.10 10.52
Migrant 32.07 0.68 0.86 1.53 9.75
American 22.33 0.57 0.10 0.37 12.93
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Table 4-4 Cohen individual transnational scores

MIGFRIEN USCOSTS REMTOT USSTAY TOTUS
Cohen's Individual
Transnational Score

1 0 3 1 1 5.00
0 1 1 1 1 3.00
1 0 2 1 2 3.00
0 1 2 1 1 4.00
1 1 2 1 3 3.67
1 0 2 1 1 4.00
1 0 3 1 3 3.00
1 0 3 1 2 3.50
1 0 1 0 1 2.00
1 1 3 1 2 4.50
1 0 0 1 2 2.00
1 1 2 1 3 3.67
1 1 0 0 3 2.00
1 0 0 1 1 2.00
1 0 1 0 1 2.00
1 0 0 0 2 1.00
1 0 1 0 1 2.00
1 0 1 0 1 2.00
1 0 0 0 2 1.00
1 0 1 0 1 2.00
1 0 0 0 1 1.00
1 0 1 0 1 2.00
1 0 1 0 1 2.00
1 1 1 1 3 3.33
1 0 1 1 3 2.33
0 0 2 1 1 3.00
0 0 0 1 1 1.00
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Table 4-5 ARSMA-II scores
MOS AOS ARSMA-II Linear Score Orthogonal Score

2.71 3.38 -0.68 Level 1 Low Bicultural
2.88 3.46 -0.58 Level 1 Low Bicultural
3.59 3.54 0.05 Level 1 Low Bicultural
2.63 2.46 0.16 Level 2 Low Bicultural
5.00 4.23 0.77 Level 2 High Bicultural
4.59 3.62 0.97 Level 2 Uncategorized
4.65 3.54 1.11 Level 2 Traditional
4.41 3.23 1.18 Level 2 Traditional
4.59 3.38 1.20 Level 3 Uncategorized
4.41 3.08 1.33 Level 3 Traditional
4.38 2.85 1.53 Level 3 Traditional
4.53 3.00 1.53 Level 3 Traditional
4.76 3.23 1.53 Level 3 Traditional
4.71 3.15 1.55 Level 3 Traditional
4.12 2.46 1.66 Level 3 Traditional
4.88 3.15 1.73 Level 3 Traditional
4.59 2.85 1.74 Level 3 Traditional
4.82 3.00 1.82 Level 3 Traditional
4.47 2.62 1.86 Level 3 Traditional
4.47 2.62 1.86 Level 3 Traditional
4.41 2.46 1.95 Level 3 Traditional
4.63 2.54 2.09 Level 3 Traditional
4.24 2.08 2.16 Level 3 Traditional
4.24 2.08 2.16 Level 3 Traditional
4.41 2.23 2.18 Level 3 Traditional
4.35 1.62 2.74 Level 4 Traditional



95

CHAPTER 5
DOMAIN ELEMENTS

There are two goals in this research. The first is to understand how the elements of the

cultural domains differ between migrants and non migrants. The second is to examine the

structure of the domains and how this may change because of migration behavior. This chapter

answers the first question while the next chapter answers the second one. To focus this analysis I

hypothesized that:

H1: The cultural domains of transnational migrants are a mix of elements from the home
and host society’s cultural domains.

Alternative H1: The cultural domains of transnational migrants will have elements that
are neither in the home nor host country’s cultural domains.

I use data from the free lists and the constrained pilesort task to test for consensus in the

content of cultural domains. I use two datasets in an effort to overcome the critique that cognitive

anthropology in general, and cultural consensus analysis in particular do not focus sufficiently on

variation in cultural domains (Aunger 1999; Aunger 2004). Aunger (1999) argues that it is not

the frequency with which items are found in a culture that makes them cultural. Rather, it is the

fact that they are transmitted to others. Aunger’s focus on transmission allows a much broader

range of items to be included as cultural instead of only those that are common. Using both

datasets allows me to show the similarity between the items as well as the variability within the

domain. Using the freelisted data also allows me to examine the elements of the domain to

understand its composition.

The chapter begins by describing the cleaning and renaming of the datasets. A qualitative

analysis of the common elements of the dataset is then examined. The composition of the

domains is further explored with the freelisted data by analyzing the overlap of items in each
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domain. This analysis is done with both the full freelists and a reduced freelist for reasons to be

explained below.

Dataset Summary

Recall that three types of data (freelists, open pilesorts, constrained pilesorts) were

collected from three different samples –Americans from northwest Kansas, Mexicans from San

Isidro Mazatepec, Mexico and transnational migrants who have moved from Mexico to the

northwest Kansas. Tables 5-1, 5-2 and 5-3 list the number of usable responses for each sample,

domain and instrument type. The numbers in the cells may vary because a respondent refused to

answer a particular section or because they produced unusable data. The latter error occurred

when my assistants were being trained in the data collection method.

Domain and Population Names

Because this analysis will deal with three populations and three cultural domains a

shortened title will be given to each group and domain. “Nonmigrant Mexicans” will be called

Mexicans; “Anglo Americans” will be called Americans; and “Transnational Mexican migrants”

will be called Migrants. The domain of “things that people own when they have had a successful

life” will be called Things; “typical pastimes” will be called Pastimes; and “typical foods” will

be called Foods.

Cleaning the Freelists

After the raw freelists were collected and entered verbatim into an excel sheet, each list

was cleaned. Cleaning the datasets consisted of making a number of modifications to particular

entries to produce consistent data for the analysis, taking care that the modifications retain the

intent of the respondent. Fixing errors in spelling is a low-inference modification. Synonyms

were combined so that that ‘cattle’ and ‘cows’ were placed together’ and phrases like ‘going for

a walk’ and ‘walking’, or ‘eating out’ and ‘restaurants’ were combined. Modifiers were removed
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so that ‘family’ and ‘happy family’ were combined into one category in the domain of Things.

These are slightly stronger-inference modifications.

There are some situations where similar responses were not grouped. This occurred when

people mentioned different levels of a domain. This was a particular problem in the domain of

foods where people would mention ‘chicharron’ as well as ‘chicharron con chile’ or ‘chicken’

and ‘chicken dumplings’. These items were not combined into a single category because they

were, at times, mentioned by the same respondent and because I believe that they intended two

separate and different items. This choice is the result of carefully examining the data and

comparing the items to my experience with the informants. I believe that combining items in

these cases would result in a critical loss of variability in the domain.

Qualitative Analysis

Large parts of any freelist are items listed by a small number of people or by a single

person. Table 5-4 lists the items that were listed by at least 20% of the respondents.

The most noticeable feature of Things is that ‘car’ and ‘house’ were the top two items in

all three domains, indicating a universal sign of success across the cultures. ‘Clothing’ and

‘businesses’ were also mentioned by all three groups and may be part of this universal pattern for

these cultures. I expected these items to be listed by all of the groups as well as the more

common household items. However there was considerable variance on the particular items that

were listed besides ‘car’, ‘house’, ‘clothing’, and ‘businesses’.

Migrant women listed clothing and jewelry almost exclusively. There was one man that

listed clothes and another that listed jewelry, indicating that there is a gender bias on the items

that are listed. ‘Money’ was listed by Mexicans and Migrants, but not by Americans. This

interesting divergence is probably a response effect. In English the question was phrased as,

“Please list the goods or possessions that people own when they live a good or successful life.”
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In Spanish the question was, “Por favor, anote las cosas que una persona puede conseguir cuando

tiene una buena vida, o sea, cuando la persona tiene mucho éxito.” The English version

emphasized the idea that the question was about material goods by using the words ‘goods’ and

‘possessions’. On the other hand, such insubstantial things like ‘friends’ and ‘family’ were only

listed by one or two of the respondents in each group. They did understand that it was material

goods to some extent, but the domains are interpreted different for each group.

‘Travel’ was only listed by Migrants. This may indicate that migrants may have a

propensity for traveling or they may have learned to enjoy their travels abroad. Migrants also

listed ‘computers,’ ‘cell phones,’ and ‘furniture.’ These items were shared by Americans but not

by Mexicans indicating that migrants may have picked up a taste for electronics and home

furnishings in their travels. Americans used lower levels of contrast in listing Things, naming

brands when they mentioned ‘dishwasher,’ ‘dryer,’ and ‘washer.’ This may imply that the

domain of Things is more defined in American culture.

Recreational vehicles were listed only by Americans. These items may be large enough

purchases to be out of the realm of possibility for typical Mexicans and Migrants or in the case of

pastimes Migrants may not be aware of the usable recreational facilities. Only Americans listed

‘land’ as a material indicator of a good life. Neither Migrants nor Mexicans mentioned this item.

This finding seemed odd, since many Mexican migrants are known to purchase land in their

home communities with funds acquired abroad. I looked for subgroups within the American

freelists that listed ‘land’ and while there is not much variability in the dataset overall, the

respondents who listed land showed no consistent pattern in age, gender, marital status, number

of children, years of education or profession. Another possibility may be that because Mexicans
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use the money they make in the U.S. to build housing in Mexico, land may be included in the

idea of house, which was listed by all groups.

Table 5-5 lists the Foods there were mentioned by more than 20% of the informants.

Similar to Things, Foods has some universal elements like tacos and burritos (clearly from the

Mexican domain) as well as items like ‘hamburguesa’ espagueti and ensalada. These last items

are more international but have long been mainstays in the Mexican diet. In one instance, the

respondent used the English word, ‘spaghetti’ instead of the Spanish “espagueti’. Chile colorado

is a commonly listed food among Migrants, but not among Mexicans. It appears to be a Mexican

dish that is adapted to local tastes and to local ingredients. A lot of what is today standard fare in

Tex-Mex cuisine—things like chile con carne and fajitas—began this way, as did many standard

dishes (like chop suey) in Chinese American cuisine.

Table 5-6 lists the Pastimes mentioned by more than 20% of informants. Similar to the

other domain there is a small set of Pastimes present in all three of the samples, including the

activities of watching TV and reading. ‘Listening to music’ is prominent in the lists of Migrants

and Mexicans but is absent in the Americans’ lists, as were a number of other items. With the

popularity of Ipods and other portable music devices, music may not be considered an activity

that is done as much as it is simply an accessory like wallet or purse that accompanies the person

almost continuously. Two items that stand out in this respect are the activities with friends and

family, present only in the lists from Mexicans and Migrants. In fact there were very few items

that Migrants have incorporated into their domain of Pastimes. One exception is ‘deportes’ or

‘sports’ that is present in Migrants’ lists. While the generic term ‘sports’ does not appear in the

Americans’ freelists, their lists are dominated by the names of specific, organized sports.
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Another shared activity by Americans and Migrants is ‘shopping’. Americans included

items like surfing the web and playing computer games. Neither of these was present in the other

groups’ lists. Even though the sample of Americans was mostly young, single adults there was

little mention of social activities like going to bars, dancing or drinking. In general the activities

of Migrants not only include more social activities but also more informal activities. These

activities, like ‘taking a walk’ or ‘going to the park’, do not require any equipment or facilities.

