
Table I.1 �S egregation in Major Metropolitan Areas

Black- 
Hispanic  

Dissimilarity Index
Hispanic Exposure  

to Blacks

Black  
Exposure  

to Hispanic

1980 1990 2000 2010 1980 2010 1980 2010 

New York 60 57 54 56 21 18 16 23
Los Angeles 72 59 54 55 8 8 19 43
Chicago 85 81 78 72 9 10 4 12
Houston 67 57 51 43 12 16 10 33
Philadelphia 66 64 57 57 27 25 4 8
San Antonio 65 57 52 45 5 6 32 49
Dallas 68 54 50 44 12 15 7 27

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from the American Communities Project (Logan 2010).
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These trends, however, do not examine Mexicans specifically. 
When we look at the Mexican born separately, we see, perhaps not 
surprisingly given that the majority of Latinos are Mexican, that the 
trend in employment for Mexican-born males and females of work-
ing age is generally similar to that for all Latinos (figure 1.4). Relative 
employment for males declines slightly from a very high level (over 
90 percent) between 1970 and 2000, and then increases through 
2006. The pattern of unusually high male employment among Mexi-
can immigrants is also evident when we scrutinize more detailed an-
nual data since 1993 (figure 1.5). Among Mexican-born women, em-
ployment levels hold steady over time, but far below the levels of 
whites and blacks (figure 1.6). Although some might see this as re-
flecting the influence of Mexican cultural values emphasizing fa-
milism and discouragement of women from working, we think an 
adequate interpretation also involves another factor: that it is difficult 
to gauge employment levels for Mexican immigrant women from ag-
gregate official statistics. Even though the Mexican labor migration 
experience involves and reinforces a strong work ethic among both 
males and females (Van Hook and Bean 2009), the literature on work 
among Mexican-born women presents considerable evidence that of-
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Figure 1.1 � U.S. Employment, Men Age Twenty-Five to 
Sixty-Four, 1970 to 2006

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from IPUMS, 1970 1-percent state sam-
ple; 1980 to 2000 5-percent samples; and 2005 to 2007 American Community Sur-
veys (Ruggles et al. 2009).
Note: Instructions for obtaining and using these data sources, and all others cited at 
the bottom of subsequent figures and tables in this chapter, are included in Ruggles 
et al. (2009).



ficial surveys from which national employment and labor force statis-
tics are calculated underestimate their employment. The reason is 
that Mexican immigrant women in particular are disproportionately 
employed in the cash and informal economy, in such jobs as street 
vendors, child-care workers, domestics, and piece-rate workers—
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Figure 1.2 �U .S. Employment, Women Age Twenty-Five to 
Sixty-Four, 1970 to 2006

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from IPUMS, 1970 1-percent state sam-
ple; 1980 to 2000 5-percent samples; and 2005 to 2007 American Community Sur-
veys (Ruggles et al. 2009).
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jobs that often involve working at unconventional sites (Melville 
1988; Ojeda de la Peña 2007; Ruiz 1998; Segura 2007; Tafoya-Estrada 
2004). In general, Mexican immigrant women undoubtedly work at 
considerably higher rates than statistics from the census and other 
official national-level government surveys indicate.
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Figure 1.4 �U .S. Employment, Mexican Born Age Twenty-
Five to Sixty-Four, 1970 to 2006

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from IPUMS, 1970 1-percent state sam-
ple; 1980 to 2000 5-percent samples; and 2005 to 2007 American Community Sur-
veys (Ruggles et al. 2009).
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When we turn our attention to other labor market outcomes (that 
is, unemployment and earnings), further insight about the picture of 
racial-ethnic labor market dynamics emerges. In the case of unem-
ployment, or the percentage of the workforce without a job and ac-
tively seeking work, figure 1.7 reveals the influence of the very strong 
labor market in the latter half of the 1990s deriving from the high-
tech boom. Unemployment rates for all groups of men—native white, 
black, and Mexican-origin men, as well as Mexican born—declined. 
After 2000, however, the unemployment rates increased for whites 
and blacks but not for Mexican-born men, reflecting their heavy par-
ticipation in the enormous jump in construction work during the 
2000s. Thus, since 2000, the unemployment trend for black and Mex-
ican immigrant men has diverged. However, this same divergence 
characterized Mexican immigrants and native white males, who 
mostly would not be expected to compete with less well educated im-
migrants. Thus it is unlikely that the divergent trends for Mexican 
immigrants and blacks over this period derive from competition in 
the labor market.

In the case of earnings (figure 1.8), further nuance is suggested. 
The average annual earnings of Mexican immigrant males show a 
slight but steady decline since 1970, even when construction was 
booming and the earnings of native groups were increasing. This de-
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cline implies that newly arriving Mexican immigrants compete in the 
labor market with their previously arrived counterparts. Such a find-
ing has consistently emerged in the research on the labor market im-
pacts of immigration (Card 2005; Ottaviano and Peri 2008). But, in 
general, broad trends in employment do not provide much indication 
that Mexican immigration, male or female, bears much relationship 
to the work prospects of blacks, even though this is not the case for 
earlier Mexican immigrants.

One reason that blacks and Mexican immigrants do not seem to 
affect each other appreciably is that the two groups tend to live in 
different parts of the country. This has been the case historically 
(Foley 1997) and was emphasized in the comprehensive National 
Research Council examination of immigration’s economic and demo-
graphic effects on the country (Smith and Edmonston 1997). It has 
also been suggested that this situation might have changed as a result 
of shifting patterns of Sunbelt and Mexican migration in the 1980s 
(Bean and Bell-Rose 1999). To examine this idea here with current 
data, we look at the largest labor markets in the country between 
1980 and 2006 (table 1.1). We calculate correlations between per-
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Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from IPUMS, 1970 1-percent state sam-
ple; 1980 to 2000 5-percent samples; and 2005 to 2007 American Community Sur-
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centage black in these metropolitan areas and various percentage 
foreign-born measures: percentage total, Latino, or Mexican foreign 
born. The calculations are weighted for size of metropolitan area, 
which means that they reflect the degree to which individuals in 
those labor markets face relatively fewer or larger numbers of a po-
tentially competing group in their labor market. Regardless of the 
measure of foreign born used, however, the results show that blacks 
and immigrants, especially Mexican immigrants, tend to live in dif-
ferent local labor markets, and that this tendency has strengthened 
over time. This trend holds even if we exclude labor markets in the 
deep South, where one might think such a tendency toward living 
apart would be most pronounced.

The pattern of geographic separation has withstood the recent 
enormous spread of the Mexican-born population to new destination 
states and labor markets. Indeed, one could conclude that such ten-
dencies perhaps result to some extent from such movement, the ex-
act estimation of which remains for future research. Interestingly, the 
change seems recently also to have been characteristic of smaller 
rather than larger labor markets. That is, the tendency for blacks and 
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Table 1.1 � Correlations with U.S.-Born Blacks of Working Age in Metro Areas (Weighted by 
Total MSA Population)a

All 175 Metros 153 Non-Deep-South Metrosb

1980 1990 2000 2006 1980 1990 2000 2006

Percent Foreign Born –0.091 –0.196 –0.288 –0.321 0.028 –0.096 –0.205 –0.242

Percent Foreign Born, 
Latino

–0.109 –0.212 –0.288 –0.318 –0.037 –0.149 –0.238 –0.273

Percent Mexican Born –0.231 –0.295 –0.330 –0.350   –0.191 –0.264 –0.310 –0.336

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from IPUMS, 1980 to 2000 5-percent samples; and 2005 to 2007 American Community Surveys 
(Ruggles et al. 2009).
a Working age is defined as eighteen to fifty-five.
b Deep South metros are those located in Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, and South Carolina.
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long run, immigration increases natives’ employment, although mar-
ket adjustments, especially during economic downturns, may take 
several years to play out, often resulting in the observation of short-
run negative effects (2010). Overall, the general conclusion, from 
econometric research following either an area- or work-category ap-
proach, is that even the recent high levels of unskilled migration to 
the United States, most of which has originated in Mexico, do not 
appear to threaten substantially the labor market outcomes of other 

Table 1.2 � Characteristics of Working-Agea Population in 
U.S. Metropolitan Areas

1980 1990 2000 2006

25 largest MSAs
A. Mean percent U.S. 
black

12.4 12.3 11.5 11.9

B. Mean percent 
foreign-born

9.6 13.9 20.7 22.4

C. Mean percent 
foreign-born, Latino

3.7 6.3 10.0 11.5

D. Mean percent 
Mexican-born

1.5 3.1 5.6 6.7

Correlationsb

A with B –0.148 –0.306 –0.372 –0.377
A with C –0.149 –0.297 –0.331 –0.350
A with D –0.261 –0.377 –0.367 –0.368

25 smallest MSAsc

A. Mean percent U.S. 
black

8.1 10.9 8.8 8.3

B. Mean percent 
foreign-born

4.2 4.9 7.5 9.7

C. Mean percent 
foreign-born, Latino

0.9 2.0 4.3 6.1

D. Mean percent 
Mexican-born

0.6 1.6 3.6 5.4

Correlationsb

A with B –0.289 –0.296 –0.311 –0.374
A with C –0.104 –0.247 –0.288 –0.372
A with D –0.131 –0.266 –0.304 –0.363

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from IPUMS, 1980 to 2000 5-percent 
samples; and 2005 to 2007 American Community Surveys (Ruggles et al. 2009).
a Working age is defined as ages eighteen to fifty-five.
b Weighted by total MSA population in a given year.
c Of the largest 175 MSAs overall in a given year.



Table 1.3 � Characteristics of Populations in U.S. Metropolitan Areas, 2000

Percentage in Total Population Percentage in Working-Age Populationa

Total  
Population

U.S.-Born 
Black

Foreign-
Born

Foreign-
Born, 
Latino

Mexican-
Born

U.S.-Born 
Black

Foreign-
Born

Foreign-
Born, 
Latino

Mexican-
Born

Atlanta 3,987,990 27.9 10.5 4.2 2.9 27.1 13.8 5.8 4.0
Washington, D.C. 4,733,359 23.8 17.4 5.6 0.7 22.4 22.4 7.7 1.0
Detroit 4,430,477 22.4 7.5 0.8 0.6 21.9 8.6 1.1 0.8
Philadelphia 5,082,137 18.7 7.0 0.9 0.3 18.2 8.6 1.2 0.4
Chicago 8,804,453 18.4 16.5 7.7 6.5 17.2 21.6 11.0 9.4
Houston 4,413,414 16.2 19.7 13.0 9.4 15.8 26.8 18.1 13.1
New York 17,244,066 13.3 27.5 8.9 1.1 11.7 34.8 12.2 1.7
Dallas–Forth Worth 5,043,876 13.3 15.5 10.3 8.5 12.8 21.1 14.2 11.8
San Francisco–
Oakland

4,645,830 9.2 26.3 8.3 5.3 8.8 32.2 11.1 7.2

Los Angeles–Long 
Beach

12,368,516 7.2 34.9 20.4 14.5 6.8 46.2 28.6 20.3

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from IPUMS, 2000 5-percent samples (Ruggles et al. 2009).
a Working age is defined as eighteen to fifty-five.
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the following question: “Now I’d like to ask you to think about the 
political situation of [selected ethnic term] in society. Thinking about 
things like government services and employment, political power and 
representation, how much do [selected ethnic term] have in common 
with other racial groups in the United States today? Would you say 
[selected ethnic term] have . . . in common [same choices as above]?”

There are obvious differences between traditional receiving states 
and emerging states as relates to respondents’ feelings of commonali-
ties in the political circumstances of Latinos and African Americans 
(see figure 2.2). Respondents from traditional receiving states like Cal-
ifornia (50 percent), Texas (52 percent), and New York (57 percent) 
are more likely to say that they have “some” or “a lot” in common po-
litically with African Americans. By contrast, in three of four emerging 
states (with the exception of Iowa) more respondents indicated they 
shared “nothing” or “little” in political commonality with African 
Americans than “some” or “a lot.” The pattern held for perceptions of 
political commonalities with whites as well: perceptions of common-

Figure 2.1 � Latino Perception of Socioeconomic 
Commonality
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alities were higher in traditional receiving states (Texas was the only 
state in which respondents indicated they had “some” or “a lot” in 
common politically with whites rather than “nothing” or “little”). In 
figure 2.2, as in figure 2.1 for socioeconomic commonalities, percep-
tions of commonalities with whites were consistently lower than those 
with African Americans.

Competition

Nontraditional receiving areas have emerged in part as a conse-
quence of labor market opportunities available to new immigrants. 
As this new Latino population settles in these states, often relocat-
ing permanently from their home country or in secondary migra-
tion from another state, their decision to stay is based on several 
factors, including an assessment of how competitive the labor mar-
ket and local political climates are in both emerging and traditional 
areas. The next set of questions asked respondents to reflect on 
competitive conditions in education, the labor market, local and 
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Figure 2.2 � Latino Perception of Political Commonality

Source: Author’s calculations based on Fraga et al. (2006).
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Georgia stands out in this group, with 33 percent saying strong com-
petition (see figure 2.4). In traditional receiving states, respondents 
more often report strong competition with blacks for government 
jobs (California 35 percent, Texas 33 percent, and, most strikingly, 
New York 43 percent).

