
favorable and less negative in their views than whites. Some of the differences
are quite large. For instance, there is a thirty-percentage-point difference be-
tween white and black perceptions on the trait of intelligence and a thirty-three-
percentage-point difference on the “hardworking” trait.

A fuller sense of what these patterns mean for group differences can be seen
in figure 2.2. It provides a cumulative assessment of the positive and negative
ratings. Here we see that whites are more than twice as likely as blacks to have
attributed none of the positive traits to blacks and that blacks are essentially
twice as likely as whites to attribute all four positive traits to members of the
group. On the flip side, nearly two-thirds of blacks reject all of the negative
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stereotypes of the group, in contrast to the 58 percent of whites who accept
at least one negative trait perception and the nearly one-third who accept
three or more.

Negative stereotypes of African Americans are common, though not uni-
form, and to a distressing degree they exist among both blacks and whites and
presumably influence perceptions and behaviors for both groups.8 How-
ever, there is a sharp difference in central tendency within each group, in pre-
dictable directions. One cannot escape the conclusion that most whites have
different and decidedly lesser views of the basic behavioral characteristics of
blacks than do blacks themselves. And that generally these patterns indicate
that African Americans remain a culturally dishonored and debased group in
the American psyche.
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Stereotypes as measured here are arguably more cognitive in nature and tell
us a bit less about racism as an active force than do more overt expressions of
social distance. We asked three questions about interracial relationships in a
1997 national telephone survey.9 The questions dealt with general approval of
black-white dating and marriage, and black-white marriages of family mem-
bers. To provide a strong assessment of the extent of non- or antiracist think-
ing, we present the data in three broad categories: we distinguished those who
gave the highest “strongly approve” response across all three items from those
who gave the consistent overtly racist response of “strongly disapprove” and
treated everyone else as in the middle. As figure 2.3 shows, large fractions of
whites and blacks end up in the middle category under this scheme. Perhaps
not too surprising is the higher percentage of African Americans in the con-
sistently “strongly approve” category (48 percent versus 31 percent).

It is the committed racist category to which I most want to draw attention.
Barely 2 percent of African Americans fall into this category, compared to
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evidence is accumulating to show that racial prejudice still affects politics. Black
candidates for office typically encounter severe degree of difficulties securing
white votes, partly owing to racial prejudice (Citrin, Green, and Sears 1990;
Kaufman 1998; Callaghan and Terkildsen 2002). There is some evidence, to
be sure, that the potency of racial prejudice varies with the racial composition
of electoral districts and the salience of race issues in the immediate political
context (Reeves 1997; Kaufman 2003).

Moreover, political candidates can use covert racial appeals to mobilize a
segment of the white voting public under some circumstances. For example,
the deployment of the infamous Willie Horton political ad during the 1988
presidential campaign heightened the voting public’s concern over race issues.
It also accentuated the impact of racial prejudice on electoral choices and did
so in a way that did not increase concern with crime per se (Kinder and Sanders
1996; Mendelberg 1997). That is, what appears to give a figure like Willie
Horton such efficacy as a political symbol is not his violent criminal behavior
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blacks and whites about the likelihood of achieving racial equality in America.12

Figure 2.5 shows the results. A full one-third of whites said that we had already
achieved it, in contrast to a mere 6 percent of African Americans. One in five
blacks said that we never would achieve it, and another two out of five said
that it would never happen in their lifetimes. Blacks see a deep and lingering
social ill, and whites see a problem that is just about resolved. Without claim-
ing to “know” the answer, I interpret responses of “have already achieved racial
equality” and perhaps even of “will soon achieve racial equality” to constitute
a deliberate evasion of responsibility more than a thoughtful assessment or re-
sponse to social realities (Kluegel and Smith 1986; Kluegel and Bobo 2001).
Too many friction points, inequalities, and signs of discrimination remain to
take such views at face value.
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“the exclusion of the Other and the denial of this practice.” Thus, whites are
often today deliberately situated so that they do not have to think about race
regularly and can remain ignorant about contemporary discrimination, largely
because they have insulated themselves from the racial “other.” The construct
of racial apathy represents a way to capture these kinds of deliberate evasions,
destructive indifference, and powerful inaction.