They also do not include ‘toros’ (going to the bullfights) and ‘futbol’ (soccer), probably for the

same reason – lack of facilities.

Domain Composition

Domain Overlap Analysis I

The overlap in groups can be examined with Venn diagrams or with correspondence

analysis. Correspondence analysis uses the frequency of items mentioned by all groups to create

a plot with both the items and samples plotted on the same axes. The distance between the

groups can be measured directly. The Venn diagram does not use the frequency of the items

mentioned but is simply based on whether an item is part of the group or not. While the

correspondence analysis uses the additional frequency information it can become incoherent

when a large number of items are present in the data, as they are with the domains under analysis

here. Venn diagrams are used for clarity and ease of interpretation. The software used to create

the diagrams shown here is freeware called Venn Diagram Plotter (Littlefield 2004).

Venn diagrams are an area proportionate graph where the area represents the number of

items in each group. The area of the region where the boxes overlap represents the number of

items that occurred in at least two domains. For example, in Pastimes, dancing was mentioned

by Migrants and Mexicans but not by Americans. Therefore, it would be counted as one item in

this overlap region. The center areas, where all three boxes overlap represent the number of
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items that occurred in all three domains. Watching television was listed by all three samples and

so would be counted in this area. The Venn diagrams created from the full freelisted data are

shown in Figures 5-1, 5-2 and 5-3. Each diagram has the total number of items that each group

listed, and the number of items that are in each segment of the drawing. The areas shaded red,

blue and light green are the areas that represent the number of items that are unique to that

sample. The areas where two areas overlap are shaded purple, blue-green and an olive green. The

center area is the darkest green and represents the number of items that are shared by all three

groups. These areas provide us a visual comparison of the number of items that are unique,

shared by two cultures but not the third, and shared by all three cultures.

In the domain of Things, all three groups thought that having a car, house, clothes and

money were things that a person owns when they have had a successful life. Similarly, for

Foods and Pastimes there are a number of dishes and activities that have significant appeal to

respondents in all the samples. In all three domains the number of these shared cultural items is

approximately twenty or 8.3% of all the items named in all samples. This area represents a pan-

American culture with items found in all three samples. See Appendix D for full data tables.

The areas where only two domains overlap represents the items shared by two cultures

but not a third. It is in this area where we see items that Migrants share with Americans but not

with Mexicans, and items they share with Mexicans but not with Americans. For Foods the area

of overlap for Mexicans and Americans (MX/AM) is quite small when compared to the overlap

for Americans and Migrants (AM/MI) and for Mexicans and Migrants (MX/MI). Thus, there are

very few foods shared by Mexicans and Americans that are not also incorporated by Migrants. In

fact the area for MX/MI is the largest of any of the three areas for Foods, showing that migrants

draw most of their ideas about typical foods from their home culture.
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For Pastimes, the MX/AM area is still relatively small, but now it is the AM/MI area that

is the largest, showing that Migrants are identifying American Pastimes as typical. The domain

of Things has a different pattern than that of either Pastimes or Foods. In this domain all three

overlapping areas (MX/AM, AM/MI, MX/MI) have an equal number of items, indicating that

they consider typical items that people own when they are successful to come from both

American and Mexican cultures.

Things may be a midpoint between Pastimes (which are accepted very quickly from the

list of American alternatives available to Migrants) and Foods (which are accepted slowly by

Migrants from among the American alternatives available). Migrants balance between keeping

their original ideas of what one owns when they have had a good life (the ideas learned in

Mexico) and adapting to American standards. I believe that these patterns demonstrate the

variability in rates of acceptance of different cultural domains; some are held onto tightly, while

others are accepted more readily. I will discuss this idea below.

The final area in the diagram represents the number of items there were only listed by

people in one sample. It is easy to understand this area of the diagram when speaking about

Americans or Mexicans; it is the items that uniquely define the culture. However transnational

Migrants also have items that were not listed by either Americans or Mexicans. The question is

how these items should be interpreted. Tables 5-7, 5-8, and 5-9 list the Things, Pastimes and

Foods that are unique for each group. Beside each item is the percentage of people from that

group who listed that item.

It is interesting to note that the large majority of these items were mentioned by only one

person. Out of the 27 unique Things listed by Migrants, 23 were only mentioned by one person.

The most that any Thing was mentioned was by three people, this was Trabajo (work or job).
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Similar patterns occur in the other two domains. For Pastimes 13 of the 18 unique items were

mentioned by a single person with the only two items being listed by three people. Out of a

possible 67 unique Food items listed by Migrants, 55 were listed by a single person. Two foods

were listed by five people, but this was the extreme case. Apparently most of the items that are

unique to the Migrant community are not common within the cultural domains of this

community.

This evidence may speak to Aunger’s (1999) argument that it is the transmitability of an

item and not its frequency that makes something cultural. As we have seen here the items that are

transmitted from both the Mexican culture and the American culture are the items that are

somewhat common. At least in these data, transmitability and frequency are intermingled.

Domain Overlap Analysis II

A fundamental property of any cultural item is that it is shared. In fact, sharedness is

central to classical definitions of culture (Kroeber and Kluckhohn 1952). From the previous

analysis, it is clear that we can manipulate the sharedness of lists by manipulating the cutoff

criterion for inclusion. I repeated the Venn diagram analysis with a dataset in which idiosyncratic

responses were eliminated.

Rather than take an arbitrary percentage as a cutoff, I used the elbow in the scree plots to

determine the cut off point to remove the items that are idiosyncratic. An example of such a plot

is included in Figure 5-4. In the case of American Things, the slope of the frequency of listed

items declines rapidly. Above the point where items are listed more than 5 times the slope is in a

sharp decline, but after the point items where they are listed less than 3 times the slope is very

gradual. The elbow is somewhere between three and five. There is some subjective judgment

involved at this point but items mentioned by four or more respondents were kept and the others
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were discarded. This procedure was run on all of the domains and samples. Table 5-10 lists the

number or remaining items after the freelists had been reduced.

Figures 5-5, 5-6 and 5-7 show the Venn diagrams for each domain using the reduced

data. There are some similarities and some differences between the diagrams for the complete

and reduced datasets. The area where all three samples overlap was very similar in size for the

complete diagrams, but for the reduced datasets they are only similar in size for Pastimes and

Things; Foods is smaller. There are also some differences for the areas where two samples

overlap. For Foods in the reduced dataset, there is no overlap between Americans and Mexicans.

There is significant overlap between Migrants and Mexicans in this domain, the same as in the

complete datasets. In fact it is 2.6 times the number of items that overlap for Americans and

Mexicans, indicating that Mexicans and Migrants share a larger part of the domain than

Americans. In Pastimes, Americans and Migrants only shared one item, while Mexicans and

Migrants and Americans and Mexicans shared about the same number of items. This reverses the

pattern from the complete dataset where Americans and Migrants shared more items in this

domain, indicating that for popular pastimes Migrants share more with Mexicans than with the

Americans. The diagram for Things is similar for both the complete and reduced datasets such

that the overlap between samples is similar in size for all three samples.

Perhaps an easier way to compare the overlapping sections of the diagrams is to examine

the ratio of items that are overlapping to the sum of items for both samples. For example if there

were 10 items listed by Migrants and 10 items listed by Americans and 5 of these overlapped,

there would be a ratio of 5:20 or 25% overlap. This method allows comparison of the domain

between the two datasets. Table 5-11 lists the ratios for both complete and reduced freelists.
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Using the reduced datasets to focus on the items that have some degree of commonality

among the groups we see a few changes across the samples. In Pastimes the complete dataset

showed the greatest overlap in the AM/MI group. However in the reduced dataset this group has

the least overlap with MX/AM and MX/MI both having significantly more overlapping items.

For Foods the complete and reduced datasets show the same pattern, with MX/MI having the

greatest overlap and MX/AM having the least; although this pattern was more pronounced in the

reduced dataset. Things in both datasets stayed fairly unchanged. MX/MI had the most overlap

in the complete data while AM/MI had the most in the reduced, however all of the samples had

approximately the equal amounts of overlap.

Summary of Domain Overlap Analysis

Reducing the dataset to those items that people agreed upon to some extent affected the

domains in different ways. For Pastimes the greatest overlap was shifted from the AM/MI area to

the MX/MI area. This indicates that it was the more uncommon pastimes that were being shared

by Americans and Migrants. This may be evidence that Migrants may be participating in

pastimes that are found only in America but are uncommon, possibly because of financial

reasons or to avoid detection by immigration agents. Speaking with the migrants indicates that

they enjoy some of the new pastimes available in the U.S. However this is mediated by cost of

most pastimes either for equipment, facilities or membership fees. For Foods the pattern was

unchanged but the MX/MI overlap was increased, indicating that the common items were shared

by Mexican and Migrants to an even larger degree. This may tell us that Foods is very resistant

to the pressures of acculturation. Other work on consumer acculturation has confirmed some of

the trends that are visible here. Penaloza (1989) found a number of significant factors in the

items that people will adopt. Products that were low cost and highly visible and whose adoption

was not hindered by a language barrier were easily adopted. However items that maintained a
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relationship with the homeland were resistant to change. Sutton (2000) also found evidence that

foods are used to maintain the relationship with the homeland. The hesitation of migrants to

adopt American foods in this study can be interpreted in the light of these findings. Food is not a

highly public item and it does represent a significant tie with Mexican culture. Hispanic food

items and ingredients are also widely available in the U.S. and most are sold as low cost items,

increasing the likely that a migrant can eat traditional foods if they so desire. Finally, for Things

the pattern remained basically unchanged. There was a fairly equal sharing of items across

samples with slightly more common items being shared by Americans and Migrants and less

common items being shared by Mexicans and Migrants. Things has conflicting factors. They

comprise highly visible products, making the adoption of American goods likely but Penaloza

(1989) also found an anti-materialism theme among migrants that would work as a

counterweight. These two issues may explain the fact that migrants adopted approximately equal

numbers of items from America and from Mexico.

In summary, Migrants are adapting more Foods from Americans but they are also holding

onto a large portion of Foods from Mexico. Migrants are accepting the American ideals of

Things at about the same rate that they are keeping their ideals from Mexico. Pastimes have a

pattern that switches when we move from the dataset with all of the items to the dataset with

only common items. Uncommon Pastimes (playing bingo or dominos) are being adopted more

from American norms but Migrants hold onto the more traditional Pastimes from Mexico.

