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Stressors, Resources, and Well-Being Among
Latino and White Warehouse Workers in the
United States

Annekatrin Hoppe, msc,'* Catherine A. Heaney, php, vpH,' and Kaori Fujishiro, php?’

Background Social forces and cultural factors may contribute to Latino and White
workers experiencing similar jobs differently. This study examines the psychosocial
stressors and resources experienced by Latino and White workers in manual material
handling jobs in the US and the effects of these stressors and resources on worker
well-being.

Methods Fifty-nine Latino warehouse workers were matched with White workers by job
title, job tenure, and warehouse facility. Matched sample t tests and linear regression
analyses models were conducted.

Results Results reveal similar psychosocial stressors and resources for both groups.
However, Latino workers reported better well-being. For Latino workers, social resources
at work such as management fairness and supervisor support have a stronger relationship
with well-being. For White workers wage fairness is the most significant predictor for
well-being.

Conclusions These differential results challenge us to consider how cultural factors, expec-
tations and the prior work history of Latino workers may influence their experience of work
and the effect of work on health. Am.J. Ind. Med. 53:252-263, 2010. © 2009 Wiley-Liss, Inc.
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INTRODUCTION

In the last decades, Latinos have been among the fastest
growing minority groups in the United States. Currently
more than 21 million Latinos work in the US, with an
increase of 1.1 million Latino workers occurring in 2007.
More than 40% of that increase was due to new immigrant
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workers [Kochhar, 2007; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2008].
Latino workers in the US have a greater likelihood of being
employed in low wage, physically hazardous occupations
than do White workers [Kochhar, 2007]. While Latinos
constitute 6% of US workers in professional and managerial
positions, they account for more than 20% of all workers in
the more physically hazardous industries of construction,
agriculture, and manual material handling [Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2006, 2008]. Thus, it is not surprising that Latino
workers experience higher occupational injury rates than
White workers [Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2008].

Most of the research addressing the occupational health
and safety of Latino workers in the US has not (1) compared
the experience of Latino and White workers who hold similar
jobs, and (2) considered psychosocial work characteristics as
contributors to potential occupational health disparities.
Social forces and cultural factors may contribute to Latino
and White workers experiencing the same jobs quite
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differently. In the present study, we will therefore examine
psychosocial work characteristics and their relation to health
and well-being among Latino and White workers in the same
jobs.

Conceptual Framework

A conceptual framework that guides research on
immigrant workers is presented in Figure 1. A transactional
model of stress describes a process through which objective
physical and social conditions are appraised and responded to
by individuals [Lazarus and Folkman, 1984]. An employee’s
appraisals and coping responses can then cause short-term
psychological, behavioral and physiological reactions that,
when left untreated, can result in adverse consequences for
mental and physical health. This stress process unfolds
within an organizational context and is influenced by larger
social forces.

Berry [1997] has described how group acculturation—
the cultural adaptation of a specific ethnic group to a new
environment—can influence the experience of the stress
process for individuals belonging to this group. He argues
that the interplay of characteristics of the society of origin
(e.g., the economic status of an ethnic group or cultural
norms) and characteristics of the society of settlement (e.g.,
societal attitudes towards multiculturalism) determine
this group acculturation. For example, large discrepancies
between the cultural norms within the society of origin and
the society of settlement may impede group acculturation.
Social processes related to group membership and group
status, as postulated by social identity theory [Tajfel and
Turner, 1979], further influence group acculturation. Based
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FIGURE 1. Conceptual framework guiding research on immigrant workers [adapted
from Lazarus and Folkman,1984; Berry,19971].
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on salient characteristics (such as ethnicity), individuals
classify themselves and others into fixed, impermeable
categories. Identification with one’s own ethnic group may
lead to favoring members of one’s own ethnicity and
ultimately to negative stereotyping of members of other
ethnic groups [Hogg and Abrams, 2003]. Perceived social
status further influences this process of in-group favoritism
and out-group prejudice. The larger the discrepancy in social
status between the society of settlement and the society of
origin and the more strongly members of the society of
settlement identify with their own ethnic group, the more
likely they are to mistrust and discriminate against
immigrants.