NATIONAL FINDINGS

What is the extent of racial apathy and indifference in the United States? To
answer this question I draw on survey data from several nationwide surveys.
As a first step in examining changes in racial indifference among whites, fig-
ure 3.1 reports results for a measure of racial apathy and generalized apathy
drawn from a large-scale survey of young people called the Monitoring the
Future Survey, an annual survey since 1976 of young people about their social
attitudes toward a broad range of questions. Racial apathy was measured by ask-
ing respondents whether they agreed or disagreed (on a scale from 1 = “disagree”
to 5 = “agree”) with the statement: “Maybe some minority groups do get
unfair treatment, but that’s no business of mine.” The statement with which
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generalized apathy was measured was: “It’s not really my problem if others are
in trouble and need help.” Here I am interested in comparing white youths’
responses in 2000 with those given in 1998, 1988, and 1976. Two patterns
are worth highlighting from these data. First, racial apathy shows movement
toward increasing racial intolerance. That is, more young whites today agree
(18 percent) with the statement that minority groups may receive unfair treat-
ment but that is not their concern than did so in 1976 (10 percent). Second,
there appears to be virtual stability in young whites’ expression of generalized
apathy. For example, approximately one in ten young whites today agree that
it is not their problem if others need help; a similar number shared this view
in 1976. This pattern of results indicates, at least with respect to young whites,
that racial indifference is a perspective held by an increasing number of white
youth. Further, this expressed racial apathy is distinct from the generalized ap-
athy that is often attributed to young people. Rather, it is specific to a racial-
ized notion of apathy.

Figure 3.2 reports the proportion of young whites responding “never” over
time to the question: “How often do you worry about race relations?” (scale
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Census of 1990, Questions 4 and 7

4. Race   �  White 
�  Black or Negro 

Fill ONE circle for the race that the person �  Indian (Amer.) (Print the name of the 
considers himself/herself to be.       enrolled or principal tribe)
If Indian (Amer.) print the name of  
the enrolled or principal tribe. 

     �  Chinese �  Japanese 
If other Asian or Pacific Islander (API), �  Filipino �  Asian Indian 
print one group, for example: Hmong,  �  Hawaiian �  Samoan  
Fijan, Laotian, Thai, Tongen, Pakistani,  �  Korean   �  Guamanian 
Cambodian, and so on.   �  Vietnamese �  Other API   

If other race, print race.  

   Other race (print race) 

Census of 2000, Questions 5 and 6

 NOTE:  Please answer BOTH Questions 5 and 6. 

5.  Is this person Spanish/Hispanic/Latino?    Mark �  the “No” box if not  Spanish/Hispanic/Latino.

�  No, not Spanish/Hispanic/Latino 
�  Yes, Mexican, Mexican Amer., Chicano 
�  Yes, Puerto Rican 
�  Yes, Cuban 
�  Yes, other Spanish/Hispanic/Latino—print group 

�6.  What is this person’s race?   Mark    one or more races  to indicate what this person considers 
      himself/herself to be 

�  White 
�  Black, African Amer., or Negro 
�  American Indian or Alaska Native—print name of enrolled or principal tribe.  

�  Asian Indian �  Native Hawaiian 
�  Chinese �  Guamanian or Chamorro 
�  Filipino �  Samoan  
�  Japanese �  Other Pacific Islander—print race 
�  Korean 
�  Vietnamese 
�  Other Asian—print race

�  Some other race—print race

7. Is this person of Spanish/Hispanic origin? Fill ONE circle for each person.

�  No (not Spanish/Hispanic)
�  Yes, Mexican, Mexican Amer., Chicano 
�  Yes, Puerto Rican 
                  Yes, Cuban 
�  Yes, other Spanish/Hispanic. Print one group,
      for example, Argentinean, Colombian, Dominican,
     Nicaraguan, Salvadoran, Spaniard, and so on.

Source: Author's compilation.
Note: Major Changes in the Race and Spanish-Origin Questions

• The Spanish-origin questions in 2000 preceded the race question.  In 1990 the race question came first. 
• In 1990 the Spanish-origin questions gave six examples of specific Spanish origins for those who identified with another Spanish or Hispanic origin. In 2000 no examples of other Spanish origins were given. 
• The race question in 2000 used “African American” in addition to “black” and “Negro.”
• “Eskimo” and “Aleut” were used in 1990, but in 2000 “Alaska Natives” was included with “American Indian.”
• “Hawaiian” in 1990 was changed to “Native Hawaiian” in 2000. 
• “Or Chamorro” was added to “Guamanian.”
• “Other API” was changed to “Other Asian.”
• “Other race” was changed to “some other race.”