Political representation.  Figure 2.5 reflects competition over having 
representatives in elected office. Respondents from new immigrant 
destination states were most likely to report no competition (41, 39, 
42, and 28 percent for Arkansas, Georgia, Iowa, and North Carolina, 
respectively). Respondents in Georgia gave responses most similar to 
those in traditional receiving states, with 36 percent indicating strong 
competition to elect a Latino public official. Similar figures for tradi-
tional receiving states were higher: California (38 percent), Texas (38 
percent), and New York (42 percent).

Linked Fate

Linked fate is a measure of the recognition that the social, economic, 
and political well-being of other racial or ethnic groups is linked to 
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the well-being of one’s own group (Dawson 1995). LNS respondents 
were asked about linked fate with blacks with the following question: 
“How much does Latinos’ doing well depend on African Americans’ 
doing well?”

The results for this question suggest that a majority of respondents 
see a linked fate between blacks and Latinos in both traditional and 
new receiving states (see figure 2.6). Although more than half of all 
respondents say that African Americans’ doing well has implications 
for Latinos, in the four emerging states the numbers range from 58 
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ple is a valid, stand-alone representation of that state’s Latino popula-
tion. The national margin of error is approximately ±1.05 percent. 
The smallest sample size for any unit was 400, yielding a margin of 
error of less than ±5 percent for each state.

Descriptive Data

The LNS data allow us to focus on three areas of Latino-black-white 
relations: commonalities—respondents’ sense of socioeconomic and 
political commonalities with African Americans and whites; competi-
tion—respondents’ impressions of competition in education, jobs 
(including city and state government jobs), and political representa-
tion with African Americans; and, finally, linked fate—respondents’ 
perception that their well-being and that of other Latinos is linked to 
that of African Americans. The tables presented here are a first step in 
the analysis, comparing descriptive data in these three areas for Lati-
nos in four new receiving states—Arkansas, Georgia, Iowa, and North 
Carolina—with those in three traditional receiving states—Califor-
nia, New York, and Texas.

Table 2.1 � Latino Population (2000) and Latino National 
Survey (2006) Sample Size

State Latino Population Sample Size

Arizona 1,295,617 400
Arkansas 86,666 400
California 10,966,556 1,200
Colorado 735,601 400
Florida 2,682,715 800
Georgia 435,227 400
Illinois 1,530,262 600
Iowa 82,473 400
Nebraska 94,425 400
Nevada 393,970 400
New Jersey 1,117,191 400
New Mexico 765,386 400
New York 2,867,583 800
North Carolina 378,963 400
Texas 6,669,666 800
Washington D.C., PSMA 432,003 400

Source: Author’s compilation based on data from Therrien and Ramirez (2001) and 
Fraga et al. (2006).
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Table 2.2  Probit Regression Models

Commonalities 
with Blacks

Commonalities 
with Whites

Political 
Commonalities  

with Blacks

Political 
Commonalities  

with Whites

R age 0.0000728*** 0.0000488** 0.00015834***
Household income
Gender 0.089139** –0.09734* –0.10795*
Married
Education –0.14855***
White 0.28372*** 0.19941***
Skin tone 0.0834***
Employed
Proportion life in U.S. –0.23474* –0.30054**
First generation –0.219353* –0.17622*
English speaking 0.43871*** 0.24424*** 0.33797*** 0.18402***
Church attendance
Non-Catholic
Born-again 0.1484*** 0.10451* 0.109333* 0.12305**
Citizen
Mexican national origin –0.10587** –0.16503***
Kids in school 0.10152**
Have black friends –0.49165*** –0.35266***
Have black coworkers
Percent black in 

neighborhood
0.00521**

Have white friends –0.39121*** –0.322888***
Have white coworkers
Percent white in 

neighborhood
Mostly Latino friends –0.28519*** –0.28783*** –0.29406*** –0.3176***
Mostly Latino coworkers –0.1449** –0.19387**
Percent Latino in 

neighborhood
0.002149** 0.00187**

Victim of crime with black 
perpetrator

Discriminated against by 
black

Discriminated against by 
white

–0.22628** –0.21407*

Latino maltreatment by 
police

Source: Author’s compilation based on Fraga et al. (2006).
*p <  .05; **p <  .01; ***p <  .001.
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Linked Fate  
with African 
Americans

Job  
Competition 
with Blacks

Competition  
with Blacks  

over Access to 
Education

Competition  
with Blacks  

over Govern- 
ment Jobs

Competition  
with Blacks  

over Election  
to Public Office

0.0000576*** 0.0000366*

–0.1263** –0.09291* 794E-06**
–0.13599**

–0.0955598**

0.28233*** –0.25605***
–0.74927*** 0.13821**

–0.10704** –0.086093*
–0.1408* –0.123478** –0.096357* –0.111137*
0.24386*** 0.1067959* 0.098388* 0.11294** 0.118814**

0.130676* 0.13148*
–0.109698* –0.32023*** –0.151255** –0.31625*** –0.200644***

0.2302356* 0.326082** 0.344002**
0.363651** 0.321584**

–0.151879** 0.131193* 0.145611**
0.13882** 0.134423*

–0.14458** 0.17485** 0.20642***

0.1199105*
0.001444* 0.0018833** 0.0014154* 0.002668*** 0.002493***

–0.146807*

0.1847*

0.15391***



Table 2.3 � Latino Perceived Commonalities

Economic Political

with Blacks with Whites with Blacks with Whites

Age squared 0.000 0.000 0.000*** 0.000 0.000** 0.000 0.000*** 0.000
Household income 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sex (female) –0.084 –0.046 –0.098* –0.045 –0.057 –0.046 –0.111** –0.045
Married 0.062 –0.062 0.081 –0.061 0.051 –0.063 0.066 –0.061
Education 0.024 (–0.355) 0.063 –0.359 0.064 –0.036 –0.156*** –0.356
White –0.039 (–0.052) 0.283*** –0.051 0.013 –0.053 0.201*** –0.051
Skintone –0.017 –0.022 0.083*** –0.022 –0.025 –0.023 0.031 –0.022
Employed –0.007 –0.054 –0.022 –0.053 –0.009 –0.054 0.001 –0.053
English 0.487*** –0.054 0.249*** –0.054 0.405*** –0.056 0.173*** –0.055
Born-again 0.146** –0.045 0.101* –0.046 0.107* –0.046 0.121** –0.046
Citizen 0.228*** –0.055 0.02 –0.056 0.237*** –0.056 0.008 –0.055
Latin spouse –0.156** –0.062 –0.019 –0.059 –0.024 –0.062 –0.047 –0.06
Child in school 0.101* –0.048 0.02 –0.048 –0.002 –0.049 –0.006 –0.048
Black friend 0.189 –0.111 –0.487*** –0.111 0.225* –0.101 –0.347 –0.11
Black coworker 0.068 –0.112 –0.14 –0.11 0.022 –0.108 –0.128 –0.115
Percentage black in tract 0.007** –0.003 0.001 –0.003 0.002 –0.003 0.002 –0.003
White friend –0.389*** –0.06 0.081 –0.059 –0.329*** –0.061 –0.032 –0.059
White coworker 0.026 –0.057 0.03 –0.057 0.063 –0.058 0.08 –0.057
Percentage white in tract 0.005* –0.002 0.001 –0.002 0.001 –0.002 0.001 –0.002
Latino friend –0.283*** –0.061 –0.275*** –0.061 –0.309*** –0.062 –0.299*** –0.061
Latino coworker –0.154* –0.064 –0.194*** –0.064 –0.045 –0.065 –0.083 –0.064
Percentage Latino in tract 0.000 –0.001 0.000 –0.001 0.002* –0.001 0.002 –0.001
Victim of crime, black perpetrator 0.126* –0.061 –0.007 –0.059 0.088 –0.062 0.028 –0.06



Black discrimination –0.046 –0.093 0.033 –0.086 –0.032 –0.091 0.061 –0.092
White discrimination 0.063 –0.09 –0.232** –0.082 0.007 –0.088 –0.223** –0.089
Perceive police unfair 0.023 –0.045 –0.076 –0.044 0.028 –0.045 –0.053 –0.045
AR –0.003 –0.121 0.169 –0.116 –0.197 –0.124 0.083 –0.122
CO –0.063 –0.107 0.169 –0.112 –0.025 –0.114 0.19 –0.112
DC 0.212 –0.237 0.156 –0.218 0.188 –0.243 0.275 –0.225

FL –0.118 –0.103 0.246** –0.099 –0.127 –0.102 0.266** –0.1
GA –0.204 –0.121 0.0337 –0.12 –0.270* –0.124 0.058 –0.121
IL –0.167 –0.093 –0.047 –0.098 –0.101 –0.095 0.012 –0.101
IA –0.118 –0.117 0.004 –0.115 0.068 –0.119 0.078 –0.12
MD –0.160 –0.16 –0.160 –0.153 –0.039 –0.169 –0.098 –0.169
NV –0.299** –0.111 0.041 –0.107 –0.259* –0.108 0.125 –0.114
NJ 0.250* –0.119 0.128 –0.113 0.072 –0.121 0.216* –0.111
NM 0.067 –0.104 0.118 –0.11 –0.162 –0.105 0.317*** –0.11
NY 0.102 –0.102 0.044 –0.1 0.119 –0.105 0.032 –0.102
NC –0.176 –0.126 –0.035 –0.121 –0.168 –0.129 0.085 –0.125
TX –0.007 –0.088 0.05 –0.087 0.01 –0.088 0.101 –0.088
VA 0.098 –0.178 0.463** –0.187 0.165 –0.182 0.338* –0.176
WA –0.001 –0.115 0.079 –0.112 –0.08 –0.113 0.095 –0.112
Intercept 1 –1.338*** –0.309 –1.255*** –0.305 –1.72*** –0.306 –1.660*** –0.307
Intercept 2 –0.038 –0.309 0.243 –0.305 –0.168 –0.305 –0.026 –0.306
Intercept 3 1.611*** –0.311 1.855*** –0.306 1.519*** –0.306 1.575*** –0.308

N 7,267 7,402 7,217 7,301

Source: Author’s calculation based on Fraga et al. (2006).
Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
*p <  .05; **p <  .01; ***p <  .001.



Table 2.4 � Perceived Competition between Latinos and Blacks

Linked Fate
Nongovernment 

Jobs Education Government Jobs Public Office

Age squared 0.000*** 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000* 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Household income 0.000** 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Sex (female) –0.041 –0.044 –0.061 (0.046) –0.124** (0.044) –0.91* (0.044) –0.125*** (0.044)
Married –0.05 –0.059 –0.086 (0.059) –0.064 (0.060) –0.042 (0.060) –0.055 (0.060)
Education –0.042 –0.034 –0.012 (0.355) –0.094** (0.034) 0.03 (0.035) 0.019 (0.034)
White –0.004 –0.051 0.072 (0.052) 0.096 (0.051) 0.043 (0.051) 0.04 (0.050)
Skintone 0.018 –0.021 –0.026 (0.022) –0.019 (0.021) 0.016 (0.021) 0.023 (0.020)
Employed 0.056 –0.05 –0.015 (0.053) 0.023 (0.052) 0.04 (0.052) 0.059 (0.051)
English –0.809*** –0.053 0.220*** (0.054) 0.199*** (0.053) –0.008 (0.053) –0.004 (0.053)
Church 0.009 –0.065 –0.113 (0.066) –0.188*** (0.066) –0.159* (0.065) –0.201*** (0.064)
Non-Catholic –0.153*** –0.051 –0.033 (0.052) –0.078 (0.052) –0.038 (0.050) –0.061 (0.050)
Born-again 0.245*** –0.044 0.109* (0.046) 0.1 (0.045) 0.119** (0.045) 0.124** (0.044)
Very religious 0.054 –0.097 –0.112 (0.100) –0.174 (0.099) –0.254** (0.098) –0.227 (0.096)
Citizen –0.071 –0.053 0.217*** (0.056) 0.106* (0.054) 0.113* (0.053) 0.071 (0.054)
Mexico –0.115* –0.059 –0.287*** (0.063) –0.14* (0.061) –0.291*** (0.061) –0.195*** (0.060)
Latin spouse 0.069 –0.059 –0.092 (0.059) –0.009 (0.060) –0.035 (0.060) 0.014 (0.059)
Child in school 0.042 –0.047 –0.077 (0.049) –0.099* (0.048) –0.033 (0.047) 0.015 (0.046)
Black friend 0.229* –0.102 0.325** (0.116) 0.075 (0.112) 0.328*** (0.107) 0.148 (0.108)
Black coworker 0.004 –0.107 0.354*** (0.119) 0.316** (0.113) 0.077 (0.113) 0.177 (0.107)
Percentage black in tract 0.001 –0.003 0.003 (0.003) 0.001 (0.003) 0.003 (0.003) 0.003 (0.003)
White friend –0.150** –0.058 0.133* (0.059) 0.103 (0.058) 0.145** (0.059) 0.046 (0.057)
White coworker 0.142** 0.056 0.116 (0.058) 0.152** 0.057 0.103 0.057 0.085 –0.056
Percentage white in tract 0.001 –0.002 0.003 (0.002) 0.000 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 0.001 (0.002)
Latino friend –0.142* –0.058 0.173** (0.061) 0.078 (0.059) 0.192*** (0.059) 0.041 (0.059)
Latino coworker –0.016 –0.061 0.062 (0.065) 0.122* (0.063) 0.026 (0.062) 0.022 (0.062)