Table 5-1 Freelist response totals
Domain Mexicans Americans Migrants
Things 27 30 23
Foods 27 30 20
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Pastimes 27 30 20

Table 5-2 Open pilesort response totals
Domain Mexicans Americans Migrants
Things 40 30 27
Foods 40 30 27
Pastimes 40 30 25

Table 5-3 Constrained pilesort response totals
Domain Mexicans Americans Migrants
Things 40 21 27
Foods 39 28 25
Pastimes 40 21 27
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Table 5-4 Things mentioned by more than 20% of the respondents
Mexicans Migrants Americans
COCHE (car) CARRO (car) HOUSE
CASA (house) CASA (house) CAR
ROPA (clothing) DINERO (money) CLOTHES
JOYAS (Jewelry) MUEBLES (furniture) DISHWASHER
DINERO (money) ROPA (clothing) DRYER
TELEVISION (Television) CELLULAR (cell phone) WASHER
NEGOCIO (business) COMIDA (kitchen) TV

COMPUTADORA (computer) LAND
NEGOCIO (business) REFRIGERATOR
VIAJES (travel) COMPUTER

JEWELRY
BOAT
GARAGE
BUSINESS
FURNITURE
SHOES
MOTORCYCLE
CELL_PHONE
HOT_TUB
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Table 5-5 Foods mentioned by more than 20% of the respondents
Mexicans Migrants Americans
POZOLE ENCHILADAS STEAK
ENCHILADAS MENUDO HAMBURGER
BIRRIA TACOS SPAGHETTI
TAMALES TOSTADAS SALAD
FRIJOLES MOLE LASAGNA
SOPA TAMALES PIZZA
TACOS POSOLE SANDWICHES
NOPALES FRIJOLES (beans) SHRIMP
MOLE CHILE_RELLENOS ICE_CREAM
TOSTADAS ARROZ (rice) TACOS
MENUDO QUESADILLAS HOT_DOG
CHILAQUILES BARBACOA (bbq) FRENCH_FRIES
QUESADILLAS GORDITAS CHICKEN
PIPIAN CARNE_ASADA BURRITOS
CHILES_RELLENOS SOPAS POTATOES
CHILE FLAUTAS CEREAL
TACOS_DORADOS CHICHARRON MAC_AND_CHEESE
TORTAS BURRITOS FISH
CHICHARRON CALDO MASHED_POTATOES
ATOLE CHILE_COLORADO FRIED_CHICKEN

CARNE_ASADA
HAMBURGESA
(hamburgers)

SOPA_DE_ARROZ
FRIJOLES_CHARROS
(refried beans)

CALDO CARNITAS
ENSALADA (salad)
TORTAS
PASTEL
TORTILLAS
SPAGETTI
PAPAS (potatoes)
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Table 5-6 Pastimes mentioned by more than 20% of the respondents
Mexicans Migrants Americans
VER_TELEVISION (watch TV) IR_PARQUE (go to the park) TV
ESCUCHAR_MUSICA
(listen to music) IR_DE_COMPRAR (go shopping) GOLF
LEER (read) BAILAR (dancing) FISHING
IR_OTRO_LUGAR
(go some other place) FAMILIA (play with family) SWIMMING

CAMINAR (take a walk)
ESCUCHAR_MUSICA
(listen to music) WALKING

FUTBOL (soccer) TELE (watch TV) RUNNING
BAILAR (dancing) NADAR (swimming) BASKETBALL
CINE (movies) LEER (reading) MOVIES
VISITAR_FAMILIA
(visit with familiy) DEPORTE (sports in general) HUNTING
TOROS (bull fights) CINE (movies) SHOPPING
VISITAR_AMIGAS (visit friends) IR_AMIGOS (go out with friends) CRUISING

SALIR_A_CAMINAR
(go for a walk) FOOTBALL

SLEEPING
READING
CAMPING
BASEBALL
RIDING_HORSES
SOCCER
TALKING_FRIENDS
SURF_WEB
VOLLEYBALL
TENNIS
BOATING
COMPUTER_GAMES
TALKING
SNOW_SKIING
HIKING
BIKING
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Figure 5-1 Overlap of domains for foods

Figure 5-2 Overlap of domains for pastimes
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Figure 5-3 Overlap of domains for things
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Table 5-7 Unique foods

American foods Am% Migrant Foods MI % Mexican Foods
MX
%

PIZZA 50 CHILE_COLORADO 25 POZOLE 96
SANDWICH 47 FRIJOLES_CHARROS 25 BIRRIA 78

ICE_CREAM 30 ASADO 10 PIPIAN 41

FRENCH_FRIES 27 CHILE_RELLENOS 10 CHILES_RELLENOS 33
CEREAL 23 CHILE_VERDE 10 ATOLE 26

PORK_CHOP 17 ENTOMATADAS 10 SOPA_DE_ARROZ 26

ALFREDO 13 POLLO_CON_MOLE 10 TACOS_DORADOS 26

BROWNIES 13 ARROS_CHINO 5 TACOS_AL_VAPOR 19
CHICKEN_FRIED_STE
AK 13 ARROS_CON_POLLO 5 TORTAS_AHOGADAS 19
CHIPS 13 ARROZ_CON_LECHE 5 CARNE_EN_SU_JUGO 15

COOKIES 13 ASADO_DE_RES 5 ZOPES 15

CRAB 13 BISTEK_CON_CHILE 5 CORUNDAS 11

LOBSTER 13 BROCOLI 5 GUAYABA 11
STIR_FRY 13 BURROS 5 SALSA 11

TURKEY 13 CAFE 5 CHAMPORRADO 8

BACON 10 CALORITO 5 TLACOYO 8

BEER 10 CALOVACITAR 5 CABRITO 7
MEATLOAF 10 CARNE_ADOBADA 5 CARNE_CON_CHILE 7

PANCAKES 10 CARNE_CON_SALSA 5 COLDOS 7

PUMPKIN_PIE 10 CARNE_DESEBRADA 5 JOCOQUE 7

RAMAN 10 CHESSE_TUNA_PASTA 5 LENGUA 7

FRUIT 7
CHICHARRON_CON_CHI
LE 5 LIMA 7

HAMBURGER_HELPER 7
CHICHARRON_CON_HU
EVO 5 MANGO 7

APPLE_PIE 7 CHILE_CON_PAPAS 5 PANELA 7

BAKED_POTATOES 7 CHILES 5 PAPAYA 7

BISCUITS_GRAVY 7 CHIMICHANGAS 5 PEPENA 7

GOULASH 7 CHORIZO 5 PICADILLO 7
GRILLED_CHEESE 7 CHULETE_DE_PUECO 5 PINOLE 7

HASHBROWNS 7 CORNDOGS 5 PITAYAS 7

LIQUOR 7 COSIDO_DE_RES 5 REQUESON 7

MANACOTTI 7 DISCADAS 5 TORAS 7
PBJ 7 FRIJOLES_REFRILOS 5 TORTA_AHOGADA 7

POTATOES_SALAD 7 GIZADO_DE_PUERCO 5 TUNAS 7

RAVIOLLI 7 JUGO 5 AGUACATE 4
STUFFED_MUSHROO
MS 7 MAISORO 5 ARRACHAS 4

TOAST 7 MARUCHAS_SOUP 5 ARRAYANES 4
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Table 5-7 Continued

TUNA_HELPER 7 MELOH 5 BERDOLAGAS 4

TUNA_SALAD 7 PAPA_CON_PICADILLO 5 BISTECH_ASADO 4

ARBY 3 PAPAS_ASADAS 5 BLANQUILLAS 4
BEEF_STROGANOFF 3 PASTEL_DE_CARNE 5 BUNEULOS 4

BIEROCKS 3 PESCADO_FRITO 5
CALABAZA_EN_TACH
A 4

BLT 3 POLLO_AL_HORNO 5 CAMITAS 4
BLUEBERRY_MUFFIN
S 3 POLLO_ASADO 5 CAMOTE 4

BRATWURST 3 POLLO_CON_SOPA 5 CANA_AZUCAR 4

BREADSTICKS 3 POSTRES 5
CHAMPINONES_AL_A
JILLO 4

BRISKET 3 RELLENOS 5
CHANGES_ZAMORAN
E 4

CANDY 3 REPOLLO 5 CHILES_NOGADA 4

CANDYBAR 3 RESAS 5
CHONGOS_ZAMORAN
OS 4

CASSEROLE 3 SANDWICH_DE_ATUN 5 CHURROS 4

CAVATINI 3 SLAUTAS 5 COCHINETA_PIBIL 4

CHAMPAGNE 3 SODA 5 COLDE_DE_VOTE 4

CHERRY_PIE 3 TACOS_AL_PASTOR 5 CUERITOS 4
CHICKEN_ALFREDO 3 TACOS_SUDADOS 5 DE_SERDO 4

CHICKEN_AND_RICE 3 TENTEJAS 5
DORDITAS_DE_HORN
O 4

CHICKEN_CORDON_B
LEU 3 TOITAR 5

DULCE_DE_MENBRIL
LO 4

CHICKEN_DUMPLING
S 3 TORONJAS 5 DULCE_DE_PEPITA 4
CHICKEN_PARMESAN 3 TORTAS_DE_CAMARON 5 DULCE_MEMBRILLO 4

CHICKEN_STRIPS 3 TORTILLA_DE_ARINA 5 ENCHILADES 4

CHIPS_AND_DIP 3
TORTILLAS_DE_HARIN
A 5 ENFRIJOLADAS 4

CHOCOLATE 3
TOSTADAS_DE_AGUAC
ATE 5 ENMOLADOS 4

CINAMON_ROLLS 3 VIRRIA 5 ESPINAZO 4
CLAM_CHOWDER 3 ZANAORIAS 5 FLAN 4

COKE 3 GARNACHAS 4

COLE_SLAW 3 GERICALLES 4

CORN 3 GUAMUCHILES 4
COTTAGECHEESE 3 GUANABANA 4

CRAB_WANTANS 3 GUAZONTLES 4

CRACKERS 3 GUIOLOTAS 4

CRAWFISH_ETOUFFE 3 GUIZADOS 4
CREME_BRULAE 3 HORCHATA 4
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Table 5-7 Continued

DEVILED_EGGS 3
HUACHICRANGO_A_L
A_VERACRUZENA 4

DIP 3 HUCHEDOS 4

EGG_ROLLS 3 HUITTACODRE 4

FAST_FOOD 3
JAMONCILLO_DE_LEC
HE 4

FETTUCCINI 3 JERICALLA 4
FRENCH_TOAST 3 JICAMA 4

FRIED_RICE 3 LENTIJA 4

FROGEYE_SALAD 3
LORTAS_DE_CAMARO
N 4

FUDGE 3 MAMEY 4
GOAT_CHOP 3 NUEVO_RANCHERO 4

GRANOLA 3 PACHOLAS 4

GREAN_BEANS 3 PAMBAZO 4
GREEN_BEAN_CASSA
ROLE 3 PASADILLAS 4

GRILLED_CHICKEN 3 PICO_DE_GALLO 4
GUMBO 3 QUELITES 4

HOT_POCKETS 3 QUELITES_GUISADOS 4

JAMBALAYA 3 ROMERITOS 4

JERKY 3
SINCRONIZADAS_DE_
JAMON 4

KEY_LIME_PIE 3 TACOS_OGRADOS 4

LAMB 3 TINGA 4
LAMBCHOPS 3 TIPICO 4

LINGUNIE 3 TRIPA_DE_RES 4

MACARRONI 3 TYRUINO 4

MAHI_MAHI 3 UBAS 4
MASHED_POTATOES 3

MCDONALDS 3
MEXICAN_CASSEROL
E 3

OATMEAL 3
OMELETE 3

ONION_RINGS 3

OYSTER 3

PEACHES 3
PEANUT_BUTTER 3

PHEASANT 3

POP_TARTS 3

POT_PIE 3
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Table 5-7 Continued