The six major races used in the census of 2000 were: white; black or African American; American Indian or Alaska Native; Asian; Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander (NHOPI); and some other race.

FIGURE 5.1 RACE AND SPANISH-ORIGIN QUESTIONS ASKED IN THE CENSUSES OF 1990 AND 2000
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“American Indian” went on to identify with a second racial group, presumably
because of the centuries-old tradition of Indians marrying and bearing chil-
dren with whites. The racial homogeny of white marriages helps to explain the
infrequency with which whites opted to also identify with black, Asian, or
Indian—just 2 percent.

Birth cohort differences in identification with two or more races are gener-
ally consistent with the hypothesis and finding that interracial marriage has in-
creased in recent decades. Asians, blacks, and whites under age twenty in 2000
were much more likely than older members of the same racial group to be iden-
tified with two or more races. Many fewer than 1 percent of whites and African
Americans over age sixty identified with two or more racial groups, but 
5 percent of whites and 10 percent of blacks under age ten were multiracial.
American Indians were the exception to the generalization about the effects of
age on identification with two or more races: in every birth cohort, almost one-
half of those who identified with Indian also identified with a second racial
group. Indeed, the percentage of American Indians who identified with a sec-
ond race was greater for persons over fifty than for those under twenty.
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EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT AND IDENTIFICATION WITH
TWO OR MORE RACES

We presumed that educational attainment would be linked to identification
with two or more racial groups. Figure 5.4 presents findings for the non-
Hispanic population age twenty-five and over. For American Indians and
blacks, the link between schooling completed and the reporting of multi-
ple races was in the expected direction. Perhaps as members of these racial
groups complete college, they learn more about the nation’s complex history
and realize that some of their ancestors were whites. However, for both Asians
and whites, educational attainment appeared unrelated to identifying with a
second race.

It is quite likely that the effects of birth cohort and nativity confound the
link between educational attainment and the reporting of race.
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2.4 percent of the population. If we exclude those persons who were multiple
in race because they marked one of the five major racial groups, also marked
“other race,” and then wrote in a Spanish term, the count of multiple races
falls to 1.6 percent, or 4.4 million. This is very close to the percentage of multi-
racial hinted at in the Census Bureau pretest.

Because the census questionnaire listed the five major racial groups called
for by OMB and “some other race,” there are sixty-three different racial groups
from which data are now available: six single races and fifty-seven combina-
tions of two to six races. The top panel of table 5.1 shows the frequency of
identifying with two or more racial groups. Very few individuals—fewer than
one in one thousand—went on to identify with a third or fourth race. The
middle panel of table 5.1 shows the most and least popular race combinations.
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TABLE 5.1 POPULATION INFORMATION FROM THE REPORTING OF RACE,
CENSUS OF 2000

Percentage of 
Number Total Population

Population by number of races 
reported
One 274,595,678 97.4%
Two 6,368,075 2.3
Three 410,285 0.1
Four 38,408 <0.1
Five 8,637 <0.1
Six 823 <0.1
Total 281,421,905 100.0

Percentage of Two-or-
More-Races Population

Most frequently reported combination 
of two or more races
White and some other race 2,206,251 32.30%
White and Indian 1,082,683 15.9
White and Asian 868,395 12.7
White and black 784,764 11.5
Black and some other race 417,249 6.1
Asian and some other race 249,108 3.6
Black and Indian 182,494 2.7
Asian and NHOPI 138,802 2.0
White and NHOPI 112,964 1.7
White, black, and Indian 106,782 1.6

(Table continues on p. 136.)



“White and some other race” tops the list because many Americans marked
“White” and “some other race,” then wrote in a Spanish term. These respon-
dents amount to more than one-third of the multiple-race population. Next
in popularity—with a count of 1.1 million—was the “White–American Indian”
combination, reflecting the long history of marriage between European settlers
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Least frequently reported combination of 
two or more races
White, black, Indian, 68 <0.1

NHOPI, and other
Black, Indian, NHOPI, and other 111 <0.1
Indian, Asian, NHOPI, and other 207 <0.1
Black, Indian, Asian, NHOPI, 216 <0.1
and other

White, Indian, NHOPI, and other 309 <0.1
White, black, NHOPI, and other 325 <0.1
Black, Indian, Asian, and other 334 <0.1
White, black, Asian, NHOPI, 379 <0.1
and other