Percent Latino in tract 0.001 –0.001 0.002 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.002** (0.001) 0.002 (0.001)
Victim of crime, black 

perpetrator
–0.169** –0.061 0.037 (0.060) 0.005 (0.060) 0.02 (0.061) –0.043 (0.060)

Black discrimination –0.002 –0.087 0.136 (0.092) 0.111 (0.091) 0.073 (0.091) –0.069 (0.087)
White discrimination 0.035 –0.084 –0.065 (0.089) 0.099 (0.087) 0.117 (0.087) 0.190* (0.083)
Perceive police unfair 0.150*** –0.043 0.036 (0.045) 0.025 (0.043) 0.012 (0.043) 0.023 (0.043)
AR –0.083 –0.118 –0.281* (0.125) –0.188 (0.116) –0.303** (0.115) –0.360*** (0.110)
CO –0.036 –0.103 –0.218* (0.109) –0.18 (0.108) –0.288** (0.109) –0.330*** (0.104)
DC 0.138 –0.274 –0.123 (0.257) 0.02 (0.266) 0.015 (0.241) 0.006 (0.223)
FL –0.194* –0.1 –0.237* (0.102) 0.266** (0.100) –0.269** (0.099) –0.256** (0.098)
GA –0.192 –0.112 0.162 (0.119) 0.009 (0.115) –0.014 (0.117) –0.148 (0.119)
IL –0.221** –0.09 –0.065 (0.096) –0.048 (0.093) 0.06 (0.091) 0.037 (0.090)
IA –0.260* –0.114 –0.155 (0.120) –0.245* (0.115) –0.281* (0.116) –0.361 (0.112)
MD 0.228 –0.164 0.174 (0.160) 0.066 (0.151) 0.017 (0.156) –0.094 (0.157)
NV 0.1 –0.113 –0.263* (0.114) –0.232* (0.113) –0.047 (0.108) –0.113 (0.105)
NJ –0.15 –0.111 0.01 (0.121) –0.036 (0.114) –0.043 (0.113) –0.04 (0.117)
NM –0.19 –0.104 –0.039 (0.106) –0.15 (0.110) –0.302** (0.111) –0.220* (0.109)
NY 0.012 –0.097 0.193* (0.102) 0.085 (0.098) 0.113 (0.099) 0.066 (0.098)
NC –0.398*** –0.114 0.007 (0.122) –0.196 (0.119) –0.152 (0.116) –0.156 (0.119)
TX –0.066 –0.082 0.039 (0.088) 0.044 (0.086) –0.054 (0.084) –0.032 (0.087)
VA –0.036 –0.171 0.07 (0.167) 0.193 (0.169) 0.074 (0.165) –0.088 (0.161)
WA –0.218* –0.109 –0.065 (0.113) –0.09 (0.111) –0.18 (0.109) –0.087 (0.109)
Intercept 1 –1.896*** –0.292 0.087 (0.300) –.653* (0.293) –0.441 (0.295) –1.010*** (0.292)
Intercept 2 –0.890*** –0.292 1.041*** (0.301) 0.402 (0.293) 0.650* (0.296) 0.241 (0.292)
Intercept 3 0.298 –0.291

N 8,137 8,137 8,137 8,137 8,137

Source: Author’s calculation based on Fraga et al. (2006).
Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
*p <  .05; **p <  .01; ***p <  .001.
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ger confined to traditional receiving states like California or Texas, but 
instead dispersed across wide swaths of the Midwest, Southeast, and 
Northeast as well. This chapter has sought to lay out some of the key 
questions these new settlement patterns raise, particularly for inter-
racial relations in new receiving versus traditional receiving states.

Perhaps surprisingly, across a number of areas—perceptions of co-
operation and competition in a number of different arenas, percep-
tions of linked fate, and evaluations of attitudes toward Latino im-
migrants—Latinos in new receiving areas evaluate race relations with 
both blacks and whites as positively as do their counterparts in tradi-
tional receiving states, and both the descriptive data and the multi-
variate regression models indicate that respondents in traditional re-
ceiving states perceive higher levels of competition than their peers 
in new receiving areas.

Table 2.5 � LNS States Ranked by Percentage Black 
Population

Percentage  
Black

State  
Rank

Linked  
Fate with 

Blacks

Competition 
with  

Blacks 

District of Columbia 55.2 (NA)  
Georgia 30.0 3  
Maryland 29.5 4  
North Carolina 21.7 7 <  
Virginia 19.9 9  
New York 17.4 10 >
Florida 15.9 12 < <
Arkansas 15.8 13 <
Illinois 15.0 14 <  
New Jersey 14.5 15  
Texas 12.0 18  
Nevada 8.0 23 <
California (omitted) 6.7 27   
Colorado 4.2 33  
Arizona 4.0 35 <
Washington 3.6 36 <  
New Mexico 2.9 39 <
Iowa 2.6 40 < <

Source: Author’s compilation based on Fraga et al. (2006).



Perceptions of Competition    107

come more assimilated and move away from the immigrant experi-
ence, however, perceptions of competition toward African Americans 
begin to increase, with fourth-generation Latinos perceiving the most 
competition with blacks. This preliminary finding contradicts several 
extant theories cited in our literature which contend that Latino im-
migrants tend to have more negative attitudes toward blacks than 
their native-born counterparts.

Providing preliminary support for our relative competition and 
immigrant competition hypotheses, and supporting the trends from 
figures 3.1 and 3.2, comparisons of means based on nativity show 
differences between foreign- and native-born Latinos as well. Using 
the nonrelative measure, the average response for native- and for-
eign-born Latinos is 7.7 and 7.4, respectively, suggesting that compe-
tition with African Americans is moderately high across both groups. 
However, once in-group competition is taken into consideration with 
respect to competition with African Americans, Latino perceptions 
with African Americans become significantly tempered. In fact, the 
results demonstrate that immigrants are more likely to perceive com-
petition with other Latinos than with African Americans. Overall, 
these initial findings from the LNS data set strongly support our rela-
tive competition and immigration hypotheses.
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Multivariate Results:  
Perceived Competition Among  
Latino Immigrants
The next stage of our analysis focuses on explaining immigrant per-
ceptions of competition, a segment of the Latino population that the 
literature suggests to have more stereotypical views toward African 
Americans. Online appendix table 3.A2 contains results for two OLS 
regression models. The first regression in column 1 uses the nonrela-
tive measure of competition—that is, only perceived competition 
with blacks, without taking perceived competition with Latinos into 
account. The second regression in column 2 is of primary interest 
because it uses the relative measure of competition that ranges from 
–8 to +8.

The models comparing the two measures of competition among 
Latino immigrants reveal some notable differences. In the relative 
model of black-brown competition (column 2), Black Worker is sig-
nificant and positive. Latino immigrants with greater numbers of 
black coworkers are more likely to perceive competition with African 
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over 80 percent of African Americans identify themselves as being 
affiliated with the Democratic Party. Similar to common economic 
circumstances, individuals who share political interests and goals are 
likely to see one another as competitors for scarce resources.

The model also shows support for the southern hypothesis, which 
states that the unique demography and racialized history of the 
southern region will heighten perceptions of completion for Latinos 
in those states. Confirming the study by McClain and her colleagues 
(2006) of immigrants in North Carolina, the relative model of com-
petition reveals a significant relationship for the South variable, indi-
cating that Latino immigrants in this region are more likely to main-
tain perceptions of competition with blacks. Illustrating this finding 
in further detail, figure 3.5 shows that perceptions of competition 
toward African Americans are much (.33) higher for Latino immi-
grants living in the South than for immigrants living across other re-
gions of the United States. Not only do these results fall in line with 
the major McClain findings, but the relative measure of group com-
petition provides a more exhaustive test for understanding group dy-
namics in the South.

Last, we examine the impact of resource variables on the percep-
tions of competition among Latino immigrants. In the nonrelative 
competition model (column 1), Age is significant and positive, sug-
gesting that perceived competition with blacks is greater among older 
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The descriptive analysis discussed to this point has indicated that 
Latino immigrants are more likely to view coethnics as a source of 
competition than blacks. However, figure 3.6 reveals that perceptions 
of competition among Latinos differ in the South, where they are 
more likely to view African Americans as competitors than other La-
tinos. Specifically, 38 percent of southern Latinos perceive more com-
petition with African Americans, 37 percent perceive more competi-
tion with other Latinos, and the remaining 25 percent see no 
difference in competition between both groups. Using both measures 
of competition, table 3.1 compares the average perceptions of compe-
tition among Latinos in the South with Latinos living elsewhere in 
the United States. In line with the southern hypothesis and the re-
sults of the immigrant model, the results indicate significant differ-
ences based on region, as Latinos living in the southern states are 
more likely to view African Americans as competitors. Perceptions of 
competition also vary in important ways by state. Compared with 
other states across the country, Latinos living in Arkansas and North 
Carolina are more likely to view African Americans as competitors. 
The discussion of the sociopolitical histories of both states in chapter 
7 of this volume is particularly helpful in understanding the context 
behind the trends we find here.

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
30

25

20

15

10

5

0
−8 −7 −6 −5 −4 −3 −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Perceptions of Competition

See no difference (25%)

More competition with 
Latinos (37%)

More competition with
blacks (38%)

Figure 3.6 �R elative Scale of Black-Brown Competition 
Among Latino Immigrants in the South

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the 2006 Latino National Survey 
(Fraga et al. 2006).



116    Just Neighbors?

ceptions of competition with other Latinos. As figure 3.7 illustrates, 
friendships with African Americans can have a significant and impor-
tant effect on perceptions of competition with African Americans and 
Latinos in the South. For example, the graph suggests that the prob-
ability of perceiving competition with African Americans is much 
higher for Latinos who say they have no black friends than for Lati-
nos who do. The results also demonstrate that perceptions of com-
monality with African Americans also matter, but lose their effect 
once perceptions of competition with Latinos are taken into consid-
eration. In the nonrelative competition model, Black Commonality is 
significant and positive. Latinos who feel that they have more in com-
mon with African Americans are more likely to perceive competition 
with other African Americans. Likewise, the finding is supported by 
the significant and positive association between Rank Black and per-
ceived competition, as Latinos who feel closer to African Americans 
are more likely to perceive competition with other blacks.

In addition to indicators of social interaction with African Ameri-
cans, cultural variables also matter, but vary according to measure of 
competition. For instance, Latino Linked Fate is significant and posi-
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Online appendix table 3.A3 presents results for ordinary least 
squares (OLS) regressions for all Latinos living in the South. The first 
regression in column 1 again uses the nonrelative measure of competi-
tion that focuses only on perceived competition with blacks. The sec-
ond regression in column 2 uses the relative measure of competition, 
which takes into account perceptions of competition with other Lati-
nos and African Americans. When moving from the model isolating 
perceptions of competition among blacks (column 1) to the relative 
measure of competition (column 2), several interesting trends emerge.

The nonrelative competition model shows that Black Workers and 
Black Crime are significant and positive, suggesting that Latinos who 
work predominately with blacks or who are victims of a crime com-
mitted by an African American are more likely to perceive competi-
tion with blacks. Once competition with other Latinos is taken into 
account, however, these indicators of social interaction are no longer 
statistically significant. The relative competition model further dem-
onstrates that perceptions of competition depend on the quality or 
type of social interaction. Interestingly, Black Friends has a significant 
and negative relationship with perceptions of competition (model 2). 
Whereas Black Workers and Black Crime are associated with more 
negative experiences with blacks, friendly interactions with African 
Americans significantly temper negative attitudes and heighten per-

Table 3.1 � Perception of Black-Brown Competition, Mean

All South 0.0537***
Arkansas 0.1296***
Georgia –0.0225
North Carolina 0.1546**
Virginia –0.1761

Non-South –0.2279***
Arizona –0.5800***
California –0.2948
District of Colombia –0.1129
Florida –0.0800
New York –0.07
Texas –0.5006***

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the 2006 Latino National Survey 
(Fraga et al. 2006).
Note: We test for significance differences between the South and Non-South as well 
as differences between each state.
*p <  .10; ** p < .05, ***p < .01.
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Figure 4.1 �M ean Scores on Economic Commonality

and accept the messages from liberal leaders that encourage percep-
tions of commonality, would be more likely to express feelings of 
commonality with African Americans than their conservative coun-
terparts, who are likely to both receive and accept messages from 
conservative leaders that discourage such perceptions.