These group level phenomena accordingly influence
the social interaction between immigrant and native-born
workers in the workplace. The distinctive ethnic identity of
Latinos in the workplace and their lower social status as
compared to White workers [cf. Morales et al., 2002] may
subsequently result in exclusion, discrimination, and less
social support. Furthermore, language barriers and dis-
crepancies in value orientations may lead to miscommuni-
cation and augment social conflicts [Hofstede, 2000].

The stress process, as represented in the central flow of
Figure 1, initiates with the worker’s exposure to stressors.
Following Frese and Zapf [1994], we differentiate between
task-related stressors (e.g., workload, role conflict, and role
ambiguity) and stressors stemming from the social environ-
ment at work (e.g., discrimination or social conflicts). While
we expect Latino workers to experience more social stressors
for the reasons described above, we also expect higher levels
of task-related stressors. De Castro et al. [2006] point out that
Latino workers are treated differently by their supervisors
than are White workers. Latinos are told to work harder,
have shorter lunch breaks, and work more overtime than
their coworkers. In addition, Latino workers are likely to
experience potential value discrepancies and communication
problems, augmenting their exposure to role conflict and role
ambiguity.

These stressors, the ensuing stress appraisal process, and
the individual’s reaction to perceived stress as postulated by
the transactional model are influenced by personal factors
and situational resources. A substantial body of research
shows that personal factors, such as socio-demographics
(i.e., gender, age, and education) and personality traits,
influence the stress process [e.g., Cooper and Payne, 1991].
For immigrant workers, additional factors may come into
play such as their motivation for migration and their
expectations towards employers. These factors stem from,
in part, the political and economic situation of the society of
origin. Since they are likely to have emigrated from a low
income country, Latino workers may have lower expecta-
tions about wages, benefits, and working conditions. For
example, Grzywacz et al. [2008] found that Latino farm
workers in the US did not experience the high work demands
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of farm work as stressful. They argued that financial security
may be more important than decent working conditions for
many Latino workers. Moreover, norms of the society of
origin shape an individual’s attitudes and values and may
strongly impact work-related coping behaviors [Marsella,
1997]. For example, Farley et al. [2005] found that among
rural residents in the US, Mexican immigrants used positive
reframing, denial, and religion as coping strategies more
often than White Americans, who predominantly engaged in
active coping or acceptance.

Apart from these personal factors, situational resources
influence the stress process at all stages. Resources may
have a direct positive effect on well-being or indirectly
buffer the negative effect of stressors [van der Doef and
Maes, 1999]. Following Frese and Zapf [1994], we again
differentiate between task-related resources, such as job
control, and resources of the social environment at work,
such as social support and fairness. Job control, social
support and organizational justice have been consistently
linked to decreased stress levels and improved worker
well-being [Karasek, 1979; van der Doef and Maes, 1999].
However, language barriers, in-group favoritism and out-
group discrimination may lower the levels of job control,
social support and organizational fairness available to
Latino workers. For example, Golding and Baezconde-
Garbanati [1990] showed that Mexican immigrant workers
reported having less coworker and supervisor support
than did White workers in the US. Also, de Castro et al.
[2006] state that Latino workers are less likely to be treated
fairly by their employer or supervisor than are White
workers.

Drawing on the transactional model [Lazarus and
Folkman, 1984], Berry’s [1997] acculturation framework,
and Frese and Zapf’s [1994] action theory conceptualization
of situational stressors and resources, Figure 1 provides
a conceptual framework for investigating psychosocial
working conditions and their associations with well-being
among immigrant workers.

Study Background and Hypotheses

This study examines psychosocial stressors, resources,
and well-being among Latino and White warehouse workers
in the US. Latinos account for 20% of all workers in the
transportation and warehousing industry, a sector with a
disproportionately high injury rate [Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention, 2008]. The warehouse work of study
participants involved heavy manual material handling, for
example, sorting and storing of furniture in the warehouse,
furniture preparation for delivery, assembly line jobs,
and transportation. Study participants worked in five ware-
housing facilities throughout the Eastern US. To ensure
comparability of workers, Latino and White workers
were matched according to their exact job title, job tenure,

and facility. This approach allowed us to look at differences
between Latino and White warehouse workers performing
equivalent jobs.