Indian, NHOPI, and other 586 <0.1
White, Indian, Asian, NHOPI, 639 <0.1

and other

Maximum as 
One Race Alone and in Percentage  

Major Race Alone Combination of Minimum

Maximum and 
minimum counts of
the five major races
White 211,460,626 216,930,975 102.6%
Black or 34,658,190 36,658,190 105.1
African
American

Asian 10,242,998 11,898,828 116.2
American 2,476,956 4,119,301 166.3
Indian

NHOPI 398,836 874,414 219.2

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of 2000, “Overview of Race and Hispanic Origin,”
C2KBR /01-1; summary file 1, table P-4; Census 2000 supplemental survey, public use 
microdata sample.
Note: These data include information for those who identified with two races because they
wrote in a Spanish term for their second race.

TABLE 5.1 CONTINUED
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TABLE 5.2 RACE OF CHILDREN UNDER AGE EIGHTEEN IN TWO-PARENT,
NON-HISPANIC HOUSEHOLDS, BY RACE OF PARENTS

White-Only, White-Black, and Black-Only Married Couples

Race of 
Husband: White Only White Only Black Only Black Only 
Race of Wife: White Only Black Only White Only Black Only

Race of child
White only 99% 15% 17% <1%
Black only <1 43 24 99
Multiracial <1 30 58 <1
Another race <1 12 1 <1
Total 100 100 100 100
Number of 34,691,122 100,937 237,383 3,282,213
children

White-Only, White-Asian, and Asian-Only Married Couples

Race of 
Husband: White Only White Only Asian Only Asian Only 
Race of Wife: White Only Asian Only White Only Asian Only

Race of child
White only 99% 26% 21% <1%
Asian only <1 21 19 99
Multiracial <1 51 59 <1
Another race <1 2 <1 <1
Total 100 100 100 100
Number of 34,691,122 328,448 165,177 1,969,688
children

White-Only, White-Indian, and Indian-Only Married Couples

Race of 
Husband: White Only White Only Indian Only Indian Only
Race of Wife: White Only Indian Only White Only Indian Only

Race of child
White only 99% 32% 30% 3%
Indian only <1 50 34 95
Multiracial <1 17 33 1
Another race <1 <1 3 1
Total 100 100 100 100
Number of 34,691,122 105,395 112,107 134,607
children

(continued )



But among couples comprising a white wife and a black husband (see the sec-
ond panel), an even higher percentage of children—529 per 1,000—were
identified with two racial groups. Because black husband–white wife couples
are much more numerous than the reverse, we conclude that the majority of
children in black-white married couples were identified with two racial groups.

In Asian-only two-parent families, 989 per 1,000 children were identified
as Asian only. Among those couples comprising a white husband and an Asian
wife, 522 per 1,000 children were identified with at least two racial groups,
while 518 per 1,000 children in Asian husband–white wife families were iden-
tified with two racial groups.

PLACE OF RESIDENCE AND IDENTIFICATION WITH
TWO OR MORE RACES

Figure 5.2 reports the percentage of non-Hispanic persons who identified with
more than one race by state. This ranged from a low of just 0.6 percent in West
Virginia to a high of 18.2 percent in Hawaii identifying with two races. Asian-
NHOPI, Asian-white, and white-NHOPI were the most common dual races
reported there. Hawaii was also the only state where many identified with
three or more races: almost 7 percent of Hawaiian residents marked three or
more races, with white-Asian-NHOPI the most popular combination.
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White-Only, White-Multiracial, and Multiracial Married Couples

Race of 
Husband: White Only White Only Multiracial Multiracial
Race of Wife: White Only Multiracial White Only Multiracial

Race of child
White only 99% 48% 50% 8%
Multiracial <1 51 46 90
Another race <1 <1 4 2
Total 100 100 100 100
Number of 34,691,122 217,154 214,350 161,842
children

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census 2000 supplemental survey.
Note: These data refer to non-Hispanic “own” children under age eighteen who were enumerated
in a married household in which both the husband and wife were non-Hispanic. “Own children”
includes those related to either the husband or wife by blood, marriage, or adoption, so these
children are not necessarily the biological offspring of both parents.

TABLE 5.2 CONTINUED



and those Asians we contend belong to the collective black (Vietnamese,
Cambodian, Hmong, and Laotians).