To test our predictions, we conducted difference of means tests for 
the questions on economic and political commonality—comparing 
the opinions of liberals and conservatives at all four levels of political 
awareness. As figures 4.1 and 4.2 show, there were no significant dif-
ferences in perceptions of commonality between liberals and conser-
vatives at lower levels of political awareness. Among those who were 
highly politically aware, however, conservatives were significantly 
less likely to express strong feelings of economic and political com-
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monality than liberals were. These findings support the idea that ide-
ology and political awareness interact in structuring attitudes and are 
consistent with our claim that elite cues are influencing Latino per-
ceptions of commonality with African Americans.

Although the results of the difference of means tests provide initial 
evidence that elite messages influence the way Latinos think about 
their relationship with African Americans, a more sophisticated anal-
ysis is needed to control for the influence that other factors may have. 
As a result, we use ordinary least square (OLS) regression to predict 
responses to our two measures of commonality.9 The primary inde-
pendent variable in each model is an interaction term between ideol-
ogy and political awareness—which is designed to measure reception 
and acceptance of messages from political elites, thereby measuring 
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tive counterparts. In short, high levels of exposure to elite messages 
appear to lead liberal and conservative Latinos down very different 
paths—with liberals seeing more in common with African Americans 
and conservatives seeing less in common.

Conclusion

What impact do elite messages regarding commonality with African 
Americans have on the Latino community? We find that politically 
aware Latinos, the individuals most likely to receive elite messages, 
are more likely to have an opinion on commonality with African 
Americans than are their less aware brethren. More important, and in 
line with the predictions of elite opinion theory, we find that politi-
cally aware liberals express higher levels of commonality with Afri-
can Americans than their conservative counterparts do. This finding 
indicates that the opinions of politically aware liberals and conserva-
tives reflect those of political elites. Finally, we find that the interac-
tion of ideology and political attentiveness remains a significant 
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predictor of perceptions of economic and political commonality with 
African Americans. We interpret these descriptive and explanatory 
findings to indicate that exposure and acceptance of elite discourse is 
central to the process by which Latinos form their opinions on com-
monality with African Americans.

The findings presented here make a number of key contributions 
to the literature on commonality, public opinion, multiracial coali-
tions, and interracial conflict. First, unlike many studies that focus 
exclusively on individual-level determinants of commonality, ours 
finds clear evidence that liberal and conservative elites send different 
signals and that these signals influence Latino perceptions of com-
monality. Yet much of the current work on the relationship between 
Latino elites and the Latino mass public focuses attention on the rep-
resentative quality of Latino representatives (Bratton 2006; Kerr and 
Miller 1997; Hero and Tolbert 1995), the impact of Latino candidates 
on Latino voting behavior (Baretto 2007; Leighley 2001; Pantoja and 
Segura 2003), or the mobilization of the Latino electorate by Latino 
elites (Shaw, de la Garza, and Lee 2000; Ramirez 2007; Wrinkle et al. 
1996). We hope the conclusions presented here help expand the 
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Table 4.1 � Liberal Political Elites on Commonality 
Between Latino and African American 
Communities

Reverend. Martin Luther 
King Jr. 

“Our separate struggles are really one–a 
struggle for freedom, for dignity, and for 
humanity.”

Hilary Shelton, director 
of the Washington 
bureau of the NAACP

“We have as much or more in common than 
any two ethnic or racial groups in the country, 
and that’s because of the phenomenon of racial 
discrimination and how it affects our 
community.”

Antonio Villaraigosa, 
mayor of Los Angeles

“I’m just another shade of brown.”

Al Sharpton, former 
presidential candidate

“We are not each other’s enemies.  We’re not 
even each other’s friends.  We are the same 
family.  We may speak a different language, 
have a different skin texture, but we are in the 
same house.  And if the house burns down we 
are all going to die together.”

Governor Bill Richardson “Parties think well they [African Americans and 
Latinos] only care about immigration or civil 
rights or affirmative action. I think what is one 
of the most fundamental misconceptions about 
minorities is that we care about all issues. We 
care about health care and education. We care 
about moving this country forward.”

Senator John Edwards 
2007 

“I think we have a wall that’s been built around 
Washington, D.C. And no one understands that 
wall better than African Americans and Latinos 
in America. Because you have been left on the 
outside of that wall. And that wall has been 
built by people with money and power to 
protect their own interests. And to make sure 
that their interests are taken care of and not the 
interests of the vast majority of the American 
people.”  
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Each of these statements (as well as those made by other conservative 
political leaders listed in table 4.2) emphasizes the belief that Latinos 
have little in common with African Americans, that notions of com-
monality have been fabricated by liberal elites, and that the Latino 
community would be best served by severing any ties with the Afri-
can American community.

These competing perspectives concerning commonality with Afri-
can Americans presented by Latino political elites raise the question 
of whether elite rhetoric about commonality with African Americans 
influences the attitudes of the Latino community. Unfortunately, little 
research has explored the extent to which such assertions are picked 
up by Latinos in the general public. Indeed, a number of studies have 
addressed the individual-level determinants of Latino perceptions of 
commonality with African Americans (Kaufmann 2003a; Rodrigues 
and Segura 2003; Sanchez 2004; Nicholson, Pantoja, and Segura 
2005); and in this volume chapter 2 examines the impact of accul-
turation and state residence (new immigrant-receiving state versus 
traditional immigrant-receiving state) on Latino perceptions of com-

Table 4.1 � (cont.)

Julian Bond, former 
NAACP chairman

“It’s obvious that there is a growing population 
of Hispanics in the United States and they have 
been and will be allies and partners in the fight 
for civil rights.”

Senator Bob Menendez 
(Democrat, New Jersey)

Today, all students do not have an equal chance 
to attend college. Latinos and African 
Americans are less likely to be able to afford 
college, and are 40 to 60 percent less likely to 
earn a bachelor’s degree in their lifetime than 
white students. By expanding federal aid 
opportunities for minorities, this bill will help 
improve those numbers and close a critical gap 
in higher education.

Ana Yaez-Correa, 
acting executive 
director of Texas 
LULAC

“Our socioeconomic conditions are on the same 
kinds of levels. Academically, our children are 
in trouble. Both populations are 
[disproportionately] in prison. We’re dropping 
out [of school] the most. We don’t have the 
means and the resources.”

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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Table 4.2 � Conservative Political Elites on Commonality 
Between Latino and African American 
Communities

Orlando Sanchez, 
Republican candidate for 
mayor of Houston

“And on everyday issues, I think that 
Republicans and Hispanics are in lock step. . . . 
[Blacks] have voted as a bloc and been stuck 
in the promises of the Great Society and told 
that it is taboo to break out of that pack.”

Orlando Sanchez, former 
Republican candidate for 
mayor of Houston

“They see the pie as finite and limited.  If an 
Hispanic gets in, they see a diminution of 
services, but it really isn’t that way at all.”

Clara Nibot, head of the 
Bergen County Hispanic 
Republican Organization

“African Americans have drawn the line in the 
sand.”  “If there was ever any doubt about 
their intentions to work with us and support 
us, there isn’t a doubt any longer. This is a 
competition; now it’s clear.”

Fernando Oaxaca, 
founder of the National 
Hispanic Republican 
Assembly

“To me, the Hispanic mentality, the view of the 
world, is more in sync with Republicans right 
now, while blacks are now a large part of the 
middle class but don’t seem to be voting 
Republican,”

Dan Stein, executive 
director of the 
Federation for American 
Immigration Reform

“The surge in Latino numbers comes at the 
expense of other minority groups, especially 
black people, who have worked for 200 years 
to get a level playing field, a fair shot.”

Vincente Fox, former 
president of Mexico

“There is no doubt that Mexicans, filled with 
dignity, willingness and ability to work, are 
doing jobs that not even blacks want to do 
there in the United States.”

Fernando de Baca, 
former chairman of the 
Republican Party in 
Bernalillo County in 
New Mexico

“I feel strongly that Hispanics will not support, 
in my generation and the generation around 
my age, are not going to support the 
Democratic candidate for president primarily 
because there is a strong feeling that African 
Americans during the civil rights movement 
took advantage, full advantage, of all the 
benefits and programs that the government 
offered, that were supposed to be offered to all 
minorities. But we were left behind, we were 
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monality with African Americans. However, little attention has been 
paid to the role that cues provided by Latino political elites may be 
playing in structuring perceptions of commonality with African 
Americans. The absence of research assessing the impact that elite 
discourse may have on perceptions of commonality is particularly 
surprising given that the so-called elite opinion hypothesis—which 
states that the actions and statements of political elites exert an over-
whelming influence on mass political attitudes—has come to domi-
nate the public opinion literature (Lee 2002).

In this chapter, we provide a systematic empirical assessment of 
the impact that elite messages have on perceptions of economic and 
political commonality by using the unique data provided by the La-
tino National Survey (LNS). Testing propositions from John Zaller’s 
(1992) Reception-Acceptance-Sample (RAS) model, we find strong 
evidence that elite messages play an important role in structuring 
how Latinos view their relationship with African Americans. In addi-
tion to showing that politically aware Latinos, regardless of ideologi-
cal leanings, are more likely to form opinions on commonality with 
African Americans, we also demonstrate that exposure to elite mes-
sages polarizes self-identified liberals and conservatives—with politi-
cally aware liberals seeing more in common with African Americans 
and politically aware conservatives seeing less.

Literature Review

The remainder of this chapter examines the nascent literature on La-
tino perceptions of commonality with African Americans as well as 
the literature on elite opinion theory.

Table 4.2 � (cont.)

left sucking air, and we resented that ever 
since the 60s, and I don’t see how a black 
president is going to change that.”

David Hill, a GOP 
pollster for the Cornyn 
campaign

There is “a natural competition between blacks 
and Hispanics for power.”

Source: Authors’ compilation.
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mine the validity of our hypothesis, we explored the extent to which 
more politically aware Latinos gave valid responses to the LNS ques-
tions on commonality.8 Table 4.3 reports these findings.

A significant number of Latinos seem to have no opinions about 
commonality with African Americans. Nearly 11 percent of Latinos 
responded Don’t know to the question about economic commonality, 
almost 12 percent responded Don’t know to the question about po-
litical commonality, and over 6 percent responded Don’t know to 
both questions. As table 4.3 also indicates, the politically unaware are 
vastly more likely to have no opinion on economic and political com-
monality with African Americans than those who are politically 
aware. In other words, the more likely an individual is to receive elite 
messages, the more likely he or she is to have an opinion about the 
presence (or absence) of commonality with African Americans.

As discussed, the RAS model also supplies us with expectations 
about the reception stage of opinion formation. Positing an interac-
tion between ideological predispositions and awareness, Zaller’s 
model predicts that opinions on political issues will be polarized ac-
cording to ideology among the political aware, but not among the 
less informed, when liberal and conservative elites send conflicting 
messages. Given the divisions between liberal and conservative lead-
ers regarding economic and political relations between Latinos and 
African Americans, we hypothesized that ideology would play an im-
portant role in structuring perceptions of commonality among 
aware—but not unaware—members of our sample. Specifically, we 
predicted that politically aware liberals, who are likely to both receive 

Table 4.3 � Latino “Don’t Know” Responses to 
Commonality Questions about Blacks

 
Economic Political

Political and 
Economic

No political awareness 17.0% 19.9% 11.5%
Low political awareness 9.8% 10.2% 4.8%
Moderate political awareness 6.6% 5.6% 2.6%
High political awareness 4.1% 4.3% 1.6%

Total 10.9% 11.9% 6.3%
N 10,009 10,010 10,011

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the 2006 Latino National Survey 
(Fraga et al. 2006).
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no political awareness. As the figures also show, however, increasing 
political awareness is predicted to considerably increase perceptions 
of commonality for strong liberals and considerably decreasing them 
for strong conservatives. Figure 4.3, for example, shows that al-
though politically unaware conservatives are predicted to feel more 
in common economically with African Americans than unaware lib-
erals, politically aware liberals are predicted to feel more than .12 
points more in common with African Americans than their conserva-

Table 4.4 �O LS Regression Analysis

 
Economic  

Commonality
Political  

Commonality

  b SE  b SE 

Age .00 .00* .00 .00
Education –.02 .03 .01 .03
Male .02 .01 .02 .01
Income .05 .02* .05 .02*
Interview in English .10 .02*** .04 .02**
First generation .05 .04 .02 .04
Born in the United 
States

.08 .03* .06 .03

Commonality with 
whites

.29 .02*** .17 .02***

Commonality with 
Latinos

.08 .02*** .12 .02***

Political awareness –.08 .03** –.07 .03*
Party Identification .01 .02 .02 .02
Ideology –.09 .03** –.07 .03*
Ideology × political 
awareness

.20 .05*** .14 .05**

Black friends .26 .07*** .16 .07*
Black coworkers .03 .05 .05 .05
Mexican –.01 .02 –.01 .02
Cuban –.05 .03 –.02 .03
Dominican .08 .03* .09 .03*
Puerto Rican .06 .03* .06 .03*
(Constant) .30 .05*** .29 .05***

N 2,445 2,441
R2   .16   .08 

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the 2006 Latino National Survey 
(Fraga et al. 2006).
* p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001.
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portionate to what could be found in the established east-side barrios 
(Rodriguez 1993). The second factor was a crisis in apartment real 
estate capital in the early 1980s, which developed as the Houston oil-
centered economy entered a recession with the fall of oil prices in the 
world market (Feagin 1988). Real estate capital had overbuilt the 
apartment market, and the out-migration of thousands of unem-
ployed white workers during the recession left many apartment com-
plexes abandoned in the mostly white west side of the city. In re-
sponse, real estate capital seized on the strategy of lowering rental 
prices and recruiting the arriving Latino immigrants and other mi-
norities as the new tenants (Rodriguez and Hagan 1992).