Based on our conceptual framework, we hypothesized
the following:

Hypothesis I: Latino workers will experience more task-
related stressors and fewer task-related resources than
their White coworkers.

Hypothesis 2: Latino workers will experience fewer social
resources than their White coworkers.

Hypothesis 3: Latino workers will experience poorer work-
related and psychological well-being than their White
coworkers.

Moreover, we explored differences between the Latino
and White workers based on the association of psychosocial
working conditions with work-related and psychological
well-being. For both Latino and White workers, we
investigate (1) direct associations of stressors and resources
with well-being and (2) the buffering function of resources
on the expected negative association of stressors with
well-being.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Sample and Procedure

The data for this study stem from a larger, longitudinal
study of worker health in nine furniture distribution centers
in the US. Altogether, 471 warehouse workers completed a
baseline questionnaire (response rate =88%), of whom
65 were Latino, 254 were White, 105 were African American
and 47 had a different ethnic background. Latino and
White workers showed considerable variation in the type of
work they performed and in their job tenure. To ensure a
comparison between workers in equivalent jobs, Latino and
White workers were matched according to their job title, job
tenure and warehouse facility. Four Latino workers had to be
excluded because they had worked less than one month and
had much missing data. An additional two Latino workers
could not be matched with White workers on the selected
criteria. The final sample included 59 Latino and 59 White
warehouse workers from five warehouse facilities. Table I
shows the sample characteristics. Latino workers on
average were less educated and had lower wages than their
White coworkers. None of the participants had supervisory
responsibilities. Almost all of the workers’ supervisors were
White.

The study was approved by the Ohio State University
IRB. All participants signed informed consent forms before
participating in the study. Questionnaires were available
in both English and Spanish. In small groups, workers
were released from their work responsibilities to complete
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TABLEl. Demographics by Ethnicity
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Latino workers, White workers
Variables N (%)/M (SD) N (%)/M (SD) 1%/ ttest
Gender®
Women 3(5%) 4(7%) %2 (LN =118) = 0.15; P=070
Men 56 (95%) 55(93%)
Education
Less than high school 26 (44%) 8 (13%) ;{2 (3,N =118) =22.48; P < 0.001
High school degree 26 (44%) 24 (41%)
Some college 6(10%) 20(34%)
College degree 1(2%) 7 (12%)
Hourly wage
Less than $9.99 37(76%) 25(50%) xz (2,N=99)=10.29; P < 0.01
$10.00-12.99 1(2%) 15 (30%)
More than $13.99 11 (22%) 10 (20%)
Survey takenin
Spanish 52(88%) 0(0%) %2 (1N =118) = 92.97; P < 0.001
English 7(12%) 59(100%)
Age 33.31(8.25) 34.58 (12.30) t(116) = 0.66; P = 0.51
Hours worked per week 4225 (5.47) 4114(7.21) t(115) = 094; P=0.35

#Where cell counts are less than five, Fisher’s Exact Tests revealed similar results.

the self-administered questionnaires in the language of their
choice. Due to low literacy, workers were given the option of
having the questionnaire read to them. Seven workers chose
this option. Our study did not measure nativity because of the
sensitive nature of this question. However, Vega et al. [1998]
argue that the language used to complete a survey instrument
is an excellent predictor of birthplace. Eighty-eight percent
of the Latino workers in this study completed the survey
in Spanish, suggesting that they were predominantly first
generation immigrants.

TABLE Il. Descriptive Statistics and Sample Items of Major Study Variables

Measures

Previously validated multi-item scales were used to
measure the major study variables whenever possible. The
English scales were pretested in cognitive interviews, which
led to slight modifications in the wording and selection of
items. The questionnaire was translated into Spanish and
back-translated into English by professional translators. The
number of items, response scales, reliability coefficients and
a sample item for each scale are displayed in Table II. Most