Tables 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4 exhibit similar patterns in terms of education.
Table 6.2 shows that light-skinned Latinos have between three and four years
of educational advantage over dark-skinned Latinos. The same table indicates
that elite Asians have up to eight years more education than most of the Asian
groups we classify as belonging to the collective black. A more significant fact,
given that the American job market is becoming bifurcated such that good jobs
go to the educated and bad jobs to the undereducated, is that the proportion
of white Latinos with “some college” is equal to or higher than the proportion
of the white population with the same level of education. Hence, as table 6.3
shows, 35 percent of Cubans, 37 percent of Costa Ricans, 48 percent of
Argentines, and 44 percent of Chileans have attained “some college” or higher
levels of education, proportions that compare very favorably with the 38 per-
cent of whites with this level of education. In contrast, the bulk of Mexican
Americans, Salvadorans, Puerto Ricans, and Guatemalans (70 percent) have at-
tained twelve or fewer years of education. Table 6.4 shows a similar pattern
among Asians: elite Asians substantially outperform their brethren (and even
whites) in the “some college” and higher categories. It is worth pointing out
that the distance in educational attainment between elite and “collective black”
Asians is larger than that between white and dark-skinned Latinos. For exam-
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TABLE 6.1 MEAN PER CAPITA INCOME OF SELECTED ASIAN AND LATINO ETHNIC

GROUPS, 2000

Mean Income Mean Income
Latinos (U.S. Dollars) Asian Americans (U.S. Dollars)

Mexicans 9,467.30 Chinese 20,728.54
Puerto Ricans 11,314.95 Japanese 23,786.13
Cubans 16,741.89 Koreans 16,976.19
Guatemalans 11,178.60 Asian Indians 25,682.15
Salvadorans 11,371.92 Filipinos 19,051.53
Costa Ricans 14,226.92 Taiwanese 22,998.05
Panamanians 16,181.20 Hmong 5,175.34
Argentines 23,589.99 Vietnamese 14,306.74
Chileans 18,272.04 Cambodians 8,680.48
Bolivians 16,322.53 Laotians 10,375.57

Whites 17,968.87 Whites 17,968.87
Blacks 11,366.74 Blacks 11,366.74

Source: 2000 Public Use Microdata Sample, 5 Percent Sample.
Note: We use per capita income because family income distorts the status of some groups
(particularly Asians and whites), since some groups have more people in the household who
are contributing toward the family income.
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TABLE 6.2 MEDIAN YEARS OF SCHOOLING OF SELECTED ASIAN AND LATINO

ETHNIC GROUPS, 2000

Median Years Median Years 
Latinos of Education Asian Americans of Education

Mexicans 9.00 Chinese 12.00
Puerto Ricans 11.00 Japanese 14.00
Cubans 12.00 Koreans 12.00
Guatemalans 7.50 Asian Indians 14.00
Salvadorans 9.00 Filipinos 14.00
Costa Ricans 12.00 Taiwanese 14.00
Panamanians 12.00 Hmong 5.50
Argentines 12.00 Vietnamese 11.00
Chileans 12.00 Cambodians 9.00
Bolivians 12.00 Laotians 10.00

Whites 12.00 Whites 12.00
Blacks 12.00 Blacks 12.00

Source: 2000 Public Use Microdata Sample, 5 Percent Sample.

ple, whereas 50 percent of Chinese, Japanese, and Koreans have “some college”
or higher levels of education, in excess of 80 percent of Hmong, Laotians, and
Cambodians have attained a high school diploma or less.

Substantial group differences are also evident in occupational status. The
light-skinned Latino groups have achieved parity with whites in their pro-
portional representation in the top jobs in the economy. Thus, the share of
Argentines, Chileans, and Cubans in the top two occupational categories (“man-
agers and professional related occupations” and “sales and office”) is 55 percent
or higher, a figure similar to whites’ 59 percent (see table 6.5). In contrast, dark-
skinned Latino groups such as Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Central Americans
are concentrated in the four lower occupational categories.13 Along the same
lines, the Asian groups we classify as “honorary whites” are more likely to be well
represented in the top occupational categories than those we classify as the “col-
lective black.” For instance, whereas 61 percent of Taiwanese and 56 percent of
Asian Indians are in the top occupational category, only 15 percent of Hmong,
13 percent of Laotians, 17 percent of Cambodians, and 25 percent of Vietnamese
are in that category (see table 6.6).14

SUBJECTIVE STANDING OF WHITES, HONORARY WHITES,
AND THE COLLECTIVE BLACK

Social psychologists have demonstrated that it takes very little for groups to form,
to develop a common view, and to create status positions based on nominal char-
acteristics (Tajfel 1970; Ridgeway 1991). Thus, it should not be surprising if



gaps in income, occupational status, and education contribute to group forma-
tion and consciousness. That is, honorary whites may classify themselves as
“white” and believe they are different (better) than those in the collective black
category. If this is happening, this group should also be in the process of devel-
oping whitelike racial attitudes befitting their new social position and also
differentiating themselves from the collective black.