Whether in the old east-side neighborhoods or in the new settle-
ments in the western and southwestern sectors, African Americans 
and Latinos in the Houston area have not experienced the level of 
intergroup conflict reported for other areas, such as for the Los Ange-

Table 5.1 Houston Area Population Estimates, 2009

Population Central City Metropolitan Area

Total 2,260,918 5,865,086

Non-Latino 1,301,235 3,849,558
White alone 639,304 2,443,815
African American alone 502,199 967,026
Asian alone 131,787 351,226
Native American–Alaskan 
Native alone

3,478 10,222

Native Hawaiian–Pacific 
Islander alone

1,816 4,385

Some other race alone 5,016 13,884
Two or more races 17,635 59,000

Latino 959,683 2,015,528
White alone 731,061 1,519,608
African American alone 11,250 19,981
Asian alone 2,346 3,977
Native American–Alaskan 
Native alone

8,761 14,720

Native Hawaiian–Pacific 
Islander alone

80 379

Some other race alone 193,556 414,067
Two or more races 12,629 42,796

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from U.S. Census Bureau 2010.
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Table 5.2 �H ouston-Area Perceptions, 1996 and 2010

African 
Americans

U.S.-Born 
Latinos

Foreign-Born 
Latinos

“Immigrants take jobs from 
African Americans”*

(n = 600) (n = 252) (n = 348)

Agree 54% 25% 13%
Disagree 39 71 83
No opinion 7 4 4

“Legalization for undocumented 
immigrants who speak English 
and have no criminal record”**

(n = 496) (n = 378) (n = 102)

For it 65% 77% 84%
Against it 30 23 16
No response 5 0 0

“Impact of immigrants in the 
Houston area”*

(n = 600) (n = 252) (n = 348)

Good 36% 56% 63%
Bad 54 36 21
Don’t know/No response 10 8 16

“How serious a problem that 
many undocumented migrants 
come to Houston?”**

(n = 477) (n = 390) (n = 103)

Not much of a problem 15% 24% 41%
Somewhat of a problem 31 31 36
Very serious problem 54 44 23

“Build a border fence to stop 
undocumented immigration”**

(n = 468) (n = 367) (n = 98)

Favor 72% 54% 36%
Oppose 28 46 64

“Impact of the Spanish language 
in the United States”*

(n = 600) (n = 252) (n = 348)

Good 43% 78% 76%
Bad 46 17 19
Don’t know/No response 11 5 5

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Intergroup Relations Survey (Center for 
Mexican American Studies 1996) and Houston Area Survey (Kinder Institute for 
Urban Research 2010).
*Intergroup Relations Survey, 1996, Center for Mexican American Studies, Uni-
versity of Houston.
**Houston Area Survey, 2010, Institute for Urban Research, Rice University.



Intergroup Perceptions and Relations in Houston    165

Blacks and Latinos in the Houston area also agreed on issues of 
English-speaking or American identity. Although a majority of both 
groups agreed slightly or strongly in the 2008 HAS that to be “truly 
American” a person should be able to speak English, African Ameri-
cans had a larger majority (73 percent) than U.S.-born (65 percent) 
or foreign-born Hispanics (63 percent).

With the exception of some immigration-related issues, African 
Americans and Latinos in the Houston area consider that relations 
between the two groups are on a positive course. This perception was 
found in the 1996 CMAS survey and in the 2006 HAS. Moreover, 
information from the two surveys indicates that the perception is ac-
companied by behavioral conditions. In the 1996 CMAS survey, al-
most three-fourths of African Americans and almost two-thirds of 
U.S.-born Latinos reported having regular interaction (at least once a 
week) with one or more members of the other racial-ethnic group 
(see table 5.3). Among foreign-born Latinos, only about one-third 
reported this much interaction.

In addition, the 2006 HAS indicates that, although members in 
both groups reported that their closest friends were of the same eth-
nic group, a majority of African Americans and native-born Latinos 
had a close friend from the other group. Interestingly, 43 percent of 
foreign-born Latino respondents also said they had a close African 
American friend. These findings warrant a closer examination, for 
the literature on close black-brown friendships is nonexistent or at 
best scant. The workplace and neighborhood settings should be of 

Table 5.3 �F requency of Interaction Between African 
Americans and Latinos, 1996

African 
American  

with  
Latinos

U.S.-Born  
Latino with 

African 
Americans

Foreign-Born 
Latino with 

African 
Americans

(n = 600) (n = 248) (n = 348)
Frequently 72% 63% 34%
Sometimes 16 22 20
Almost never 6 8 25
Never 6 7 21

Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from the Intergroup Relations Survey 
(Center for Mexican American Studies 1996).
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issues mentioned first in an open-ended question that Angelenos 
chose, with an almost even split between those who thought there 
were too many illegal immigrants and those who thought immigrants 
did not have enough rights. However, when we turn to what issues 
the group faces, we get very different answers.

African Americans see unemployment, education, and racial dis-
crimination as the central issues facing the black community. To the 
extent that some may attribute unemployment to undocumented im-
migrants, building coalitions on the issue may be difficult. However, 
the issue of immigration does not appear on the list of African Amer-
ican issues. Thus, immigration per se is not a problem for African 
Americans but may be one only inasmuch as they perceive it to nega-
tively affect their employment prospects (see figure 6.2).

For Latinos, the picture is slightly different. Latinos see immigra-
tion, education, and racial discrimination as their main problems, 
and the overwhelming majority believe that immigrants do not have 
enough rights. Again, as with African Americans, the portrait is mixed. 
The Latino focus on the issue of immigration may trigger African 
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American concerns about jobs. However, both groups share concerns 
related to racial discrimination, Latinos perhaps seeing the issue 
largely through the lens of nativism and immigration and African 
Americans through the question of unemployment and jobs. Educa-
tion and inequality may perhaps be the first and most fruitful area for 
coalitions. It scores high for both groups, and connects to the joint 
concern of racial discrimination and inequality. However, if activists 
in early moments of coalition-building trigger a debate that centers 
around African American unemployment versus Mexican immigrant 
rights, the coalition will likely be derailed. It is important to steer 
African Americans from seeing problems of unemployment as caused 
by immigration and pushing Latinos toward connecting their con-
cerns about immigration as part of a broader narrative of racial dis-
crimination that equally affects African Americans. We can see this 
point of tangency in figure 6.3.

Immigration

Immigration has been an issue of accelerated importance on the  
national stage and in California for some time. The passage of Propo-
sition 187 with majority black support is one area that speaks to po-
tential conflicts. Since the turn of the century, when European im-
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migrants, in particular, made the transition from their original ethnic 
identity to whiteness and frequently adopted virulent forms of anti-
black racism in their quest for whiteness, African Americans have 
been ambivalent about immigration. Groups have tended to racially 
distance themselves from African Americans and have embraced an-
tiblack racism (Roediger 2005). The long-standing issue has been 
that African Americans, in the past and present, widely believe that 
immigration harms their employment prospects. African Americans, 
more than any other group, feel that undocumented immigrants hurt 
the economy in Los Angeles. Meanwhile, Latinos are the group most 
likely to say that undocumented immigrants help the economy. This 
juxtaposition of beliefs presents a challenge for those trying to forge 
political coalitions around workforce issues. Figure 6.4 highlights at-
titudes about whether immigrants help or hinder the economy.

When asked which of the current immigration proposals they sup-
ported, African Americans, like most non-Latinos, demonstrated a 
plurality of support for allowing undocumented immigrants to re-
main if they meet certain conditions, such as paying a fine (see table 
6.3). Only Latinos overwhelmingly support immediate amnesty, and 
African Americans were the least likely to support it. The good news 
is the emerging consensus on undocumented immigration, that in 
general the undocumented should be allowed to stay if they meet 
certain conditions. This falls short of amnesty, but it is clear that, 
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support for black candidates among whites. In general, whites who 
score high on levels of symbolic racism oppose affirmative action and 
a range of other redistributive policies seen as benefiting blacks. Fig-
ure 6.6 presents mean levels of symbolic racism.

We see in figure 6.6 that Latinos score slightly higher than whites 
on the mean scale but significantly lower than Asians. These differ-
ences are largely produced by the large number of foreign-born re-
spondents taking the survey in their native language. There is some 
evidence that even symbolic racism in the United States is subject to 
some level of political correctness, and that immigrants—especially 
from Asia, Mexico, and Latin America—have generally underdevel-
oped notions of racism (Sawyer 2005). However, we will later see 
beyond the mean levels of symbolic racism what effect the concept 
has on structuring policy preferences.

Multivariate Analysis

Beyond the overall mean differences, we can assess whether stereo-
types, symbolic racism, and other factors structure African American 
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Table 6.8 � Logistic Regressions, Support for Anti-
Immigrant Policy

Model 1

(Blacks)

Model 2

(Whites)

Education (1 – 10) –.097
(.081)

.001
(.104)

Income group (1 – 12) .128**
(.061)

.004
(.066)

Gender (0–1; 1 = male) –.157
(.337)

–.123
(.398)

Age group (1–6) .147
(.1)

–.011
(.143)

Ideology (1–3; 3 = conservative) –.078
(.24)

.308
(.277)

Stereotype Latinos (1–7) .344***
(.125)

.562***
(.166)

Constant –3.3***
(1.05)

–4.74***
(1.4)

Log likelihood –133.5 –94.8
N 275 260

Source: Author’s compilation based on his own research, the 2007 Los Angeles 
County Social Survey.
* p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
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than it is for Latinos, demonstrating that the set of beliefs, though sa-
lient, has a muted effect among Latinos. For whites, the model is much 
more predictable, lower income and conservative ideology contribut-
ing to a negative view of using affirmative action to remedy UCLA’s 
enrollment imbalance. For Latinos, these measures play little role. The 
results of the effects of symbolic racism on attitudes about affirmative 
action at UCLA can be seen in table 6.7 and figure 6.7.

A similar model emerges with immigration policy (see table 6.8 
and figure 6.8). Support for massive deportation of immigrants 
among blacks and whites is in part driven by stereotypes about Lati-
nos, but those stereotypes operate more strongly for whites than for 
blacks. In cases of affirmative action and immigration policy, support 
by both blacks and Latinos is driven by similar forms of bias against 
the other group. However, that bias has less of an effect among mi-
norities than it does with whites. These differences are not driven by 
sample size in some surveys, because sample sizes are similar across 
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Similarly, the choice of white goes down substantially as well. Only 
19 percent of Latinos think of themselves as white in the context of 
the survey when presented with the other categories. Latin American 
categories absorb the majority of responses. When we look at U.S. 
born versus foreign born we see an even more stark difference. We 
can see this dynamic in table 6.1.

When we examine foreign-born Latinos, the prevailing category 
shifts dramatically. Table 6.2 demonstrates this shift in racial identifi-
cation between U.S.- and foreign-born Latinos. Fifty-five percent of 
foreign-born Latinos choose the category Moreno (dark-skinned), 
whereas almost 24 percent of their U.S.-born counterparts choose the 
category None of These. For the foreign born, the spread of the dis-
tribution of choices was much more scattered, showing that over 
time second-generation Latinos transition from thinking of them-
selves in the polychromatic terms more consistent with Latin Amer-
ica. That said, it is clear that though Latinos might not think of them-
selves as ethnic whites, they have a different conception of race that 
is not entirely compatible with the stable categories defined by the 
black-white paradigm. What is unclear is how those who identify as 
None of These or Moreno think of themselves with respect to African 
Americans or other minorities. What is clear is that whiteness is not 
how they see themselves. This presents some opportunity for coali-
tion building but also presents challenges.

Latino immigrants and U.S.-born Latinos seemingly approach ra-
cial categorization in a very different way from African Americans. 

Table 6.1 � Latino American Racial Self-Descriptions

Denomination Percentage

Blanco 19
Moreno 17
Mestizo 15
Trigueño 11
Indio 7
Negro 1
Mulato 1
None of these 30

Question: Now, I want to ask you about some other ways that Latino 
Americans describe themselves racially.  Are you . . . [denominations]?

Source: Author’s compilation based on his own research, the 2007 Los Angeles 
County Social Survey.
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However, black identity has become thought of as more complex but 
is considered more of an on-off phenomenon; fewer African Ameri-
cans choose mixed race despite the legacy of racial mixture and the 
general public thinking of people as either black or not black (Torres-
Saillant 1998; Cohen 1999; Waters 1999; Cordero-Guzmán, Smith, 
and Grosfoguel 2001; Dawson 2001). It is possible that in contexts 
where African Americans and Latinos in Los Angeles are discussing 
race, they may be thinking of very different phenomena. Latinos may 
be seeing themselves in terms of either other or chromatic categories, 
and African Americans as either on one side of the color line or an-
other. However, Latinos in the second generation tend to choose the 
category Other, whereas a plurality of recent immigrants select 
Moreno, a category that denotes darker skin. This suggests that, at a 
minimum, though not exactly compatible, African American and La-
tino identities in Los Angeles are not opposed to each other.