No. of o for « for
Variable items Scale Latinos  Whites Sample item
Task-related stressors and resources
Workload 3 1-5 0.72 064 How often does your job require you to work very fast?
Role conflict 6 1-5 0.71 0.79 How often do you receive conflicting requests from two or more people?
Role ambiguity 4 1-5 0.61 0.73 To what extent do you know exactly what is expected from you?
Job control 6 1-5 0.77 0.79 How muchinfluence do you have over the order in which you do tasks at work?
Social resources and wage fairness
Supervisor support 4 1-4 0.72 0.86 How much can your boss be relied on when things get tough at work?
Management fairness 21 1-5 0.80 092 To what extent does upper management ignore employees complaints?
Wage fairness 2 1-5 — — To what extent are employees paid what they deserve?
Well-being
Job stress 10 0-3 0.84 0.86 Irritating
Psychological well-being 12 0-1 0.81 0.86 Have you been feeling unhappy and depressed?
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scales demonstrated acceptable to good internal consis-
tencies [Nunnally, 1978]. The internal consistencies are
slightly lower for the Latino sample. Confidence intervals for
the estimated alpha coefficients show that the alphas do
not differ significantly between groups [lacobucci and
Duhachek, 2003].

Task-related stressors and resources

Subscales of the National Institute of Occupational
Safety and Health (NIOSH) Generic Job Stress Question-
naire (GJSQ) were used to measure workload, role conflict,
role ambiguity, and job control [Hurrell and McLaney, 1988].
One item for workload (“How often does your job leave you
with little time to get things done?”’) was deleted from
the original four-item-scale in both groups to improve the
internal consistency for the Latino subgroup. In all questions,
employees were asked to report the extent to which they were
exposed to certain stressors or resources, rather than asking
them how problematic certain aspects of their work environ-
ments were.

Social resources and wage fairness

In addition to task-related stressors and resources,
we included measures of social support and fairness.
Emotional and instrumental support were measured with
two subscales of the GJSQ. The measures of fairness were
newly designed and validated for the purpose of this study
[Fujishiro, 2005].

Well-being

Work-related well-being was measured with the
Stress-in-General Scale [Stanton et al., 2001], which is used
as a two factor measure for assessing the workers’ level of
general job stress. The original Stress-in-General scale
consists of 12 adjectives, with employees asked to indicate
whether each adjective describes their job. A 10-item version
of the scale had been previously validated with a
Latino sample [Robert et al., 2000; Cortina et al., 2002]
and was applied in this study. The General Health
Questionnaire 12-item US version (GHQ12) was used to
assess respondents’ overall psychosocial well-being, for
example depression, anxiety, and disturbance in social
functioning [Goldberg and Williams, 1988]. Each item was
scored either 1 or O according to the scoring schema for non-
clinical settings [Goodchild and Duncan-Jones, 1985], and
the sum of the 12 items was calculated for individuals. The
score ranges from O to 12 with higher scores indicating better
health. The scale has been validated in Spanish and used
with Latino samples [e.g., Rona et al., 2007; del Pilar
Sanchez-Lopez and Dresch, 2008].

Data Analysis

Spearman correlation coefficients were calculated
due to the violation of normality. Differences between the
Latino and White workers were examined using matched
sample ¢ tests for each study variable. Where the assumption
of normality was violated, non-parametric Wilcoxon paired
signed rank tests were calculated.

To test whether the relationship of psychosocial working
conditions with well-being differed by ethnicity, we ran
regression models. Being limited in sample size, we
subsumed task-related variables in a task model, social
resources in a social model and wage fairness in a wage
model. In each regression, education was entered as a control
variable. After running separate regressions for Latino and
White workers on job stress and psychological well-being,
chow tests [Chow, 1960] were computed to determine
whether the regression coefficients were statistically signi-
ficantly different between the two groups.

Lastly, using separate moderated regressions for Latino
and White workers, stressors were tested with resources as
potential moderators of the relationship between stressors
and well-being. In step 1 we entered education, in step 2 we
entered the stressor (e.g., role ambiguity) and the proposed
moderator (e.g., supervisor support), followed by the
interaction of the stressor and resource in step 3. A change
in R?in step 3 and a significant beta weight for the interaction
indicate the presence of a moderator effect.

In all regression models, the residuals were distributed
normally around the regression line. Adjusted R’s are
reported.

RESULTS

Means, standard deviations, and zero order correlations
are presented separately for Latino and White workers in
Table III.