In line with our thesis, we also expect whites to make distinctions between
honorary whites and the collective black by exhibiting a more positive outlook
toward honorary whites than toward members of the collective black. Finally,
if Latin Americanization is occurring, we speculate that the collective black
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TABLE 6.3 EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF SELECTED LATINO ETHNIC GROUPS,
2000

Less Than
Ethnic High School High School Some College Advanced
Groups (N) Diploma Diploma College Degree Degree

Mexicans 71.21% 13.93% 9.19% 4.50% 1.16%
(1,005,506)
Puerto Ricans 58.69 17.76 12.96 8.30 2.28
(153,838)
Cubans 48.08 16.91 14.14 13.68 7.20
(58,538)
Guatemalans 71.22 13.42 8.84 5.09 1.43
(18,765)
Salvadorans 72.43 13.44 8.90 4.21 1.02
(33,391)
Costa Ricans 44.43 18.63 18.31 13.99 4.64
(3,403)
Panamanians 36.34 17.56 22.50 17.74 5.87
(4,414)
Argentines 34.67 17.21 17.77 16.92 13.42
(4,857)
Chileans 37.75 17.81 18.55 17.33 8.56
(3,375)
Bolivians 36.43 19.48 20.01 17.42 6.65
(1,894)

Whites 37.69 23.19 17.33 15.75 6.04
(11,018,124)
Blacks 52.45 20.45 15.42 8.97 2.71
(1,649,132)

Source: 2000 Public Use Microdata Sample, 5 Percent Sample.



should exhibit a diffused and contradictory racial consciousness similar to what
occurs among blacks and Indians throughout Latin America and the Caribbean
(Hanchard 1994). The following sections examine these possibilities.

SOCIAL IDENTITY OF HONORARY WHITES

Self-Reports on Race: Latinos Historically, most Latinos have classified them-
selves as “white,” but the proportion who do so varies tremendously by group.
As table 6.7 shows, whereas 60 percent or more of the members of the Latino
honorary white groups classify themselves as “white,” about 50 percent—or
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TABLE 6.4 EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT OF SELECTED ASIAN ETHNIC GROUPS,
2000

Less Than
Ethnic High School High School Some College Advanced
Groups (N) Diploma Diploma College Degree Degree

Chinese 39.29% 11.06% 11.25% 22.51% 15.89%
(105,975)
Japanese 20.53 20.03 17.80 31.33 10.31
(37,765)
Koreans 35.05 15.99 15.13 24.44 9.40
(48,992)
Asian Indians 35.48 8.57 9.44 24.46 22.05
(73,500)
Filipinos 33.16 12.70 18.19 30.77 5.18
(88,191)
Taiwanese 25.65 9.13 12.43 28.26 24.53
(5,654)
Hmong 79.42 9.08 7.01 4.07 0.43
(7,523)
Vietnamese 53.19 14.29 14.06 15.32 3.13
(51,572)
Cambodians 69.45 12.69 10.48 6.30 1.09
(8,435)
Laotians 66.10 16.45 10.40 6.40 0.65
(7,811)

Whites 37.69 23.19 17.33 15.75 6.04
(11,018,124)
Blacks 52.45 20.45 15.42 8.97 2.71
(1,649,132)

Source: 2000 Public Use Microdata Sample, 5 Percent Sample.



TABLE 6.5 OCCUPATIONAL STATUS OF SELECTED LATINO GROUPS, 2000

Managers and Production, 
Professional Sales Construction, Transportation, Farming,

Ethnic Related and Extraction, and and Materials Forestry, and 
Groups Occupations Office Services Maintenance Moving Fishing

Mexicans 13.18% 20.62% 22.49% 14.41% 23.76% 5.54%
Puerto Ricans 21.14 29.46 21.40 8.34 19.01 0.66
Cubans 27.84 28.65 16.09 10.21 16.68 0.53
Guatemalans 9.49 16.13 29.73 14.59 27.55 2.51
Salvadorans 8.96 17.29 32.11 15.44 24.84 1.37
Costa Ricans 23.35 22.76 25.46 11.61 16.27 0.55
Panamanians 31.07 32.82 20.27 5.61 9.94 0.29
Argentines 39.77 24.68 14.84 9.24 10.96 0.51
Chileans 32.12 23.92 20.05 10.32 13.13 0.46
Bolivians 27.20 25.80 23.85 11.19 11.73 0.23

Whites 32.07 27.03 15.02 10.12 14.77 1.00
Blacks 21.48 26.48 23.96 7.57 19.84 0.65

Source: 2000 Public Use Microdata Sample, 5 Percent Sample.