Issue Salience

In terms of assessing the essential issues that define African Ameri-
can–Latino relations, we need to get an idea of what issues each 
group sees as central to their current concerns. This section explores 
both the most important issues for each group, and the degree to 
which those issues offer potential for cooperation or conflict.

One important foundation for coalition formation is whether 
groups consider the same issues important. In figure 6.1, we see their 
views on Los Angeles in general, but also the issues specific groups 
consider most important. Immigration, crime, and traffic were the 

Table 6.2 � Latino American Racial Self-Descriptions

Denomination Foreign Born U.S. Born

Blanco 15.7% 20.1%
Moreno 3.7 24.1
Mestizo 12.0 16.1
Trigueño 1.9 16.1
Indio 6.5 7.5
Negro 1.9 0.6
Mulato 0.9 0.6
None of these 54.6 14.4

Source: Author’s compilation based on his own research, the 2007 Los Angeles 
County Social Survey.
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even among African Americans, support for massive deportations is 
not widespread. However, it is also clear that more and better infor-
mation on the positive and negative effects of immigration on em-
ployment opportunities for African Americans is needed. Also, the 
civil- and human-rights dimensions of immigration as an issue might 
be a central area of focus, rather than the economic justice dimen-
sion. The building blocks of a coalition depend on whether groups 
perceive themselves to share interests. Blacks and Latinos are more 
likely to feel they have political commonality with one another than 
any other groups. However, almost a majority of African Americans 
feel they have strong political commonality with Latinos, whereas 
slightly less than 30 percent of Latinos reciprocate the belief. The 
challenge in this area, then, is to raise the feeling of political com-
monality with blacks among Latinos, where they will find a willing 
coalition partner. Figure 6.5 shows the feelings of commonality 

Table 6.3 �S upport for Immigration Policy Alternatives

Race Policy Alternative Percentage

Black Make illegal 20.7
Guestworker 17.8
Allow to remain 42.9
Grant amnesty 8.4

Asian Make illegal 11.6
Guestworker 27.5
Allow to remain 46.7
Grant amnesty 10.9

Latino Make illegal 3.3
Guestworker 6.3
Allow to remain 43.6
Grant amnesty 46.6

White Make illegal 13.9
Guestworker 19.6
Allow to remain 48.1
Grant amnesty 12.3

Question: Which of the following comes closest to your view about what 
government policy should be toward illegal immigrants currently residing 
in the United States?  Should the government . . . [alternatives]?

Source: Author’s compilation based on his own research, the 2007 Los Angeles 
County Social Survey.
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same time, 23 percent of the Latinos surveyed think that blacks speak 
English poorly, even though the overwhelming majority of African 
Americans have English as their first and only language. Stereotypes 
about English-language proficiency are problems for Asian Ameri-
cans and Latinos, both of whom are perceived to be foreign. African 
Americans face some stereotype around English proficiency from La-
tinos that dovetails with those about intelligence.

Criminality is a common racial stereotype that dogs ethnic and 
racial minorities, African Americans and Latinos in particular. De-
spite relatively similar rates of illegal drug use and abuse across all 
racial and ethnic groups, African Americans and Latinos are dispro-

Table 6.4 �W elfare Stereotype Prevalence*

Race of Respondent Race of Target Group Stereotype Prevalence **

Black White 18%
Black 31
Latino 30
Asian 13

Asian White 10
Black 69
Latino 61
Asian 13

Latino White 24
Black 55
Latino 23
Asian 19

White White 15
Black 27
Latino 22
Asian 11

Full sample White 18
Black 45
Latino 34
Asian 15

Source: Author’s compilation based on his own research, the 2007 Los Angeles 
County Social Survey.
* Welfare stereotype prevalence scale ranges from 1 to 7, where 1 means that people 
in that category prefer to be self-supporting and 7 that people prefer welfare.
** Stereotype prevalence measures the percent of individuals who reported scale 
values between 5 and 7 (top scores) about the target group’s welfare prevalence. 
Rounded values.



190    Just Neighbors?

portionally incarcerated for drugs at increasing rates. Gang crime is 
also experienced across racial groups. However, it is clear that this 
stereotype is disproportionately applied to African Americans and 
Latinos. In many cases, even African Americans and Latinos do not 
protest this stereotype. They also both see the other group as heavily 
involved in gangs and drugs. However, although African Americans 
see African American and Latino involvement about equally, Latinos 
place African American involvement in gangs and drugs at even 
higher levels than their own. Thus, although Latinos believe the ste-
reotype about themselves, they believe that it applies even more with 

Table 6.5 � Language Stereotype Prevalence*

Race of Respondent Race of Target Group Stereotype Prevalence**

Black White 15%
Black 21
Latino 49
Asian 34

Asian White 2
Black 6
Latino 38
Asian 33

Latino White 8
Black 23
Latino 31
Asian 35

White White 12
Black 18
Latino 49
Asian 21

Full sample White 9
Black 18
Latino 49
Asian 31

Source: Author’s compilation based on his own research, the 2007 Los Angeles 
County Social Survey.
* Language stereotype prevalence scale ranges from 1 to 7, where 1 means that peo-
ple in that category tend to speak English poorly and 7 means that people in that 
category tend to speak English well.
** Stereotype prevalence measures the percent of individuals who reported scale 
values between 1 and 3 (low scores) about the target group’s language prevalence. 
Rounded values.
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respect to African Americans. These stereotypes can be seen in table 
6.6.

Symbolic Racism

The American public has largely rejected biological notions of racism. 
In its place is symbolic racism (Kinder and Sanders 1996; Sears 1993). 
Symbolic racism measures the degree to which individuals blame ra-
cial minorities for inequality, rather than discrimination or structural 
racism. For whites, measures of symbolic racism have proved useful 
in predicting support for affirmative action and other issues, such as 

Table 6.6 Drugs and Gangs Stereotype Prevalence*

Race of Respondent Race of Target Group Stereotype Prevalence**

Black White 35%
Black 59
Latino 60
Asian 35

Asian White 18
Black 66
Latino 51
Asian 15

Latino White 38
Black 71
Latino 56
Asian 30

White White 15
Black 39
Latino 40
Asian 15

Full sample White 17
Black 59
Latino 52
Asian 23

Source: Author’s compilation based on his own research, the 2007 Los Angeles 
County Social Survey.
* Drugs and gangs stereotype prevalence scale ranges from 1 to 7, where 1 means that 
people in that category tend not to be involved with drugs and gangs and 7 means 
that people in that category tend to be involved in drugs and gangs.
** Stereotype prevalence measures the percent of individuals who reported scale 
values between 5 and 7 (high scores) about the target group’s drugs and gangs preva-
lence. Rounded values.
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and Latino attitudes about immigration policy and affirmative action. 
We can also assess the effects of these variables relative to how they 
structure white opinions on these topics. The relatively similar sam-
ple size of all groups allows for this analysis and provides an interest-
ing look into what motivates these outcomes for each group.

The first model examines the effects of stereotypes and symbolic 
racism on attitudes about affirmative action. In particular, it exam-
ines whether symbolic racism on the part of whites and Latinos af-
fects willingness to support affirmative action in order to remedy the 
fact that African Americans make up less than 1 percent of the enter-
ing UCLA freshman class.

We find that symbolic racism predicts opposition to affirmative ac-
tion for both whites and Latinos. Stereoytpes play a role in either case. 
However, the effect of symbolic racism is much stronger for whites 

Table 6.7 � OLS Regressions; Support for Affirmative 
Action at UCLA

Model 1 
(Latinos)

Model 2 
(Whites)

Education (1–10) –.025
(.036)

.018
(.05)

Income group (1–12) –.034
(.037)

–.093***
(.029)

Gender (0–1; 1 = male) –.092
(.175)

.1
(.176)

Age group (1–6) .022
(.056)

–.028
(.063)

Ideology (1–3; 3 = conservative) –.059
(.117)

–.352***
(.127)

Symbolic racism (1–5) –.343***
(.112)

–.538***
(.096)

Stereotype-blacks (1–7) –.117
(.075)

.013
(.076)

Immigrant (0–1; 1 = immigrant) –.178
(.201)

Constant 5.43***
(.569)

5.47***
(.622)

R-square .07 .24
N 262 246

Source: Author’s compilation based on his own research, the 2007 Los Angeles 
County Social Survey.
* p < .1, ** p < .05, *** p < .01
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Table 7.1 Population Characteristics, 2008

Raw Total Percentage of City

Durham, N.C.  
City population 212,789 100%
Non-Hispanic whites 87,078 40.90
African Americans 84,351 39.60
Hispanics-Latinos 26,237 12.30

Mexican 17,020 8.80
Puerto Rican 1,555 0.70
Cuban 168 0.10
Other Latino 7,494 3.50

Asians 9,740 4.60
Male 102,669 48.20
Female 110,120 51.80

Memphis, Tenn.    
City population 643,329 100%
Non-Hispanic whites 189,952 29.50
African Americans 401,401 62.40
Hispanics-Latinos 32,371 5.00

Mexican 24,803 3.90
Puerto Rican 1,159 0.20
Cuban 703 0.10
Other Latino 5,706 0.90

Asians 10,672 1.70
Male 304,909 47.40
Female 338,420 52.60

Little Rock, Ark.    
City Population 188,704 100%
Non-Hispanic whites 91,966 48.70
Non-Hispanic African 
Americans

78,503 41.60

Hispanics-Latinos 10,142 5.40
Mexican 7,882 4.20
Puerto Rican 176 0.10
Cuban 22 0.00
Other Latino 2,062 1.10

Asians 4,702 2.40
Male 90,570 48.00
Female 98,134 52.00

Source: Authors’ compilation of data from the 2006–2008 American Community Sur-
veys (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2008).
Note: Hispanics/Latinos can be of any race.
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Table 7.2 � Concern About Growing Latino Population

Whites Blacks Latinos

2003 2007 2003 2007 2003 2007

Durham
Not at all 36.90% 21.60% 28.80% 24.00% 33.50% 33.20%

(58) (65) (43) (72) (57) (102)
A little 21.70 17.30 10.1 14.30 8.20 11.40

(34) (52) (15) (43) (14) (35)
Somewhat 24.20 28.80 30.20 31.00 25.90 17.90

(38) (87) (45) (93) (44) (55)
A great deal 17.20 32.20 30.90 30.70 32.40 37.50

(27) (97) `(46) (92) (55) (115)
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

(n = 157)(n = 301) (n = 149)(n = 300) (n = 170)(n = 307)
X2 sig. p < .001 X2 sig. p < .001 X2 sig. p < .001

Memphis
Not at all 25.30% 32.30% 25.90%

(79) (100) (79)
A little 21.20 19.00 8.90

(66) (59) (27)
Somewhat 26.90 23.50 19.00

(83) (73) (58)
A great deal 26.90 25.20 46.20

(84) (78) (141)
Total 100% 100% 100%

(n = 312) (n = 310) (n = 305)
X2 sig. p < .001

Little Rock
Not at all 25.6% 30.50% 32.20%

(85) (91) (39)
A little 17.00 16.10 11.60

(59) (48) (14)
Somewhat 30.70 28.90 25.60

(102) (86) (31)
A great deal 25.90 24.50 30.60

(86) (73) (37)
Total 100% 100% 100%

(n = 332) (n = 298) (n = 121)
X2 sig. p < .001

Source: Authors’ compilation of data collected for this project (McClain 2003, 2007).
Note: Standard errors in parentheses.



Table 7.3 � Immigration Continues: How Much Economic Opportunity Will Your Racial Group 
Have

Whites Blacks Latinos

2003 2007 2003 2007 2003 2007

Durham

A lot less than now 7.90% 9.10% 22.70% 16.60% 13.00% 7.10%
(12) (27) (32) (54) (21) (21)

Some less than now 24.50 24.90 38.30 39.00 34.60 26.90
(37) (74) (54) (113) (56) (79)

No more than now 55.00 56.60 24.80 26.60 21.60 23.50
(83) (168) (35) (77) (35) (69)

Some more than now 11.90 7.10 12.10 14.10 24.10 31.30
(18) (21) (17) (41) (39) (92)

Probably more than now .70 2.40 2.10 1.70 6.80 11.20
(1) (7) (3) (5) (11) (33)

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(n = 151) (n = 297) (n = 141) (n = 290) (n = 162) (n = 294)

X2 sig. p < .001 X2 sig. p < .001 X2 sig. p < .001

Memphis

A lot less than now 7.70% 17.20% 11.00%
(23) (51) (33)

Some less than now 31.10 33.70 30.00
(93) (100) (90)



No more than now 49.10 31.30 24.00
(147) (93) (72)

Some more than now 10.40 14.10 26.00
(31) (42) (78)

Probably more than now 1.50
3.70 9.00

(5) (11) (27)
Total 100% 100% 100%

(n = 299) (n = 297) (n = 300)
X2 sig. p < .001

Little Rock

A lot less than now 5.80% 17.10% 10.00%
(19) (49) (12)

Some less than now 30.40 37.60 19.20
(99) (108) (23)

No more than now 53.40 30.70 25.80
(174) (88) (31)

Some more than now 8.90 12.90 31.70
(29) (37) (38)

Probably more than now 1.50 1.70 13.30
(5) (5) (16)

Total 100% 100% 100%
(n = 326) (n = 287) (n = 120)

X2 sig. p < .001

Source: Authors’ compilation of data collected for this project (McClain 2003, 2007).
Note: Standard errors in parentheses.