Ethnic Differences in the Experience of
Psychosocial Working Conditions
and Well-Being

The Latino workers reported more role ambiguity
(t(56) =—3.26.; P<0.01) and less role conflict (t(56)=
2.94; P <0.01) than did White workers (Table III). We found
no differences in workload and job control. We also found no
differences between the groups in social resources. Accord-
ingly, Hypotheses 1 and 2 were not supported. Against
expectations, the Latino workers reported lower levels of job
stress (Z=—4.02, P <0.001) and higher levels of psycho-
logical well-being (Z =—3.02, P <0.01). Hence, Hypoth-
esis 3 was not supported. Lastly, Latino workers reported
higher wage fairness than did White workers (Z = —2.40,
P <0.05).
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TABLE lIl. Means, Standard Deviations and Zero Order Correlations by Ethnicity
Latino White
workers workers
Variables M(SD) M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Workload 3.33(0.86) 3.60(0.79) — 37 03 13 —09 10 -.20 37 —22
Role conflict® 192(057) 2.26(0.66) 39" — 29* —13 —34  —28  —33" 40"~  —36"
Role ambiguity® 244(0.75) 195(0.75) —09 06 — —.59* 27 —-.23 -1 25 —.29*
Job control 3.18(0.83) 3.15(0.90) 30" .26 —57 — .38 25 14 —.07 19
Supervisor support 298(0.70) 2.88(0.81) —18 —28 =30 24 — 31 28 —18 —13
Mgmt fairess 325(054) 317(0.70) —.23 =31 31" 08 59+ — 65" —.28* 26
Wage fairness 221(1.00) 197(1.03) —19 —15 —.30* 19 57 .55 — — 49" 32"
Job stress” 0.79(0.74) 145(0.86) 40 39+ 16 04 -19 —.55" —.18 — — 41
Psychological well-being® 956 (2.57)  8.11(243) —.24 —40"  —-M 08 31 37 21 — A48 —

Correlations for Latino workers are below the diagonal and for White workers are above the diagonal. Mgmt =

significant mean difference between ethnic groups.
P <0l

®P < 001.

*P < .05.

*P < .01

Ethnic Differences in the Association of
Psychosocial Working Conditions With
Well-Being

Three sets of regression models were run separately for
Latino and White workers on the two well-being outcomes:
job stress and overall psychological well-being. The task
model, the social model, and the wage model appear in
Table I'V.

Job Stress

Task model

Regressions of the task model revealed that for Latino
workers workload and role conflict were significant pre-
dictors for job stress. For White workers, workload and role
ambiguity were significantly associated with job stress. The
chow test reveals that the two models differ significantly
from one another (F(6, 97) =2.74, P < 0.05). The variance
explained in job stress is higher for the Latino than for the
White workers, with 26% compared to 20% of variance
explained. However, for the Latino workers education is a
significant predictor and contributes to their higher R in job
stress. The change in R? after education is AR* = 0.22 for the
Latino sample and thus similar to the R* of the White sample.

Social model
Regressions of the social model show that for Latino

workers management fairness is negatively associated with
job stress, while for the White workers social resources are

management; Variables marked with letters indicate a statistically

not associated with job stress. Again, the chow test reveals
that the two models differ significantly from one another (F
(4,94)=4.88, P <0.01). The amount of variance explained
in job stress is higher for the Latinos with 35% compared to
5% among White workers.

Wage model

Finally, the regressions of the wage model reveal that
wage fairness is associated with job stress only among the
White workers, explaining 17% of the variance in job stress.
The two models differ significantly from one another (F (3,
92)=4.98, P <0.05).

Psychological Well-Being

Task model

Regressions of the task model on psychological well-
being revealed that for Latino workers role conflict was a
significant predictor, whereas for White workers role
ambiguity was significantly associated with psychological
well-being. The amount of variance explained in psycho-
logical well-being is similar for both groups and the models
do not differ significantly from one another (¥ (6,97) = 1.43,
P >0.05).