POT_ROAST 3

POTATOES_OLE 3

POTATOESES_GRAVY 3
POTPIE 3

POTROAST 3

RED_BEANS 3

RIBS 3
ROAST_BEEF 3
SCALLOPED_POTATO
ESES 3
SCRAMBLED eggs 3

SLOPPY_JOES 3
STRAWBERRY_SHORT
CAKE 3

STUFFING 3
SUSHI 3
SWEET_AND_SOUR_C
HICKEN 3
SWEET_POTATOESS 3
TATER_TOT_CASSOR
OLE 3

TATER_TOTS 3

TURKEY_POT_PIE 3

TV_DINNER 3

YAMS 3
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Table 5-8 Unique pastimes

American Pastimes
AM
% Migrant Pastimes MI % Mexican Pastimes MX%

GOLFING 54 JUGAR_FAMILIA 15 IR_OTRO_LUGAR 37
FISHING 50 JUGAR_LOTERIA 15 FUTBOL 33
RUNNING 37 DOMINO 10 TOROS 22
CRUISING 34 IR_A_LA_CIUDAD 10 BALNEARIO 11
FOOTBALL 34 PELICULAS 10 CHARREADA 7
HUNTING 33 ALAR_LA_VUELTA 5 DESCANSAR 7
RIDING_HORSES 33 BARAJA 5 ESCALAR 7

SLEEPING 30
COMPARTIR_CON_TUS_
VICINOS 5 FUSBOL 7

BASEBALL 27 IR_BOLICHE 5 GALLOS 7
COMPUTER_GAMES 23 IR_FIESTAS 5 PINTAR 7
SKIING 23 JUGAR_BINGO 5 BRINCAR 4
SOCCER 23 JUGAR_CON_EL_PERRO 5 BUCEAR 4
BOATING 20 LECTURA 5 CAFE 4
HIKING 20 MUCHAS_AMISTADES 5 CAMPO 4
TENNIS 20 PINATAS 5 CERAMICA 4
VOLLEYBALL 20 PREPARAR_SNACK 5 CRIAR_ANIMOLTS 4
BICYCLING 16 SALIR_JUGAR 5 DAR_LA_VUELTA 4
TANNING 16 TRABAJO 5 ESCULPIR 4
DRINKING 13 FESIAR 4
JETSKIING 13 FOTOGRAFIA 4
RODEO 13 IR_BALNEARION 4
YARDWORK 13 LAVOR_TRASTES 4
BOWLING 10 MISA 4
CRAFTS 10 PATINAR 4
FRISBEE 10 PINZAR 4
GOING_TO_LAKE 10 SALGO_PACEAR 4
SHOWING_LIVESTOCK 10 TEGER 4
SOFTBALL 10 TIANGES 4

SPORTS 10
TOCAR_UN_INSTRUM
ENT 4

WATERSKIING 10 VER_LAS_PLANTAS 4
CARDS 7 VISITAR_AL_DOCTOR 4
CHEWING_GUM 7
CLUBBING 7
DARTS 7
DATING 7
GAMES 7
KNITTING 7
LACROSS 7
LIVESTOCK_JUDGING 7
PING_PONG 7
POOL 7
RAFTING 7
CONCERTS 6
WORKING 6
ARCHERY 3
ART 3
BBQ 3
BOBBING_FOR_APPLES 3
BONDAGE 3
BOXING 3
CANOEING 3
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Table 5-8 Continued

CARNIVAL 3
CHARITIES 3
CHILDRENS_ACTIVITIE
S 3
CLIMBING 3
CLIPPING_HOGS 3
COLORING 3
CRAFTSHOWS 3
CROCHETING 3
CROSS_STITCH 3
DICE 3
DRAW 3
FAIR 3
FEED_PETS 3
FLYING_KITES 3
FRIENDS 3
GETTING_HAIR_DONE 3
HANDGLIDING 3
HOCKEY 3
HOMEWORKING 3
HORSESHOES 3
HOUSEWORKING 3
MANICURES 3
PAINT_BALL 3
PEDICURES 3
PICNIC 3
PLAY_GUITAR 3
PLAY_KIDS 3
PLAY_MUSIC 3
PLAY_PETS 3
PLAY_WITH_PETS 3
POKER 3
PUTT_PUTT_GOLFING 3
QUILTING 3
REMOTE_CONTROL_C
ARS 3
RESTORING_CARS 3
RIDING_BIKE 3
RIDING_FOURWHEELE
RS 3
RIDING_MOTORCYCLE 3
SAILING 3
SEX 3
SKATEBOARDING 3
SKATING 3
SMOKING 3
SNOWBOARDING 3
SOCIALIZE 3
SPOTLIGHTING 3
STARBUCKS 3
SWINGING 3
TALK_PHONE 3
TEA_PARTIES 3
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Table 5-8 Continued

THEATRE 3
TRAMPOLINE 3
VACATION 3
WAKEBOARDING 3
WOODWORKINGING 3
WORKINGING_CAR 3
WRESTLING 3
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Table 5-9 Unique things

American Things
AM
% Migrant Things MI % Mexican Things

MX
%

DRYER 53 TRABAJO 13 ALAJAS 15

WASHER 53 CAMARA_DE_VIDEO 8 ELECTODOMESTICOS 15

GARAGE 27 CUENTAS_BANCARIAS 8 BICICLETAS 11
CHAIRS 17 AIRE_ACONDICIONADO 4 COCINA 11

DVDS 17
ALCIO_TIPO_DE_NECOC
IOS 4 COSAS 7

FREEZER 17 ASADOR_DE_CARNE 4 PARCELAS 7

JETSKI 17 BIENES 4 ACCESORIOS 4
POOL 17 CALE_FACION 4 ACCIONES 4

SOFA 17 CARRERA 4 ALMOHADAS 4

STOVE 17 DISIPLINA 4 ARTE_EQUIPO 4

RV 13 ELICOPTERO 4 BANCARIA 4
TABLE 13 ESTRELLAS 4 BANO 4

BED 10 HOTELES 4 BOLETOS_AVION 4

FOURWEELER 10 ISLA 4 BONCORIA 4

GOLD_CLUBS 10 JOGUETES 4 CALVLAR 4
GPS 10 JOLLAS 4 COMEDOR 4

MAID 10 JUEGO_DE_COMEDOR 4 COMODIDADES 4

BEDROOM_SET 7 JUEGO_DE_PATIO 4 ESTABLO 4

CABIN 7 JUEGO_DE_RECAMARA 4 EXTRACTORE 4
CHILDREN 7 JUEGO_DE_SALA 4 GALLINA 4

DISHES 7 JUSTICIA 4 HOME_THEATER 4

FARM_EQUIPMENT 7 LIBERTAD 4 MUJERS 4

INTERNET 7 LICUADORA 4 PASEAR 4
INVESTMENTS 7 MANCIONES 4 REEAMARA 4

JOB 7 RANCHEROS 4 SALA 4

PHONE 7 SEGURIDAD 4 TARJETA_CREDITO 4

WIFE 7 TOSTADOR 4 TIEMPO_AMIGOS 4
OVENS 6 TRATAMIENTO_IGUAL 4 TIEMPO_FAMILIA 4

PETS 6 VACERO 4 TIENDA 4

ALARM_SYSTEM 3 VIENBIVIA 4

AQUARIUM 3 YATE 4
ATV 3

BAR 3

BROOM 3

CAREER 3
CARPETS 3

CASINOS 3
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Table 5-9 Continued

CD_PLAYER 3

COMBINE 3

DOGS 3
DRESSER 3

DRILL 3

DVDS_PLAYER 3
ENTERTAINMENT_CE
NTER 3

FACTORY 3

FAITH 3
FOOTBALL_TEAM 3

FRIENDS 3

GOLF_CART 3

GUN 3
HAIR_PRODUCTS 3

HAIR_STYLE 3

HAPPINESS 3

HAT 3
HEALTH_FOOD 3

LANDSCAPING 3

LAPTOP 3

LAWN 3
LINEN 3

LIQUER_CABINET 3

LOVE 3

MASSAGE_PARLORS 3
MOVIES 3

MP3 3

NICE_HAIR 3
PERSONAL_HYGIENE_
ITEMS 3
PIGS 3

POOLTABLE 3

POTS_PANS 3

ROCKING_CHAIRS 3
RUGS 3

SAUNA 3

SEWING machine 3

SHEEP 3
TIMESHARES 3
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Table 5-9 Continued

TIOLETRIES 3

TOOLS 3

TOWELS 3
TRAILER 3

TRAVEL 3

UNIVERSITY 3

VACATION_HOUSE 3
VACUUM 3

WALLET 3

WINE 3

WISDOM 3

WORKSHOP 3
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Table 5-10 Number of items in the reduced datasets
Mexicans Americans Migrants

Things 26 30 34
Foods 23 22 27
Pastimes 28 36 24

Figure 5-5 Overlap of foods domain – reduced dataset
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Figure 5-6 Overlap of pastime domains – reduced dataset
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Figure 5-7 Overlap of things domain - Reduced data

Table 5-11 Percentage overlap of domains for complete and reduced datasets
% MX/AM % MX/MI % AM/MI % MX/MI/AM

Complete
Pastimes 2.99% 1.87% 5.21% 7.60%
Foods 1.02% 10.51% 6.50% 4.96%
Things 4.90% 6.85% 4.95% 8.33%

Reduced
Pastimes 7.81% 9.62% 1.67% 7.95%
Foods 0.00% 25.49% 9.80% 2.70%
Things 3.57% 5.00% 6.25% 12.22%
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CHAPTER 6
DOMAIN STRUCTURE

The previous chapter compared the elements of the domains to answer two questions –

how do the groups differ from each other within the same domain and how do the domains differ

from each other within the same groups. This chapter examines the structure of the domains,

how this structure is different for Migrants and nonmigrants and what factors may affect people’s

knowledge of the domain. For this chapter I hypothesized that:

 H2: The structure of the migrants’ cultural domains will be more fragmented than those of
people in either the home or host culture.

 H3: As the degree of acculturation (as measured independently) increases among migrants,
domain knowledge will also increase.

 H4: As the degree of transnationalism increases among migrants, domain knowledge will
increase.

 H5: Age will increase knowledge across domains.

Structure will be examined in several ways. The size of the domain will be examined first.