Table 7.4 � Immigration Continues: How Much Political Influence Will Your Racial Group Have

Whites Blacks Latinos

2003 2007 2003 2007 2003 2007

Durham

A lot less than now 3.90% 13.60% 19.30% 16.80% 3.70% .70%
(6) (40) (28) (48) (6) (2)

Some less than now 46.10 42.90 29.70 31.50 8.00 5.90
(70) (126) (43) (90) (13) (17)

No more than now 41.40 36.40 29.70 30.80 17.20 16.30
(63) (107) (43) (88) (28) (47)

Some more than now 6.60 4.80 20.00 17.50 36.80 54.00
(10) (14) (29) (50) (60) (156)

Probably more than now 2.00 2.40 1.40 3.50 34.40 23.20
(3) (7) (2) (10) (56) (67)

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(n = 152) (n = 294) (n = 145) (n = 286) (n = 163) (n = 289)

X2 sig. p < .001 X2 sig. p < .001 X2 sig. p < .001

Memphis

A lot less than now 12.70% 17.20% 3.20%
(38) (51) (9)

Some less than now 42.30 33.70 11.40
(127) (100) (32)



No more than now 35.70 31.30 14.20
(107) (93) (40)

Some more than now 7.70 14.10 52.70
(23) (42) (148)

Probably more than now 1.70 3.70 18.50
(5) (11) (52)

Total 100% 100% 100%
(n = 300) (n = 297) (n = 281)

X2 sig. p < .001

Little Rock

A lot less than now 10.10% 17.10% 2.50%
(33) (49) (3)

Some less than now 46.30 37.60 6.60
(151) (108) (8)

No more than now 37.40 30.70 15.70
(122) (88) (19)

Some more than now 4.30 12.90 42.10
(14) (37) (51)

Probably more than now 1.8 1.70 33.10
(6) (5) (40)

Total 100% 100% 100%
(n = 326) (n = 287) (n = 121)

X2 sig. p < .001

Source: Authors’ compilation of data collected for this project (McClain 2003, 2007).
Note: Standard errors in parentheses.



Table 7.5 �A ttitudes About Race Relations in General

Whites Blacks Latinos

2003 2007 2003 2007 2003 2007

Durham

Very negative 4.50% 5.30% 3.30% 3.60% 6.30% 2.00%
(7) (16)9 (5) (11) (10) (6)

Somewhat negative 36,40 34.10 28.00 28.10 24.50 11.40
(56) (103) (42) (85) (39) (35)

Not positive or negative 18.20 15.60 18 14.90 18.20 15.40
(28) (47) (27) (45) (29) (47)

Somewhat positive 37.30 42.10 47.30 47.00 46.50 69.60
(58) (127) (71) (142) (74) (213)

Very positive 3.20 3.00 3.30 6.30 4.40 1.60
(5) (9) (5) (19) (7) (5)

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(n = 154) (n = 302) (n = 150) (n = 302) (n = 159) (n = 306)

X2 sig. p < .001 X2 sig. p < .001 X2 sig. p < .001

Memphis

Very negative 21.60% 1.90% 4.10%
(68) (34) (12)

Somewhat negative 41.00 26.30 23.00
(129) (82) (68)



Not positive or negative 13.30 17.90 40.50
(42) (56) (120)

Somewhat positive 22.20 38.10 30.40
(70) (119) (90)

Very positive 1.90 6.70 2.00
(6) (21) (6)

Total 100% 100% 100%
(n = 315) (n = 312) (n = 296)

X2 sig. p < .001

Little Rock

Very negative 4.80% 5.00% 4.00%
(16) (15) (5)

Somewhat negative 17.20 22.50 24.20
(57) (68) (30)

Not positive or negative 21.10 17.90 24.20
(70) (54) (30)

Somewhat positive 52.40 47.40 40.30
(174) (143) (50)

Very positive 4.50 7.30 7.30
(15) (22) (9)

Total 100% 100% 100%
(n = 332) (n = 124)

X2 sig. p < .001

Source: Authors’ compilation of data collected for this project (McClain 2003, 2007).
Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 7.6 �R elations Between Whites and Blacks 

White Black

2003 2007 2003 2007

Durham

Very negative 4.40% 4.30% 4.60% 2.00%
(6) (13) (6) (6)

Somewhat negative 30.10 26.70 21.40 18.00
(41) (80) (28) (57)

Not positive or 
negative

19.10
(26)

16.00
(48)

19.80
(26)

15.50
(47)

Somewhat positive 41.20 48.30 49.60 59.10
(56) (145) (65) (179)

Very positive 5.10 4.70 4.60 4.60
(7) (14) (6) (14)

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
(n = 136) (n = 300) (n = 131) (n = 303)

X2 sig. p < .001 X2 sig. p < .001

Memphis ���

Very negative 16.50% 9.50%
(52) (30)

Somewhat negative 41.00 24.40
(129) (77)

Not positive or 
negative

12.70 11.40
(40) (36)

Somewhat positive 27.60 50.50
(87) (159)

Very positive 2.20 4.10
(7) (13)

Total 100% 100%
(n = 315) (n = 315)

X2 sig. p < .001

Little Rock ���

Very negative 2.70% 5.60%
(9) (17)

Somewhat negative 20.40 21.80
(68) (66)

Not positive or 
negative

20.10
(67)

12.20
(37)

Somewhat positive 52.30 53.50
(174) (162)



Table 7.6 � (Cont.)

White Black

2003 2007 2003 2007

Very positive 4.50 6.90
(15) (21)

Total 100% 100%
(n = 333) (n = 303)

X2 sig. p < .001

Source: Authors’ compilation of data collected for this project (McClain 2003, 2007).
Note: Standard errors in parentheses.

Table 7.7 �R elations between Whites and Latinos in 
General

White Latino

2003 2007 2003 2007

Durham
Very negative 8% 1.7% 6.5% 1.00%

(11) (5) (10) (3)
Somewhat negative 32.1 20.2 27.3 9.80

(44) (58) (42) (29)
Not positive or 
negative

19.7 28.6 14.9 31.30
(27) (82) (23) (93)

Somewhat positive 35 42.9 46.1 53.90
(48) (123) (71) (160)

Very positive 5.1 6.6 5.2 4.00%
(7) (19) (8) (12)

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
(n = 137) (n = 287) (n = 154) (n = 297)

X2 sig. p < .001 X2 sig. p < .001

Memphis ���

Very negative 2.2% 1%
(6) (3)

Somewhat negative 17.9 9.7
(49) (29)

Not positive or 
negative

30.3
(83)

30.1
(90)

Somewhat positive 43.8 53.8
(120) (161)

Very positive 5.8 5.4
(16) (16)

Total 100% 100%
(n = 274) (n = 299)

X2 sig. p < .001
(Table continues on p. 230.)
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percent, considered relations to be very or somewhat negative, which 
figure increased to 26.6 percent in 2007. Latinos, however, consider 
relations with blacks to be more negative than blacks perceive of La-
tinos. In 2003, almost a third of Latinos, 31.5 percent, saw relations 
as very or somewhat negative, but 45.3 percent did so in 2007. Simi-
larly, 50.9 percent thought that relations were either somewhat or 
very positive in 2003, whereas only 23 percent did so in 2007. Some-
thing soured Latinos on their perceptions of their relations with 
blacks. Only the differences identified in 2007 are statistically sig-
nificant.

Opinion appears to diverge on the part of blacks and Latinos about 
their relations in Memphis. More than three-fifths of Latinos, 62.1 
percent, feel that their relations with blacks in Memphis are very or 
somewhat negative, yet only 28.8 percent of blacks perceive relations 
this way. Again, maybe it is the situation of being a small minority in 
a majority-black city that creates this perception. But it might also be 
that because blacks are in the majority, they are not as aware of the 
nature of relations with whites and Latinos, who are minorities. This 
is an interesting question that needs to be explored in more detail.

The same differences are also present in Little Rock. A solid ma-

Table 7.7 � (Cont.)

White Latino

2003 2007 2003 2007

Little Rock
Very negative 17% 7.1%

(5) (9)
Somewhat negative 19.9 14.2

(58) (18)
Not positive or 
negative

19.9
(58)

14.2
(29)

Somewhat positive 51.9 45.7
(151) (58)

Very positive 6.5 10.2
(19) (13)

Total 100% 100%
(n = 291) (n = 127)

X2 sig. p < .001

Source: Authors’ compilation of data collected for this project (McClain 2003, 2007).
Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table 7.8 �R elations Between Blacks and Latinos in 
General

Black Latino

2003 2007 2003 2007

Durham
Very negative 8.7% 2.5% 5.7% 12.0%

(12) (8) (9) (36)
Somewhat negative 14.49 24.1 25.8 33.3

(20) (68) (41) (100)
Not positive or 
negative

17.39 26.6 17.6 31.7
(24) (75) (28) (95)

Somewhat positive 54.35 41.8 47.8 22.0
(75) (118) (76) (66)

Very positive 5.07 4.6 3.1 1.0
(7) (13) (5) (3)

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
(n = 138) (n = 282) (n = 159) (n = 300)
*X2 sig. p < .001 *X2 sig. p < .001

Memphis ���

Very negative 6.3% 20.9%
(18) (64)

Somewhat negative 22.5 41.2
(64) (126)

Not positive or 
negative

20.7 22.9

(59) (70)
Somewhat positive 42.1 15.0

(120) (46)
Very positive 8.4 0

(24) (0)
Total 100% 100%

(n = 285) (n = 306)
X2 sig p < .001

Little Rock ���

Very negative 3.8% 7.9%
(10) (10)

Somewhat negative 16.5 31.7
(43) (40)

Not positive or 
negative

24.1 26.2
(63) (33)

Very positive 6.1 3.2
(16) (4)

(Table continues on p. 232.)



232    Just Neighbors?

jority of blacks, 55.5 percent, feel that their relations with Latinos 
are somewhat or very positive, whereas almost two-fifths of Latinos, 
39.6 percent, feel that relations are either somewhat or very nega-
tive. A pattern that emerges in all three cities is that blacks perceive 
more positive relations with Latinos than Latinos perceive with 
blacks. There are also no statistically significant class-based differ-
ences among blacks on the nature of relations with Latinos in all 
three cities.

Although not examining the same question, chapter 2 of this vol-
ume identifies patterns that might underscore our results about Lati-
nos’ perceiving more negative relations with blacks. Using the 2006 
Latino National Survey, Michael Jones-Correa finds, in general, that 
foreign-born Latinos are less likely to perceive commonalities with 
black Americans. Although he examines differences between tradi-
tional immigrant-receiving states and new immigrant destinations, 
that is, the South, he does not find state-specific differences on some 
of his attitude questions.

Discussion

Our objective was to determine what effect Latino immigration into 
three southern cities had on intergroup relations. Additionally, we 
wanted to learn whether city context made a difference on the per-
ceptions of intergroup relations. What our analyses show is that, in 
some instances, city context does make a difference, but in other in-
stances the effects are more generalized.

In Durham, blacks and whites make up similar proportions of the 
population, and both groups are more concerned about the growing 
Latino population than their counterparts in other cities are. Yet in 
2003 whites in Durham were not concerned, but by 2007 they were. 

Table 7.8 � (Cont.)

Black ��� Latino

Total 100% 100%
(n = 261) (n = 126)
X2 sig. p < .001

Source: Authors’ compilation of data collected for this project (McClain 2003, 2007).
Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
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blacks are largely negatively disposed toward Hispanics, and lower-
middle-class blacks are largely positively disposed.

The source of these attitudes is likely found in a type of group 
threat for each class, albeit a different type for each group. The work-
ing-class case is the most straightforward, this group being the most 
likely to lose jobs to Hispanic laborers. Many of the middle-class 
blacks who expressed animosity toward the Hispanic presence felt 
that their community rather than they themselves personally were 
losing out at the expense of Hispanics. The black lower middle class, 
because they were often supervisors and thus thought that they could 
secure raises or job security by learning Spanish or befriending His-
panic workers, saw Hispanics as an opportunity to get ahead on the 
job.

While this research echoes findings from survey data on black at-
titudes, it also suggests that researchers begin looking for curvilinear 
patterns in black attitude data. The black lower middle class could 
potentially be an important basis for the building of black-Hispanic 
coalitions, especially in lower-income communities or communities 
in new destinations.