Social model
Regressions of the social model show that for Latino

workers social resources are not associated with psycho-
logical well-being. For White workers management fairness
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TABLEIV. Regressions of task-related variables, social variables and wage fairness onjob stress and psychological

well-being
Job Stress Psychological well-being
Latino White Latino White
Separate models B P-value B P-value B P-value B P-value
Task model
Education 26" 04 —.04 75 —13 34 —01 96
Workload 32" 02 32" 02 -1 42 —05 .70
Role ambiguity 05 .76 34* 03 Al 50 —.34* 04
Role conflict 33 02 16 25 —44= <0 —-.23 13
Job control —18 27 09 .55 28 09 —.06 .70
Adjusted R? 26™ 20™ 15* 14*
Social model
Education 15 21 —-10 44 —12 M —03 .85
Supervisor support —01 97 —.16 27 16 .36 —.24 il
Management fairness  —.59* <01 —.22 13 .21 20 36" 02
Adjusted R? 35+ 05 08 07
Wage model
Education 19 21 —.08 54 —15 30 00 98
Wage fairness —18 24 — 45" <01 22 13 35" 01
Adjusted R? 03 A7 04 09*
Note.
*P < 05.
P <01,
P < 001.

is significantly associated with psychological well-being.
However, the amount of variance explained in psychological
well-being does not reach significance. The chow test
suggests that the models do not differ from one another
(F(4,97)=2.32, P>0.05).

Wage model

Finally, the regressions of the wage model reveal that
wage fairness is only associated with psychological well-
being among White workers, explaining 9% of variance.
Again, the models do not differ between groups (F (3,
93)=1.81, P> 0.05).

Moderation Effects
We ran moderated regressions to explore the extent to
which resources buffered the relationship of stressors with

job stress and psychological well-being.

Moderated Regressions for
Latino Workers

In the moderated regressions we found that supervisor
support moderated the relationship between role ambiguity

and job stress. Figure 2a shows that if supervisor support was
low, role ambiguity was associated with higher job stress. If
supervisor support was high, role ambiguity was associated
with lower job stress (role ambiguity X supervisor support on
job stress: AR*=0.10, p=—1.54, P <0.05). We found a
similar trend for management fairness (role ambiguity X fair
management on job stress: AR* = 0.05, p = —1.36, P = 0.07)
(Fig. 2b).

Moderated Regressions for
White Workers

Moderated regressions revealed an interaction effect of
wage fairness on the relationship of workload on job stress
(workload x wage fairness on job stress: AR*=0.07,
B=—1.45, P <0.05). As shown in Figure 3a high levels of
wage fairness buffered the association of workload on job
stress. Similarly, wage fairness buffered the negative
association of role ambiguity on psychological well-being.
Figure 3b shows that if wage fairness was low, role ambiguity
was associated with lower psychological well-being. If wage
fairness was high, role ambiguity was associated with
higher psychological well-being (role ambiguity x wage
fairness on psychological well-being: AR*=0.07, B=
0.75, P <0.05).
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DISCUSSION

Previous research comparing the work experiences of
immigrant with native-born workers or of Latino with White
workers in the US has not taken into account the different
distributions of these groups of workers across occupations
[Golding and Baezconde-Garbanati, 1990; Rosmond et al.,
1998; Sundquist et al., 2003; Smith et al., 2005]. Thus, while
the documented disparities in work experiences among these
groups of workers are instructive, this research does not
differentiate between disparities arising from selection into
different occupations and from different experiences within

an occupation.
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The aim of this study was to examine whether
Latino workers experienced poorer psychosocial working
conditions and well-being than did White workers in the
same jobs. We did not find support for our first hypothesis,
which assumed more task-related stressors and less job
control for the Latino workers. Moreover, we did not find the
expected differences in social resources; Latino and White
workers reported similar levels of supervisor support and

While there were no differences in their perceived
psychosocial working conditions, the Latino workers con-
sistently reported better work-related and general well-being
than their White counterparts. This does not support our
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relationship of role ambiguity and psychological well-being for White workers.
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theoretically derived expectations, nor is it consistent with
previous empirical findings on work stress among immigrant
workers. The few European studies on work stress and
ethnicity report an increased level of work stress among
skilled immigrant workers from low income countries as
compared to skilled White workers in the UK [Smith et al.,
2000; Wadsworth et al., 2007]. Rodriguez-Calcagno and
Brewer [2005] had similar findings when comparing Latino
business economists in the US to a normative group of
White American professionals. We do note that comparing
these workers to our sample of low wage immigrant and
White workers in the US is problematic. However, to the best
of our knowledge no studies on ethnicity and work stress
among low wage workers in the US are available.