This is a simple measure of structure but important in understanding how migrant and

nonmigrant cultural domains differ. Next, I will apply statistical techniques, including cultural

consensus analysis and multidimensional scaling to look for patterns in the domain structure. The

final section of the chapter will present results from linear regression to examine how a number

of factors influence people’s knowledge of this structure.

Domain Breadth

Raw Freelist Length

Perhaps the simplest way to examine the domains is to look at their size. This is done by

simply counting the number of items listed for each domain. Table 6-1 lists the total number of

items freelisted for each domain and population.

Within each population, the domain of Foods has the most items listed. Among Mexicans

the domain of Foods is 2.51 times the size of Pastimes and 1.97 times the size of Things. This
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pattern is similar among Migrants with Foods being 2.65 times the size of Pastimes and 1.81

times the size of Things. Americans however have a different ratio, with Foods being 1.28 times

the size of Things and 1.17 times the size of Pastimes. Nevertheless, the size of Foods across all

populations indicates that this domain may generally be larger than that of Things or Pastimes.

Comparing Things and Pastimes has mixed results. Things would appear to be a larger domain

among Mexicans and Migrants but this is not so for Americans.

Turning the analysis from the columns to the rows we can examine the differences between

the samples. In all three domains, both the Mexican and Migrants lists are very similar length.

However, the American lists are longer across the board, with pastimes presenting the most

noticeable difference. Americans listed 2.91 times as many items as Migrants did and 2.47 as

many as Mexicans. The difference in the domain of Things was not as great with Mexicans

having only 1.76 times the number of items and Migrants having only 1.81 times the number of

items. The difference in the number of items listed for Foods was even less pronounced between

Mexican and Migrants and Americans and Migrants with only 1.14 and 1.28 times the items,

respectively. At this point we can conclude that Migrants and Mexicans have similar list lengths

while both are significantly smaller than Americans in all domains. This difference is particularly

pronounced in the domains of Things and Pastimes.

Average Freelist Length

While the analysis of the total list length shows some strong results it does not account for

the variation in the freelist length between individuals. A few people listing a large number of

items could easily skew the total freelist length for any sample. Using the list length of each

participant to establish a mean and standard deviation may produce a more robust analysis. Table

6-2 lists the average number of items in the freelist for each sample and domain.
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Examining the columns we see a similar pattern to that found in the analysis of simple list

length. For Mexicans and Migrants the domain of Foods has the longest average list length of the

three domains and Pastimes has the shortest. For Americans the domain of Things has the

smallest average length. If we compare the samples within each domain, the pattern is the same

for Things and Pastimes, American have longer lists on average. However for Foods, Americans

have shorter lists on average, with Mexicans having the longest list length for this domain.

Generally the patterns that were established with raw freelist length are seen in the mean freelist

length as well.

Variance of Domains

Table 6-3 lists the standard deviations for the freelists. The range of standard deviations of

the domain lengths vary between 4.3 and 13.9 items. There seems to be very little pattern in

either the rows or columns of standard deviations. Migrants had the largest variation among

Foods and Things but the smallest among Pastimes. Americans had the largest variation in

Pastimes and the smallest in Foods, with Mexicans having the smallest variation in Things.

Testing for Differences in Freelist Length

Using the individual list lengths I tested for differences in the mean freelist length of the

different samples. Tables 6-4, 6-5 and 6-6 show the results of t-tests between each sample for

each domain. ANOVA was used to examine which groups had significant differences between

the populations. Tables 6-7, 6-8 and 6-9 show the ANOVA results. The plot of errors shows the

mean and variance for each group. Figures 5-1, 5-2 and 5-3 show the plot of errors for each

domain. A t-test was used to test for differences between the separate groups.

This analysis shows some strong differences in the domain lengths. For the domain of

Foods, there are no significances below .05 and I conclude that the freelist lengths of the three

samples are not different for this domain. However, for both Pastimes and Things there is
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significant difference between American and Mexican list length and between American and

Migrant list length, but no difference between Migrant and Mexican list lengths. These tests

confirm the evidence found in the examination of the total list length and mean list length tables,

demonstrating that for at least for two of the domains Migrants and Mexicans are more similar

than Migrants and Americans.

Discussion of Freelist Length

This section began with the question of how certain cultural domains of migrants differ

from those of non-migrants in the migrants’ home and host cultures. Freelist length and freelist

variance were examined to understand the breadth of the domains between the samples. The

data showed that for Things and Pastimes, the average freelist lengths were different for

Americans and Mexicans and for Migrants and Americans, but not for Mexicans and Migrants.

Foods however, showed no difference in the freelist lengths in any of the comparisons. While

this is a simple measure it indicates that the breadth of the domains of Migrants is closer to that

of Mexicans. Additionally, even in this simple manner, the domain of Foods differs from Things

and Pastimes.

Domain Structure

The analysis so far has been on the breadth, overlap and composition of the domains in

the freelist data across the different groups. The next analysis examines the structure of the

domains using the pilesort data and the similarity matrices that are produced from the pilesorts.

The first analysis examines the question of whether or not these domains meet formal criteria for

being cultural domains. Following that I examine structure in more detail using the similarities

matrices and visualization procedures.
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Cultural Consensus Analysis

The model of culture-as-consensus (Romney, et al. 1986) is based on the idea that people

who agree with each other about the contents of a cultural domain are also the most

knowledgeable about the domain. The more informants who agree with a cultural proposition

(vitamin D is good for your bones; a field goal is worth three points) the more likely the

statement is to accurately represent their culture. For example, Boster (1986) found that the

Aguaruna Jivaro women who could identify the most varieties of manioc agreed with one

another. The consensus model (Romney, et al. 1986) establishes the conditions under which

agreement equal knowledge: 1) all informants come from a common culture, 2) each informant’s

answers are given independently from others so that any correlation between the answers is a

result of their knowledge of the correct cultural answers, and 3) each informant has a fixed

degree of knowledge for all of the questions

The cultural consensus analysis (CCA) requires the use of true/false, multiple choice or

triad data. As described earlier, I took the freelisted data and reduced the datasets by examining

the elbows of the scree plots. This procedure created lists that were 22 to 36 items in length.

Each item on the list was then written on a 3x5 index card. For Americans the item was written

in English, for Migrants and Mexicans the item was in Spanish. I then asked respondents to

divide the stack of cards into two separate piles, one for the items that they felt were part of the

domain in question and the other for items that they felt were not part of the domain. This is the

equivalent of giving a True/False test with the same items (Weller 2006a). The data from this

exercise were analyzed for consensus using the routine in Anthropac (Borgatti 1992). In the

analysis, the profile matrix of T/F answers is converted to a similarity matrix of agreement

among informants and that matrix is factored. If the eigenvalue for the first factor is at least three

times the size of the eigenvalue for the second factor, then this is taken as a single factor
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solution. Given that the assumptions are met, the single factor is the knowledge of the informants

in that domain. The scores on the first factor estimate the degree of cultural competence for each

respondent. The output also contains an estimate of the culturally correct answer key—the

answers predicted for an informant who has complete knowledge of the domain. Table 6-10 lists

the eigenvalues of the first and second factors and their ratio for the constrained pilesort data.

Looking at the Ratio column, there is clear evidence that the domains have very different

structures that are fairly consistent within a domain, even between the three populations. Across

all of the samples, Foods has little consensus, as all of the ratios are between one and two, well

below the cutoff point of three. The ratios for Pastimes are not as consistently low as Foods, but

all of its ratios are below the 3:1 cutoff. Mexicans and Americans have ratios that are close to

the cut off point for this domain. Different from both Pastimes and Foods, Things shows a

considerable amount of consensus with all three samples having ratios of three or more.

Americans have the highest ratio indicating a very clear domain of Things.

Alternative Domain Structures

Caulkins and Hyatt (1999) state that consensus analysis can be used not only for

discovering which domains have high consensus but also to classify the diversity that is found in

domains that do not have a high degree of consensus. Using the agreement matrices produced by

Anthropac (Borgatti 1992) during the consensus analysis Caulkins and Hyatt developed three

different classifications for low consensus domains – weak agreement, turbulent, and

multicentric domains.

In weak agreement domains there is little agreement on the items that should belong in

the domain. If the agreement matrix is analyzed with non-metric multi-dimensional scaling

(MDS), the result is a fairly even shotgun pattern, with no primary groupings. A turbulent

domain produces a number of small focal points around which people are plotted, instead of
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having one single focal point found in a domain where there is consensus. A multicentric domain

is similar to a turbulent domain where there are two or more centers that people cluster around.

These centers tend to show opposing points of view.

Following the example of Caulkins and Hyatt, I created similarity matrices from the rows

of the constrained pilesorts. Figures 6-4 through 6-12 show the MDS plots for each domain and

sample. If we examine an MDS of the agreement matrices from our domains we see some of the

patterns described by Caulkins and Hyatt.

Looking at the MDS for Foods, the American MDS is the most diffuse. Mexican Foods

shows some grouping on the right side but the points are not as tight as those found in the MDS

for Migrants. Migrants plot for Foods shows a concentrated grouping of points on the left side

with others spread out to the right. The MDS for Migrant Foods also has an acceptable stress

level, whereas the other two plots have stresses that indicate a significant lack of fit. Turning to

Pastimes, Americans again have a very unorganized MDS, representing a classical shotgun blast

picture. Similar to their domain for Foods, Mexican Pastimes shows some grouping on the left

but again the pattern is diffuse. The Migrant Pastime MDS shows two groups, one on each side

of the figure. This may indicate two subcultures. The stress levels for all the MDS plots of

Pastimes are relatively high with Migrants having a level of 0.140. For Things the MDS plot for

Mexicans is highest at 0.141. Mexican Things is the most diffuse in this domain and Migrants

still present a split grouping. American Things has a plot that shows the points in a curve through

the center. In general all of the graphs for American and Mexicans are somewhat diffuse. The

three graphs of Migrants show some structure in having points on either side of an empty center

area. This may be evidence for two subcultures within the data but it is not as tightly focused as

Caulkins and Hyatt found in their data.
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Subcultures within the Domains

It may be the case that the variation in the domains is being caused by subcultures.

Perhaps women know more about food or unmarried people know more pastimes. To test this I

divided the data by sociodemographic variables and reran the consensus analysis for Migrants.

The data were divided into two groups according to gender, marital status, age (being 25 years

old and younger), education (having 9 or more years of education), and having or not having

children. Tables 6-11 through 6-15 show the eigenvalues for the first and second factors and the

ratio between the two. The last column of these tables shows the percentage of change in the

ratio of eigenvalues from the full data to the subgroup data. One of the most important divisions

is the legality of the migrant. However because of the sensitive nature of the question about

whether or not a migrant is legal or illegal, I encountered a number of problems asking this

question. I dropped the question after several people had either refused to answer or simply got

up and left. Because of these issues I am unable to analyze the influence of legality on the

structure of the domain.