Previous Research

Although the literature on immigrant incorporation and on the im-
pact of immigration on local race relations is extensive (for a recent 
review, see Waters and Jiménez 2005), that on the effects of immigra-
tion on race relations in the Southeast and Midwest is notably less, no 
doubt because of the recentness of this phenomenon. Nonetheless, 
several demographic and ethnographic studies of immigration to 
nontraditional receiving communities or new destinations have de-

Table 8.1 Greenville County Population

1990 2000 2005

White 80.9% 77.5% 75.6%
Black 18% 18.3% 18.8%
Hispanic 0.9% 3.8% 5.8%

Source: Author’s compilation based on data from U.S. Census STF-1 files (U.S. Bu-
reau of the Census 1990, 2000) and American Community Survey 2005 (U.S. Bu-
reau of the Census 2005).
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The black community is largely concentrated in Greenville’s urban 
center and a crescent-shaped series of suburban neighborhoods, 
some of which are quite poverty stricken. While I was conducting my 
fieldwork in 2005 and 2006, Greenville became the final county in 
the United States to vote to celebrate Martin Luther King Day—it 
passed with a vote of 7 to 5 after opponents argued the cost of con-
tinuing to ignore the holiday would be too great. Native son Jesse 
Jackson, who was raised by his grandmother in downtown Green-
ville, helped organize to have the holiday recognized and joined the 
community to celebrate when the day finally arrived.

Employment

I secured a job as a sales vendor with the intent of surreptitiously 
observing mixed-race groups of adults going about their daily busi-
ness to evaluate the degree to which race and ethnicity structured 
their speech and practices. I worked for a company that stocked 
DVDs and CDs in discount stores and drug stores throughout the 
Southeast. My job consisted of spending several hours each week in 
a particular store filling accounts with the store manager, cleaning 
and stocking the product racks, and removing outdated merchandise. 
The entire process provided ample time to observe what was occur-
ring in the stores, and the clipboard that I carried to keep track of the 
accounts provided cover for the field notes I collected. After the job 
was completed, I made a point of hanging out with the cashiers and, 
on occasion, the manager afterward. In most cases, the racial compo-
sition of the staff mirrored that of the neighborhood with one glaring 

Table 8.2 Percentage of Workers in Greenville, S.C. MSA

Industry 1950 1970 1980 1990

Agriculture 8.1 2.1 1.4 1
Construction 7.6 7 7.6 7.6
Yarn, Thread and Fabrica 27 15.6 12.3 6.2
Eating and Drinking 2 2.9 4 5.4
Private Households 5.5 2.7 1.2 0.9
Educational Services 3.5 9.6 7.9 7.8

Source: Author’s compilation based on data from Integrated Public-Use Microdata 
Series (Ruggles et al. 2010).
aIncludes industries employing 5 percent or more workers.
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ship they feel toward their own group. On both measures, the major-
ity of young black and Latino respondents have a strong affinity for 
members of their own group. For instance, a large percentage of La-
tinos, 58 percent, and blacks, 69 percent, agree that they are person-
ally affected by what happens to other Latinos or blacks, as displayed 
in figure 9.1.2 These figures contrast sharply with white respondents, 
of whom only 38 percent link their personal well-being to the status 
of other whites. These results are consistent with research indicating 
that African Americans express a high degree of linked fate (Dawson 
1994). They also reflect distinctions between African Americans and 
Latinos in their perceptions of linked fate. Recent scholarship notes 
that Latino conceptions of linked fate are complicated by the diver-
sity of the population in terms of pan-ethnicity, racial diversity, and 
immigrant makeup (Sanchez and Masuoka 2008; Jones-Correa and 
Hernandez 2007). Similarly, as figure 9.1 shows, both Latino and 
black respondents expressed high levels of racial-ethnic pride, 92 
percent and 88 percent respectively.3

Linked fate and racial pride are indicators of intragroup affinity and, 
as the BYPS shows, the majority of both black and Latino respondents 
appear to have strong ties with their own groups. However, focusing 
on answers to questions regarding intragroup feelings tells us only 
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Figure 9.1 �R espondents with High Levels Linked Fate 
and Racial Pride

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from the 2005 Black Youth Project Sur-
vey (University of Chicago 2005).
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We considered three possible explanations for the surprisingly re-
versed percentages. First, the use of feeling thermometers to correctly 
gage affinity is widely contested (Fiorina 1981; Green 1988; King et 
al. 2004). Clearly, there are many limitations to how respondents un-
derstand the question and the way respondents decided on a number 
between 1 and 100. Second, the timing of the survey may offer a con-
textual explanation for the difference. It is possible that this result is 
event driven. For example, because the survey was conducted in 
2005, we have no way of understanding how current events like im-
migration policy debates affected African American perceptions of 
Latinos. Third, and perhaps more interesting for our study, is the pos-
sibility of generational differences. As mentioned, work on black and 
Latino coalition formation has not focused on young blacks and La-
tinos in urban areas, where discussions of multiracial alliances are 
more likely to occur. Studies assume that coalition formation among 
blacks and Latinos begins and ends with adult political actors. If 
group affinity works in the opposite direction among youth, then a 
closer look at teen respondents is necessary for a more holistic un-
derstanding of race relations in the United States.

Although these findings run counter to conventional understand-
ings of intergroup perceptions, it would be speculative to suggest an 
explanation without knowing more about the sources of individual 
evaluations. In other words, although figures 9.1 and 9.2 make clear 
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Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from the 2005 Black Youth Project Sur-
vey (University of Chicago 2005).
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blacks, we must keep in mind that we still do not know whether this 
ultimately has a negative impact on coalition perceptions as well.

The results for the predictors of blacks’ evaluations of Latinos in-
clude the interesting finding that racial pride appears to have a posi-
tive effect on blacks’ ratings of Latinos. Specifically, for every unit 
increase in respondent sense of racial pride, their rating of Latinos 
increased by 6 points. This increase was significant at the .001 level. 
In other words, African Americans’ sense of racial pride was posi-
tively associated with their sense of closeness toward Latinos; there-
fore, African American respondents were more likely to rate Latinos 
higher on the feeling thermometer. Other variables with a significant 
association included Family SES and Positive View. Again, both of 
these variables are marginally significant because they barely meet 
the accepted standard for statistical significance. Finally, Education 
seemed to have the same effect on black respondents that Positive 
View had on Latinos. As education increases, African Americans’ af-
finity toward Latinos decreases. Again we must take into consider-
ation that although some variables did have an effect on affinity, mea-
sured through feeling thermometer questions, we have yet to analyze 
whether they have an impact on coalition efforts.
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Positive view

Racial pride
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Family SES
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Age
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Linked fate
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Racial pride
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Gender

Age

Latino/a Views toward Blacks Black Views toward Latino/as

−5 −50 05 5 10

Figure 9.3 � Predictors of Feeling Thermometer Scores

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from the 2005 Black Youth Project Survey 
(University of Chicago 2005).
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This section begins to discuss the variables that do and do not 
matter to coalition building specifically. Again, there are limitations 
to this survey. For one, the coalition question is directed only toward 
blacks: all respondents are asked whether they believe blacks would 
do better by forming coalitions with Latinos or with Asians. Latinos 
are not asked whether it would be better for them to form interracial 
alliances. Despite this limitation, the data are significant because few 
surveys have direct coalition questions.

Table 9.1 reports the relationship between a number of indepen-
dent variables and Latinos’ assessment of whether blacks should par-
ticipate in coalitions. Linked Fate had the strongest association with 
Coalition Possibilities among Latino respondents: as a sense of Latino 
linked fate increased, so did their belief that African Americans would 
benefit from forming a coalition with Latinos or Asians, or both. This 
relationship was positively significant at the .01 level, indicating that 
the association between these two variables did not occur by chance 

Table 9.1 �A ssessment of Blacks’ Coalition Possibilities, 
Latino Respondentsa

Coalition 
Possibility Standard Error

Maximum 
Difference

Age –.00 .04 —
Sex –.07 .20 —
Education .09* .05 —
Family SES –.01 .02 —
Exposure .02 .08 —
Racial pride .23* .14 14%
Positive view .08 .10 —
Linked fate .23** .10 23%
Personal recism .01 .09 —
Feeling thermometer .00 .00 —
Sample size 148 
Prob Chi2 0.12 
Pseudo R2 0.05

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from the 2005 Black Youth Project Sur-
vey (University of Chicago 2005).
aLatino respondents were asked: Some people say that blacks would have more po-
litical impact if they worked in coalition with other minorities such as Asians or 
Latinos.  Other people say that blacks would have more of a political impact by form-
ing their own political organization. What about you?  Do you think that blacks 
should work with other minorities or form their own organizations? 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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simply looking at the coefficients, one can conclude that linked fate 
has a positive association to the coalition variable, and whereas Ra-
cial Pride only has a slight negative association it is not significant. 
The only two significant variables for African American respondents 
are Gender and Education. Moreover, all else being equal, African 
American women were 3 percent more likely than men to believe that 
African Americans should be a part of a multiracial coalition. An in-
crease in Education, on the other hand, suggests a 9 percent decrease 
in the probability of choosing to form a coalition when all other in-
dependent variables are held constant.

Finally, as tables 9.1 and 9.2 show, the model includes the feeling 
thermometer as an explanatory variable for coalition beliefs. How-
ever, as previously discussed, affinity toward the other racial group 
does not significantly affect how African Americans or Latino re-
spondents will answer the coalition question. More specifically, al-
though the literature on coalition building assumes that affinity for 
a particular racial group will determine whether alliances are 

Table 9.2 �A ssessment of Blacks’ Coalition Possibilities, 
Black Respondents

Coalition 
Possibility

Standard  
Error

Maximum 
Difference

Age –.04 .03 —
Sex .26* .14 3%
Education –.07* .03 –9%
Family SES .01 .01 —
Exposure .02 .06 —
Racial pride .11 .09 —
Positive view .07 .06 —
Linked fate .04 .07 —
Personal racism .01 .06 —
Feeling thermometer .00 .00 —

Sample size 309 
Prob Chi2 0.22 
Pseudo R2 0.02

Source: Authors’ compilation based on data from the 2005 Black Youth Project Sur-
vey (University of Chicago 2005).
*p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.
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weak economy, black and Latino traffickers began to compete over 
enterprise drug zones, particularly customers among the well-estab-
lished more affluent residents as well as the yuppies integral to the 
gentrification. This brought together Venice 13 (Mexican) and Shore-
line Crips (black) gang members in Oakwood over lucrative drug 
turf issues, which led to a spate of shootings and killings that lasted 
for several years, ending only in 1994 after a truce was negotiated 
(Unemoto 2006). Significantly, this long-running event and its end 
are living testimony to what causes volatile and negative attitudes 
and interactions between black and Latino street populations and, 
more important, to how interventions can bring matters under con-
trol. The neighborhood has remained quiet since then even though 
the Venice 13 and Shoreline Crips still roam the streets.

Venice

Long Beach

Downtown Los Angeles

38th Street

Highland Park

Figure 11.1 �M ap of Los Angeles Neighborhoods

Source: Author’s figure.
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Old South, on the one hand, and rural Mexico, on the other, and were 
becoming acculturated together to life in California. Since that time, 
Mexicans have been strongly influenced by the urban lifestyle struck 
by blacks, and swing and jazz have been joined by rhythm and blues, 
Motown, and hip hop (Macias 2008; Alvarez 2008; McWilliams 
1949). One can safely assert that the diffusion of this music and cul-
ture was the precursor of the broader, deeper spread that is occurring 
now through globalization. In countless urban areas across the world, 
music and clothing style mimic what has happened and is happening 
in the large cities of the United States.

The rise of street gangs in black and Latino communities also 
shows many similarities. In each community, for example, population 
growth was rapid in the wake of migrations from rural and small-
town areas of Mexico and the southern U.S. states. The new arrivals 
experienced marked discrimination in housing, employment, and 
even schooling. Although sizeable majorities in each migrant com-
munity coped with these obstacles to build productive lives, some 
succeeding well beyond that, a significant minority fell sharply be-
hind. The stresses and strains from crowded living conditions, inad-
equate schooling, unemployment, limited social and recreational 
outlets, and poverty—what I have called elsewhere multiple margin-
ality (Vigil 2002, 2007)—created households from which children, 
especially males, would seek refuge in the streets. There they encoun-
tered peers from similar households to form street gangs in a process 
I term street socialization (Vigil 1988, 1996).

In light of these developments, the question to answer is whether 
Mexicans or any other group can admire and emulate another ethnic 
group even as they dislike the group for racial-ethnic reasons. With-
out delving into the social psychological implications of a love-hate 

Table 11.1 � Population in Los Angeles City, 1970 to 2000

Census Year 1970 1980 1990 2000

African American 486,674 504,674 454,289 401,986
(17%) (17%) (13%) (11%)

Latino 519,842 816,331 1,401,063 1,728,138
(18%) (28%) (40%) (47%)

Total population 2,811,801 2,966,850 3,485,398 3,364,820

Source: Author’s compilation based on U.S. Census Bureau (2000).
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