Epidemiological studies provide strong empirical
evidence for better physical health among Latinos than
non-Latino Whites in the US [see Morales et al., 2002 for a
review]. Some studies have shown that Latino immigrants
reported better mental health than Whites [e.g., Vega et al.,
1998; Farley et al., 2005] although results are less consistent.
This phenomenon has been characterized as the Latino health
paradox: despite their lower socioeconomic status and poorer
access to health care, health outcomes for Latinos in the US
are equal to or better than those of White US citizens
[Morales et al., 2002]. One possible explanation for the
health paradox is the healthy immigrant effect. It postulates
that healthier people are more likely to emigrate. Better
work-related and general health among our sample of Latino
workers may reflect this healthy immigrant effect.

Finally, in our study Latino workers evaluated their
wages as fairer than did White workers. This is surprising
given that the Latino workers’ hourly wages were signi-
ficantly lower, on average, than those of their White
counterparts. This dissimilarity clearly demonstrates dif-
ferent salary expectations among the Latino and White
workers.

Ethnic Differences in the Association
of Psychosocial Working Conditions
With Well-Being

We further explored ethnic differences in the association
of psychosocial working conditions with well-being.

Effects of task-related stressors and
resources on well-being

Task-related stressors explain a fair amount of variance
in job stress and psychological well-being among Latino and
White workers. Whereas role conflict is a strong predictor for
well-being only for the Latino workers, role ambiguity is
associated with well-being only for the White workers. This
is surprising as the Latino workers experienced higher levels
of role ambiguity than their White coworkers. Studies of

expatriation show that high levels of role ambiguity during
short term foreign assignments typically have a negative
impact on well-being [e.g., Morley and Flynn, 2003]. It is not
clear why role ambiguity among the Latino workers in this
study was not associated with poorer well-being. Perhaps the
Latino workers have developed some resources or coping
strategies to deal with the chronic ambiguity they have
experienced as immigrants. Likewise it is not clear why role
conflict does not affect well-being among the White workers
who experience higher levels of role conflict than their Latino
coworkers.

Effects of social resources on well-being

Regression models revealed that social resources
explain a significant amount of variance in job stress only
among Latino workers. In particular management fairness
shows a more positive direct association with job stress for
this ethnic group. Also, in moderated regressions we found
buffering effects of supervisor support and management
fairness on the association of stressors with job stress for the
Latino but not for the White workers.

These differential associations of social resources with
well-being may derive from different expectations about
work and different ideas about what workers deserve from
their supervisors and management. Being exposed to
discrimination and unfair treatment in US society [see
Pérez et al., 2008], Latino workers may have lower expecta-
tions for fair treatment from management or support from
supervisors in the workplace and therefore react more
positively when fairness and social support are experienced.
Hui [1990] and Marsella [1997] argue that cultural values
influence job expectations and the perceptions of relation-
ships at work.

The Latino workers have emigrated from countries that
traditionally have rigid work hierarchies and large ““power
distances” between workers and their supervisors [e.g.,
Robert et al., 2000]. In contrast, the US has been classified as
a low power distance country with flatter, more flexible
work hierarchies [Hofstede, 2000]. Thus, the Latino workers
may experience their work relationships in the US, where
supervisors and subordinates interact more casually, as
particularly pleasant or beneficial. Page and Wiseman
[1993] found that Mexican employees in Mexico reported
lower levels of supervisor support but higher levels of
job satisfaction than did American employees in com-
parable secretarial jobs in the US. They argue that Mexicans
tolerate a strong work hierarchy and thus expect less support
from their supervisor. Lower expectations among Latino
immigrant workers in the US, paired with appreciation of
a less autocratic system, may lead to more positive effects of
management fairness and supervisor support on job stress.

Finally, previous research has shown that supervisor
support goes along with perceived job security among
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employees [Biissing, 1999]. If the immigration status of
Latino workers is uncertain they are likely to be more
dependent on the mercy of management and their supervisors
than White workers [de Castro et al., 2006]. For the Latino
workers in our study losing their jobs may have more severe
consequences due to responsibilities in supporting their
families in the US and their home country, difficulties in
finding new employment and the fear of having to leave the
US if they become unemployed. Thus, being treated fairly by
management may enhance perceptions of job security and
thus more strongly enhance their job-related well-being
[Biissing, 1999].