Dividing the data into subgroups changed all of the ratios to some degree. In nineteen of

the cases the ratio of the first to second eigenvalues was increased, in eleven of the cases the

ratio decreased. In seven of the cases using a subgroup moved the ratio across the decision point

of 3:1. Having children pushed Migrant Pastimes above the 3:1 ratio, as did being less than 26

years old. Being young also moved Mexican Pastimes and Migrant Foods above the cutoff point.

Being female pushed Mexican and American Pastimes over the cutoff but dropped American

Things below it. Having more than 9 years of education and being married did not change the

decision about any of the domains. This analysis indicates that sub-domains are most likely for

having children, being less than 26 years old and being female. In only one case was Foods

affected by the subgroup of being young and this was in Migrants. Things did not drop below the
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cut off point for any of the subgroups with one exception; American Things was not a coherent

domain for females. Pastimes was most affected by dividing the data into subgroups. In four

cases the cutoff point was met for this domain, although in one case it was Mexicans and

Americans (being less than 26) and in the other it was Mexicans and Migrants (being female).

Discussion of Domain Structure

This analysis used visualization techniques and cultural consensus analysis to examine the

structure of the cultural domains. This analysis showed that Things has a significant amount of

agreement within the domain while Foods and Pastimes have a more varied structure. Dividing

the data into subcultures and rerunning the analyses did not affect Things or Foods, but did affect

Pastimes to a degree. There is evidence of subcultures for having children, being less than 26

years old and being female. The MDS plots of the similarity matrices showed the dispersion

evident in Foods and Pastimes and some evidence of multiple centers for Things.

The original hypothesis for the structure of the domains stated that Migrant domains would

be more fragmented because they are subjected to the influences of two cultures. The data show

that the fragmentation is not found in all of the domains of Migrants. Things is a very structured

and coherent domain across all three samples; while Foods and Pastimes show significant

dispersion across all samples. The results from examining the MDS show that all of the Migrant

domains are somewhat split into two centers, with Things showing the most distinctive division,

implying that while there is agreement within the domain there is also evidence of the influences

from two cultures.

Intracultural variation has played a major part of redefining culture away from the bounded

definitions found early in the history of anthropology. Pelto and Pelto (1975) recognized the

importance that this variation can have in processes of social change. Perhaps the most

discussed issue on this topic is whether intracultural variation can be attributed to cognition or
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context (Boster and Weller 1990; Mathews 1983; Pollnac 1975; Sankoff 1971) Cognitive

variation is the result when people don’t know everything about a particular model, while

contextual variation is the result of only eliciting part of the domain because of the specific

context of the question and interview (Boster 1987). The data for this research were all gathered

in the same manner, and yet we have Things that has a high degree of agreement between people

but also shows the strongest evidence for having multiple influences. By contrast, Pastimes and

especially Foods are both very dispersed domains with considerable variation between people. It

would be hard to argue that these differences are the result of the context of the question.

In regards to this debate, I agree that people only know part of these domains but also that

there are some very basic differences in the domains as well. Earlier, the standard of broad

cultural agreement was used to divide mental models from cultural domains. A cultural domain

is shared by a group of people. At that point it was simple enough to consider domains as

belonging to one camp or the other. However the difference we see in the domains of Food,

Pastimes and Things may show that it is not a question of whether a domain is cultural or not but

to what degree it is cultural. Instead of viewing domains as either cultural or not this paper shows

that domains may lie on a continuum between individual and cultural. Things appears to be a

domain that is highly cultural, even when there are influences from two cultures. Foods on the

other hand show evidence that while there are some elements of agreement between people there

is a significant amount of idiosyncratic knowledge as well. Thinking about our own food habits

it would be easy to see why Foods has a public and private side. While it is common enough to

see people eating in public, a large part of food consumption occurs in the home, away from the

community. The foods that are eaten in a home are usually not the same as those eaten publicly.

The foods that people learn are not learned from a public forum. Recipes or variations of them
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are passed down within families. All of these issues would reduce the similarity that people see

as typical foods items. And this is seen in the analysis where Foods has a great deal of variation

in all three cultures.

Factors Affecting Structure

This section asks how the knowledge that people have of a cultural domain relates to other

aspects in their lives. I try to understand how cultural knowledge is related to a person’s degree

of acculturation into American culture. I also look at how the migrant’s transnational behaviors

affect their cultural knowledge. Finally, I ask whether or not demographic characteristics of

migrants are related to the their cultural knowledge. Do men or women have greater knowledge

of a domain? Is age a factor in cultural knowledge? Do older people know the cultural domain

better or is the knowledge complete by the time a person is an adult? Does being married or

having children or having a higher level of education affect their cultural knowledge?

Domain Knowledge

A cultural consensus analysis (Romney, et al. 1986) produces two principal outputs. One

is a factor analysis of the matrix of agreement across informants; the other is an answer key—the

culturally correct answer to each item in the knowledge test. (The answer key comprises the most

likely answer to each question, weighted by the scores of the respondents.) In practice, a three-

to-one ratio of the first two eigenvalues means that about two-thirds or more of the variance of

the agreement matrix is accounted for by the first factor, with correspondingly higher fractions of

variance accounted for as the ratio of the first-to-second eigenvalues increases. By convention, a

three-to-one ratio is taken to be a single-factor solution. In a knowledge test, a single-factor

solution means that the first factor score for each informant is a knowledge score.

The agreed upon answers or aggregate domain assumes that there are some people who

know more about a domain than others and that because they know more they are more likely to
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agree about what should and should not be a part of that domain. Therefore the aggregate domain

weights the individual responses with a measure of the person’s competence in that domain. The

individual knowledge score is a percent that represents how much of that domain a person

knows. With a competence score of .8 they knew 80% of the answers from the aggregate domain

(Romney, et al. 1986). Table 6-16 lists the mean, standard deviation, minimum and maximum

for the knowledge scores in each domain.

Demographic Variables

The demographic variables that were collected include: age (AGE), gender (SEX),

marital status (MARRIAGE), number of children (NUMBCHIL), and level of education

(EDUC). Age is a continuous variable with a mean of 31.4 year old, a standard deviation of 11

years, a minimum of 18 and a maximum of 56. Gender is a binary variable with 12 men and 15

women. Marital status was recoded to be a binary variable. There are 21 people married and 6

who had not been married or were divorced. Number of children is continuous with an average

of 1.9 children, a standard deviation of 1.7, a minimum of 0, and a maximum of 5. Education

was recorded as the number of years in school with a mean of 9.2 years, a standard deviation of

3.2, a minimum of 3 years, and a maximum of 16 years.

Transnationalism

One of the few attempts to measure the phenomenon of transnationalism has been by

Cohen et al. (2003). To recap, Cohen’s measure has five variables (Cohen, et al. 2003: 372).

1) MIGFRIEN: They have a friend or family member who has migrated. This is
scored as a binary variable.

2) USCOSTS: The funding they used to migrate comes from friends or family
members. This is scored as a binary variable – 1 if they used funds from the
family or friends and 0 if they used money from an employer or other sources.

3) USSTAY: Who they lived with after they migrated. 1 was given if they lived
with friends, family or coworkers, 0 if not.

4) REMTOT: Total number of years they have sent remittances home.
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5) TOTUS: Total number of migrants the household has sent to the U.S. over
time.

The transnational score is then calculated: Cohen’s individual transnational score (CITS) =

MIGFRIEN + USCOSTS + USSTAY + (REMTOT/TOTUS). Cohen et al. also included a

measure of household transnationalism, so a distinction is made between individual and

household transnationalism.

There was some misunderstanding of the TOTUS question in the data collection process.

This resulted in data that had to be transformed for consistency between participants. In a few

cases they included their extended family, thus inflating the number dramatically, and in others

they gave a categorical response or range such as ‘many’ or ‘more then 15’. To compensate for

this error I changed both the answers for REMTOT and TOTUS into categorical variables with

three levels. This resulted in a CITS with a mean of 2.59 and standard deviation of 1.1. This is a

slightly different mean and standard deviation reported earlier where the data was unadjusted.

The data in Cohen et al.’s (Cohen, et al. 2003) original article produced a mean CITS of 2.9 and

standard deviation of 3.5. The standard deviation of this data is smaller; this is to be expected

with the transformation of the data from interval to categorical which pulled the range of the

(REMTOT/TOTUS) down significantly. Table 6-17 shows the summary statistics for the

transnational score as it would be exactly calculated by Cohen’s formula and how it is calculated

for this research.

Acculturation

The Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican Americans (ARSMA II) (Cuellar, et al.

1995) measures acculturation of on three factors - language, ethnic identity and social

interaction. ARSMA-II is divided into two subscales: the Mexican Orientation Subscale (MOS)

and the American Orientation Subscale (AOS). These can be used to generate two measures of
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acculturation. A linear acculturation score can be calculated by subtracting the mean of the MOS

scores from the mean of the AOS scores. Alternatively, by using both subscales an orthogonal

measure of acculturation can be obtained and migrants are placed into one of four categories:

Traditionals (that is, high MOS, low AOS), Low Biculturals, High Biculturals or Assimilated

(that is low MOS, high AOS).

Twenty six participants completed the ARSMA-II questionnaire. Four of these were

‘traditionals’. They have a very high MOS and low AOS score, indicating that they hold onto

their Mexican heritage strongly and have not taken on many typical American traits. There are

nineteen people in the ‘low-bicultural’ category, having low scores for both MOS and AOS

subscales. There was one person who would be considered in the ‘high bicultural’ category,

having high AOS and MOS scores. There were no people who would be considered assimilated

(high AOS scores and low MOS scores). For the regression analysis the ARSMA-II was scored

so that each participant would receive a single acculturation score. Table 6-18 lists the

characteristics of this scoring.

The mean indicates that most of the participants had a higher MOS score than their AOS

score. The standard deviations are very close but the range between the minimum score and

maximum score confirms the idea that the MOS is generally higher for this sample.

Method

The analyses use ordinary least squares regression (OLS) to estimate the relationship

between the knowledge people have in a domain and the five demographic variables: AGE, SEX,

MARRIAGE, NUMCHIL, and EDUC; Cohen’s individual transnational score (CITS); and the

acculturation score (ARSMA). The dependent variable (domain knowledge) is the factor

loadings from the consensus analysis—that is, the estimate of knowledge in a domain. SEX and

MARRIAGE are binary variables; all other variables are continuous making OLS the appropriate
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choice. Using a function to approximate a series of data, OLS tries to minimize the sum of the

squares of the differences between the points generated by the function and the points in the data.

Because the dataset is fairly small it was necessary to limit the number of variables

included in the domain. Stepwise regression was used to determine what variables should be

included in the domain. This procedure enters variables one at a time; if a previously entered

variable loses its significance then it is dropped from the domain.