For the Latino workers social resources are associated
with job stress, but not with psychological well-being. For the
White workers management fairness is a significant predictor
for psychological well-being. Yet, it does not explain a
significant amount of variance. For both groups, other factors
that have not been measured in this study must explain
significant variance in psychological well-being.

Effects of wage fairness on well-being

Wage fairness explained a significant amount of
variance in job stress and psychological well-being only
among the White workers and, in addition, buffered the
negative association of stressors with well-being. Hundley
and Kim [1997] argue that workers of individualistic
societies like the US expect that financial rewards will be
based on individual performance and status within a group.
The White workers in our study are likely to perceive
themselves to be in a higher social position when comparing
themselves to the Latino workers. In addition, higher pay
expectations among White workers in the US as compared to
workers from minority groups [Gasser et al., 2002] may
enhance the importance of receiving a fair wage and
strengthen its effect on well-being. Though Latino workers
most likely perceive this wage gap, having paid work and
receiving a regular salary may be more important to them
than fairness in pay. De Castro et al. [2006] and Grzywacz
et al. [2008] both argue that having financial security may be
a primary consideration for Latino immigrant workers.

Strengths and Limitations

In contemplating the findings reported here, researchers
must consider the limitations of the study. First, all study
variables were measured through self-report and thus
common method variance may have inflated the results.
However, Crampton and Wagner [1994] have pointed out that
criticism of self-report measures may be overstated. The
differential pattern of relationships across the two groups of
workers in this study suggests that common method variance
is not a major limitation. Yet, a more objective measure of
working conditions, for example, through job observations,
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would help investigate how different expectations among
Latino and White workers affect their appraisal of stressors
and resources at work. Second, cultural differences in
responses to Likert scales may have biased our results. We
know from cross-cultural research that different cultural
groups have different response tendencies [Johnson et al.,
2005]. Two such differences include Latino respondents
being more likely to choose extreme response options and to
agree with a given item than Whites [e.g. Marin et al., 1992].
This response tendency might have inflated the associations
we found for the Latino workers. Furthermore, we may deal
with differential item functioning for Latino and White
respondents, that is, culture may influence the interpretation
of items [Azocar et al., 2001]. Third, two of the warehouse
facilities where many of the Latino workers were employed
went out of business during the course of the larger
longitudinal study. Thus, many of the Latino workers were
lost to follow-up, and we were limited to using cross-
sectional data for the comparisons drawn here. Fourth, the
matching of Latino and White workers on several
criteria resulted in a small sample, which did not allow for
comparisons across facilities. Future research should inves-
tigate workplace level phenomena, such as the effect of
ethnic diversity in each facility on social characteristics of the
work environment and workers’ well-being. Finally, even
though Latino and White workers were matched, there may
still be other ways in which the two groups differ from one
another. As this study deals with a highly specific group of
Latino workers, the results cannot be generalized across
occupations or ethnic groups.

Although these limitations should be taken into account,
this study has certain strengths that may enhance the
relevance of our results. By matching Latino and White
workers by job title, job tenure and facility, our design
allowed a comparison of workers holding similar jobs. To
the best of our knowledge, no other published study has
investigated the work experiences of low wage immigrant
workers using such a strategy. Also, with our focus on task-
related stressors and resources, we investigated aspects
of work that have rarely been considered in previous
studies of immigrant workers. Lastly, providing the options
of completing the survey in Spanish and/or having the
questionnaire read to them ensured that those with little
English proficiency or low literacy skills had the opportunity
to participate.

CONCLUSIONS

In investigating stressors, resources and well-being
among Latino and White workers, this study contributes to
the small body of research on occupational health among
immigrant workers. The findings challenge us to think
carefully about how immigrant workers’ expectations
influence their work experience. Our results suggest the
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need for further investigation of the relationships among
job expectations, the experience of psychosocial working
conditions, and their causal effects on immigrant workers’
well-being. Future research should address immigrant
workers in different occupations and from various ethnic
groups in order to examine whether the results of this study
are generalizable.
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