There is the possibility that the independent variables may have an almost perfect linear

relationship. This phenomenon is termed ‘collinearity’ or ‘multicollinearity’ when there are

multiple factors involved. When collinearity is evident the regression procedure cannot compute

a unique solution. SPSS calculates a measure of collinearity called ‘tolerance’. Tolerance

indicates the variance of the factor that cannot be accounted for by other factors. A small

tolerance measure would indicate that a factor has a high degree of collinearity. A tolerance

below 0.10 would usually require that variable to be dropped. Table 6-5 lists the tolerance scores

for each regression procedure. None of the scores were close to .10 with the lowest being .745

for ARSMA, indicating that the factors are not closely related in a linear fashion.

Results

SPSS was used to create the regression domains. Tables 6-19 through 6-24 are the final

domains after the stepwise regression procedure has eliminated the non-significant variables.

Tables 6-19, 6-21 and 6-23 list the R value, R2 value, Adjusted R2, Standard Error of the

Estimate, and significant variables. Tables 6-20, 6-22 and 6-24 list the coefficients, t-value and

significance for the constant and significant variables.

Pastimes has an R2 value of .35 with AGE and CITS being significant indicators of a

persons cultural knowledge of Pastimes in this sample. Both AGE and CITS are negatively

related to knowledge of Pastimes. Things has an even larger R2 value at .72 with both AGE and
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CITS as well as EDUC being significant predictors. AGE and CITS are again both negatively

related but EDUC has a positive relationship to knowledge of Things. The R2 value for Foods

falls between these two domains at .44. AGE and CITS are negative predictors of knowledge of

Foods. In all domains the beta coefficient for CITS is the largest of all the variables indicating

that this measure of transnationalism is a significant predictor of knowledge in these domains: In

general, as a person’s degree of transnationalism increases their knowledge of these domains

decreases. Age has a similar relationship, but EDUC is positively related indicating that as

respondents get more education the more they know about these cultural domains.

Discussion of Factors Affecting Structure

I selected the domains partially because they are all very general domains where anyone

can have a significant amount of knowledge. Everyone has an idea about what things people

own when they are successful, what people do in their free time and even what are the typical

foods eaten in a household. They do not have to receive any specialized training or unique

experiences to know about these parts of their culture.

What drives the knowledge that people have in regards to a particular domain? Do older

people know more about a domain from their experience or do women know more about foods

because they are typically the ones who prepare the food. Results along these lines would

indicate that people do specialize in these domains. Some people know more about them than

others.

These ideas are less understandable when we consider the factors of acculturation and

transnationalism. What if people who were acculturated into American norms new more about

foods or pastimes or things? What would that mean? What would it mean if people who

exhibited more transnational behaviors know more?
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In all of the domains AGE and the CITS variable had a negative but significant

relationship to domain knowledge. These two variables also account for a high amount of the

variance in knowledge scores across all three domains. It is not particularly interesting to be able

to predict someone’s knowledge of a domain. We can measure that if we need to. However it is

very telling that CITS was significant but not the ARSMA score. This indicates that

transnationalism is a concept that captures some unique part of the migrant experience that is not

accounted for by measures of acculturation. Future research should investigate the overlap

between the two measurements to understand the degree to which transnationalism and

acculturation are measuring the same adaptations.

The importance of transnationalism in their lives is confounded by the fact that both AGE

and CITS are negatively related to cultural knowledge. Apparently, as people get older and adopt

the behaviors of transnational migrants more they understand less about the domains of Things,

Foods and Pastimes. EDUC was the only variable that had a positive relationship and this was

only for the domain of Things. As people have a higher education their knowledge increases for

typical items people own as migrants. These issues are difficult to explain. Future research

should examine the possibility that these results are an issue of measurement, either the

measurement of cultural knowledge or of transnationalism.

Table 6-1 Total freelist length
Domain Mexicans Migrants Americans
Things 74 72 130
Foods 146 130 167
Pastimes 58 49 143



143

Table 6-2 Average freelist length
Mexicans Migrants Americans

Things 8.48 9.61 14.77
Foods 19.41 17.40 17.23
Pastimes 6.85 6.75 15.57

Table 6-3 Standard deviation of freelists
Mexicans Migrants Americans

Things 5.2 9.8 7.4
Foods 9.1 13.9 5.4
Pastimes 5.1 4.3 8.2

Table 6-4 Significant of T-test for differences in mean freelist lengths of foods
Mexicans Migrants Americans

Mexicans
Migrants .58
Americans .29 .96

Table 6-5 Tolerance scores for regression results

Foods Things Pastimes
Age 0.987 0.991 0.991
Sex 0.953 0.955 0.955
Marriage 0.88 0.884 0.884
Numbchil 0.789 0.779 0.779
Educ 0.971 0.984 0.984
CITS 0.987 0.963 0.991
ARSMA 0.72 0.745 0.745
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Table 6-5 Significant of T-test for differences in mean freelist lengths of pastimes
Mexicans Migrants Americans

Mexicans
Migrants .94
Americans .00 .00

Table 6-6 Significant of T-test for differences in mean freelist lengths of things
Mexicans Migrants Americans

Mexicans
Migrants .62
Americans .00 .04

Table 6-7 ANOVA results - food
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.

Between
Groups

78.198 2 39.099 .433 .650

Within Groups 6686.685 74 90.361

Total 6764.883 76

272030N =

FOODGRP

mxmiam

95
%

C
IF

O
O

D

26

24

22

20

18

16

14

12

10

Figure 6-1 Plot of Errors - food
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Table 6-8 ANOVA results - pastimes
Sum of Squaresdf Mean Square F Sig.

Between
Groups

1404.723 2 702.361 17.322 .000

Within Groups 3000.524 74 40.548

Total 4405.247 76
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Figure 6-2 Plot of Errors - pastimes

Table 6-9 ANOVA results - things
Sum of Squaresdf Mean Square F Sig.

Between
Groups

639.302 2 319.651 5.610 .005

Within Groups 4387.586 77 56.982

Total 5026.888 79
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Figure 6-3 Plot of Errors – things

Table 6-10 Consensus analysis eigenvalues for each domain and sample

Domain Group 1st Factor 2nd Factor Ratio
Foods Mexicans 4.852 2.805 1.73

Migrants 4.543 2.341 1.941
Americans 3.95 2.963 1.333

Things Mexican 11.439 3.205 3.569
Migrants 12.337 2.434 5.069
American 5.318 0.619 8.596

Pastimes Mexican 8.882 3.221 2.758
Migrants 4.934 3.007 1.640
American 3.711 1.445 2.567
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Table 6-11 Comparison of eigenvalue ratios for people who have children

Domain Group
1st
Factor

2nd

Factor Ratio
Ratio for
Full Data

Difference
in Ratios

% Change
in Ratio

Foods Mexicans 2.38 0.95 2.49 1.73 0.76 43.93
Migrants 4.02 1.78 2.26 1.941 0.319 16.43
Americans

Things Mexican 4.27 1.15 3.72 3.569 0.151 4.23

Migrants 10.73 1.19 9.04 5.069 3.971 78.34
American

Pastimes Mexican 3.93 1.53 2.57 2.758 -0.188 -6.82

Migrants 4.31 1.15 3.75 1.64 2.11 128.66

American

Table 6-12 Comparison of eigenvalue ratios for people who have 9 years or more of education

Domain Group
1st
Factor

2nd

Factor Ratio
Ratio for
Full Data

Difference
in Ratios

% Change
in Ratio

Foods Mexicans 3.77 2.38 1.58 1.73 -0.15 -8.67

Migrants 3.41 1.23 2.78 1.941 0.839 43.23

Americans

Things Mexican 8.26 2.59 3.19 3.569 -0.379 -10.62

Migrants 10.82 1.39 7.8 5.069 2.731 53.88

American

Pastimes Mexican 6.28 2.72 2.3 2.758 -0.458 -16.61

Migrants 4.3 1.8 2.39 1.64 0.75 45.73

American
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Table 6-13 Comparison of eigenvalue ratios for females

Domain Group
1st
Factor

2nd

Factor Ratio
Ratio for
Full Data

Difference
in Ratios

% Change
in Ratio

Foods Mexicans 3.71 1.72 2.16 1.73 0.43 24.86

Migrants 1.99 1.72 1.16 1.941 -0.781 -40.24

Americans 1.51 1.73 0.87 1.33 -0.46 -34.59

Things Mexican 7.61 2.46 3.09 3.569 -0.479 -13.42

Migrants 8.75 1.52 5.76 5.069 0.691 13.63

American 3.17 1.35 2.36 8.596 -6.236 -72.55

Pastimes Mexican 6.38 1.87 3.42 2.758 0.662 24.00

Migrants 2.88 1.28 2.25 1.64 0.61 37.20

American 1.42 0.046 3.06 2.567 0.493 19.21

Table 6-14 Comparison of eigenvalue ratios for people who are married

Domain Group
1st
Factor

2nd

Factor Ratio
Ratio for
Full Data

Difference
in Ratios

% Change
in Ratio

Foods Mexicans 2.41 1.03 2.34 1.73 0.61 35.26
Migrants 3.66 1.98 1.85 1.941 -0.091 -4.69
Americans

Things Mexican 4.79 1.29 3.71 3.569 0.141 3.95
Migrants 9.92 1.23 8.07 5.069 3.001 59.20
American

Pastimes Mexican 4.4 1.78 2.47 2.758 -0.288 -10.44
Migrants 3.83 2.12 1.73 1.64 0.09 5.49

American
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Table 6-15 Comparison of eigenvalues for people 25 years old and younger

Domain Group
1st
Factor

2nd

Factor Ratio
Ratio for
Full Data

Difference
in Ratios

% Change
in Ratio

Foods Mexicans 2.73 1.2 2.28 1.73 0.55 31.79
Migrants 2.64 0.66 3.98 1.941 2.039 105.05
Americans 3.49 2.3 1.52 1.33 0.19 14.29

Things Mexican 6.05 0.91 6.66 3.569 3.091 86.61
Migrants 9.45 1.45 8.23 5.069 3.161 62.36
American 3.11 0.56 5.56 8.596 -3.036 -35.32

Pastimes Mexican 4.61 1.25 3.7 2.758 0.942 34.16
Migrants 3.75 1.13 3.31 1.64 1.67 101.83

American 1.89 1.44 1.31 2.567 -1.257 -48.97

Figure 6-4 MDS for American foods (stress = 0.195)

Figure 6-5 MDS for Migrant foods (stress = 0.104)
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Figure 6-6 MDS for Mexican foods (stress = 0.181)

Figure 6-7 MDS for American pastimes (stress = 0.222)

Figure 6-8 MDS for Migrant pastimes (stress = 0.140)
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Figure 6-9 MDS for Mexican pastimes (stress = 0.231)

Figure 6-10 MDS for American things (stress = 0.087)

Figure 6-11 MDS for Migrant things (stress = 0.084)
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Figure 6-12 MDS for Mexican things (stress = 0.141)

Table 6-16 Summary statistics for the knowledge scores in each domain
Food Pastimes Things

Mean 0.27 0.34 0.66
StD 0.39 0.35 0.37
Max 0.75 0.76 0.97
Min -0.50 -0.32 -0.20

Table 6-17 Summary statistics for the standard and modified transnational score
Standard Transnational Score Modified Transnational Score

Mean 3.96 2.59
StD 3.13 1.10
Max 12.50 5.00
Min 1.00 1.00

Table 6-18 Summary statistics for MOS, AOS and ARSMA-II scores
MOS AOS ARSMA-II

Mean 4.29 2.92 1.37
StD 0.63 0.59 0.84
Max 5.00 4.23 2.74
Min 2.63 1.62 -0.68
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Table 6-19 Model summary - pastimes
Model R R Square Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error of the
Estimate

(Constant), CITS,
AGE

.594 .352 .296 .282789912

Table 6-20 Coefficients - pastimes
Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 1.000 .214 4.682 .000
CITS -.128 .052 -.417 -2.477 .021
AGE -1.287E-02 .006 -.384 -2.279 .032

Table 6-21 Model summary - things
Model R R Square Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error of the
Estimate

(Constant), CITS,
AGE, EDUC 3

.846 .715 .676 .224846023

Table 6-22 Coefficients - things
Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 1.224 .243 5.036 .000
CITS -.231 .042 -.643 -5.548 .000
AGE -1.418E-02 .005 -.361 -2.961 .007
EDUC 3.919E-02 .015 .319 2.602 .016

Table 6-23 Model Summary - foods
Model R R Square Adjusted R

Square
Std. Error of the
Estimate

(Constant), CITS,
AGE

.665 .442 .389 .28850312
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Table 6-24 Coefficients - foods
Unstandardized
Coefficients

Standardized
Coefficients

t Sig.

B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) 1.080 .222 4.870 .000
CITS -.161 .053 -.495 -3.018 .007
AGE -1.411E-02 .006 -.390 -2.378 .027
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CHAPTER 7
DISCUSSION

The guiding question for this research was: Do transnational migrants evince cultural

models of the two cultures in which they live? At one time this question was addressed by

theories of assimilation and acculturation. The changing nature of migration and the new ways

that migrants have adapted to their environment has brought this question back into relevance,

but with transnational migration now so common, earlier theories of acculturation/assimilation

are inadequate. To address the research question I examined (1) elements of three cultural

domains, (2) how these elements are shared by migrants and non-migrants, (3) the structure of

each domain and (4) the relationship between people’s knowledge about a domain and other

aspects of their experience as migrants. In this chapter I discuss the results for the hypotheses,

the implication of my findings and future directions for research.

 H1: The cultural models of transnational migrants are a mix of elements from the home
and host society’s cultural models.

 H1*: The cultural models of transnational migrants will have elements that are neither in
the home nor host country’s cultural models.

 H2: The structure of migrants’ cultural models will be more fragmented than those of
people in either the home or host culture.

 H3: As the degree of acculturation (as measured independently) increases among migrants,
domain knowledge will also increase.

 H3*: As the degree of transnationalism increases among migrants, domain knowledge will
increase.

 H5: Age will increase knowledge across domains.

Summary of the Analysis of Domain Elements

The first hypothesis (H1) came directly from the literature on acculturation, where

migrants’ beliefs and behaviors transition from the norms of their home culture to those of their

host culture. I examined the elements of three common cultural domains in both migrants and

non-migrants from their home and host cultures. This examination showed that migrants and
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non-migrants have three types of elements in their domains – unique (not shared by any other

culture in the analysis), universal (shared by all three cultures) and bicultural (shared by only two

of the three cultures).

The bicultural items were examined to understand the commonality between two groups

but not the third. This data gave the most direct evidence in support of H1, showing that the

elements of the Migrant’s cultural domains are a mix of both American and Mexican elements.

However there is considerable variation between domains. Migrants had more Foods in common

with Mexicans than with Americans. For Things they had about the same number in common

with both Mexicans and Americans and for Pastimes, Migrants had more in common with

Americans.

One factor in this variation was the commonality of the items. When the datasets were

reduced to a set of items mentioned by more than 20% of respondents, Migrants had even more

in common with Mexicans for Foods. In this reduced dataset, Migrants had fewer Pastimes in

common with Americans and more in common with Mexicans, reversing the pattern of the full

dataset. Things showed a small change toward sharing more items between Migrants and

American than Migrants and Mexicans.

An alternative to Migrants transitioning from the elements of one culture to the elements of

another is the idea that they may have elements that are not available in either American or

Mexican cultures (H1*). There is evidence of a large number of elements that are unique among

Migrants. This occurred in the full freelists and when the lists were reduced to those elements

that are commonly found among Migrants. However upon a qualitative examination of those

unique elements there are very few that are not likely to be found in either the home or host

country. Their uniqueness is most likely a factor of the data collection method. Not all Foods or
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Pastimes or Things were mentioned by any of the groups. The different levels of detail that were

given about the foods also compounded the issue that there were many unique foods. However

there are a few items that I consider unique to Migrant culture, e.g. Chile Colorado.

Future research should focus on why some domains acquire new items quickly and what

domains are resistant to change. Foods, for example, appear particularly conservative, though

this may simply be the result of early learning. Other factors may include the motivation for

migration and/or the simple availability of items.

Summary of the Analysis of Domain Structure

Based on the fact that migrants would have two cultures they could draw upon, I

hypothesized that the structure of the cultural domains studied would be more diffused among

migrants. Cultural consensus analysis showed different degrees of diffusion depending on the

domain. Things was highly consensual, while Foods and Pastimes were not. The reasons for this

may be that material goods (Things) have high transferability and can act as social markers.

People who are moving into a new culture are very aware of what makes them fit in and what

doesn’t, thus making this domain one that migrants would be highly likely to learn quickly and

thoroughly. Foods on the other hand provide a strong link to the home society and are more of a

private affair. The foods that were listed were not, for the most part, those that are eaten in public

but those that are typically eaten in the privacy of the home. These recipes are generally

transferred within a family.

Summary of the Analysis of Domain Knowledge

The last part of the analysis examined the relationship between respondents’ knowledge of

a domain and other measures of their experience as migrants, specifically transnationalism and

acculturation. For this part I hypothesized that:
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 H3: As the degree of acculturation (as measured independently) increases among migrants,
domain knowledge will also increase.

 H3*: As the degree of transnationalism increases among migrants, domain knowledge will
increase.

 H5: Age will increase knowledge across domains.

An ordinary least squares regression was used with the dependent variable being the

knowledge of the domain as indicated by the first factor loadings from the cultural consensus

analysis. The independent variables included: Cohen’s Individual Transnational Score (CITS),

Age (AGE), Gender (SEX), marital status (MARRIAGE), number of children (NUMBCHIL),

and level of education (EDUC), and their score from the Acculturation Rating Scale for Mexican

Americans (ARSMA). The two variables that were significant in all three models were CITS

and AGE and both of these had a negative relationship with knowledge. The ARSMA scores

were not significantly related to knowledge of any of the domains.

In sum, this research tested knowledge of three cultural domains as a reflection of change

in migrant culture. Although the measure of transnational behavior is negatively related to

domain knowledge it is a strong predictor of this knowledge. This indicates that transnational

factors may be more influential to the lives of migrants than issues of acculturation and may

measure a unique part of the migrant experience.
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APPENDIX A
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONAIRRE AND COHEN’S TRANSNATIONAL SCALE

Edad
El Genero (H/M)
Estado Civil
Número de niños
Nivel De la Educación
Profesión

Si usted ha emigrado a los Estados Unidos completa por favor la próxima sección

¿Número de hijos que viven en los Estados Unidos ?
¿Número de hijos que viven en México ?
¿Número de de familiares que emigrada a los EU.
¿Recibe o recibió dinero de sus amigos o familiares para ir a EU?
¿Durante cuantos anos mando usted remesas a su casa?
¿Vive o vivió con amigos o familiares in EU?
¿Se mantiene en contacto con su familia o amigos que han emigrado a EU?
¿Participa en lose eventos de su comunidad?
¿Numero de familiares que viven en EU?
¿Numero de amigos que viven en EU ?
¿Numero de veces que usted emigro a EU a menas de un mes?
¿ Numero de veces que usted emigro a EU en un plazo de uno a tres meses?
¿ Numero de veces que usted emigro a EU en un plazo de tres a seis meses?
¿ Numero de veces que usted emigro a EU en un plazo de seis a doce meses?
¿ Numero de veces que usted emigro a EU por mas de 12 meses?
¿Tiene proriedades?
¿Tiene negocios?
¿Tiene cas propia?
¿Lugar de nacimiento?
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APPENDIX B
SPANISH ARSMA – II SCALE

ARSMA-II-Scala 1
(5) Muchísimo o casi todo el tiempo
(4) Mucho o muy frequente
(3) Moderado
(2) Un poquito o a veces
(1) Nada
1. Yo hablo Español……….………………..…………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

2. Yo hablo Inglés………………………………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

3. Me gusta hablar en Español………..………..……… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

4. Me asocio con Mexicanos con Anglos…...……..….. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

5. Me asocio con Mexicanos o con Norte
Americanos………………………………………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

6. Me gusta la musica Mexicana (musica en
idioma Español …………………………………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

7. Me gusta la musica de idioma Ingles………….…..… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

8. Me gusta ver programas en la televisión
que sean en Español........................…………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

9. Me gusta ver programas en la televisión
que sean en Inglés .............………………………..…… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

10. Me gusta ver películas en Español………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

11. Me gusta ver películas en Inglés. …………….…… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

12. Me gusta leer en Español……….........................… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

13. Me gusta leer en Inglés..................... ………..…… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

14. Escribo (como cartas) en Español……..………..… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

15. Escribo (como cartas) en Inglés…………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

16. Mis pensamientos ocurren en el idioma
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Inglés.……….…………………………………………..… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

17. Mis pensamientos ocurren en el idioma
Español …………………………………………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

18. Mi contacto con Mexico ha sido…………….……… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

19. Mi contacto con Estados Unidos ha sido………..… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

20. MI padre se identifica (o se identificaba) como
Mexicano...….…………………………..………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

21. Mi madre se identifica (o se identificaba) como
Mexicana......……………………………………….……… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

22. Mis amigos(as) de mi niñez eran de origen
Mexicano............………………………………….……… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

23. Mis amigos(as) de mi niñez eran de origen
Anglo Americano.………………………………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

24. Mi familia cocina comidas Mexicanas……………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

24. Mis amigos(as) recientes son Anglo
Americanos..........................................………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

26. Mis amigos(as) recientes son Mexicanos……….… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

27. Me gusta identificar me como Anglo
Americano……………………………………………….… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

28. Me gusta identificar me como Mexico
Americano o Norte Americano……………………..…… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

29. Me gusta identificar me com Mexicano……….…… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

30. Me gusta identificar me como un(a)
Americano(a)........................................………………… (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
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