TABLE 6.6 OCCUPATIONAL STATUS OF SELECTED ASIAN ETHNIC GROUPS, 2000

Managers and Production, 
Professional Sales Construction, Transportation, Farming,

Ethnic Related and Extraction, and and Materials Forestry, and 
Groups Occupations Office Services Maintenance Moving Fishing

Chinese 47.79% 22.83% 15.04% 2.77% 11.42% 0.15%
Japanese 46.90 28.05 13.24 4.50 6.70 0.60
Koreans 36.51 31.26 15.65 3.97 12.38 0.23
Asian Indians 55.89 23.39 8.07 2.25 10.03 0.37
Filipinos 34.87 28.70 18.49 4.62 12.35 0.98
Taiwanese 60.95 24.78 8.44 1.34 4.43 0.06
Hmong 14.67 24.14 17.33 4.51 38.57 0.77
Vietnamese 25.21 19.92 19.64 6.02 28.50 0.71
Cambodians 16.66 25.37 17.26 5.45 34.67 0.59
Laotians 12.55 20.60 15.02 6.07 44.96 0.81

Whites 32.07 27.03 15.02 10.12 14.77 1.00
Blacks 21.48 26.48 23.96 7.57 19.84 0.65

Source: 2000 Public Use Microdata Sample, 5 Percent Sample.



fewer—of the members of the groups we regard as belonging to the collective
black do so. As a case in point, Mexicans, Dominicans, and Central Americans
are very likely to report “other” as their preferred racial classification, while
most Costa Ricans, Cubans, Chileans, and Argentines choose the “white” de-
scriptor. The 2000 census data mirror the results of the 1988 Latino National
Political Survey (de la Garza et al. 1992).15

“Racial” Distinctions Among Asians Although on political matters Asians tend
to vote pan-ethnically (Espiritu 1992), distinctions between native-born and
foreign-born (for example, American-born Chinese and foreign-born Chinese)
and between economically successful and unsuccessful Asians are developing.
In fact, many analysts have argued that, given the tremendous diversity of ex-
periences among Asian Americans, “all talk of Asian pan-ethnicity should now
be abandoned as useless speculation” (San Juan 2000, 10). Leland Saito (1998)
points out in Race and Politics that many Asians are fleeing the cities of immi-
gration, disidentifying from new Asians, and invoking the image of the “good
immigrant” as a way to escape the “Asian flack.” In some communities this
trend has led older, assimilated segments of a community to dissociate from re-
cent migrants. For example, a Nisei returning to his community after years of
overseas military service had this to say to his father: “Goddamn dad, where the
hell did all these Chinese came from? Shit, this isn’t even our town anymore”
(Saito 1998, 59).
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TABLE 6.7 RACIAL SELF-CLASSIFICATION BY SELECTED LATIN AMERICA–
ORIGIN LATINO ETHNIC GROUPS, 2000

Ethnic Native 
Groups White Black Other American Asian

Dominicans 28.21% 10.93% 59.21% 1.07% 0.57%
Salvadorans 41.01 0.82 56.95 0.81 0.41
Guatemalans 42.95 1.24 53.43 2.09 0.28
Hondurans 48.51 6.56 43.41 1.24 0.29
Mexicans 50.47 0.92 46.73 1.42 0.45

Puerto Ricans 52.42 7.32 38.85 0.64 0.77
Costa Ricans 64.83 5.91 28.18 0.56 0.53
Bolivians 65.52 0.32 32.79 1.32 0.05
Colombians 69.01 1.53 28.54 0.49 0.44
Venezuelans 75.89 2.58 20.56 0.36 0.60
Chileans 77.04 0.68 21.27 0.44 0.56
Cubans 88.26 4.02 7.26 0.17 0.29
Argentines 88.70 0.33 10.54 0.08 0.35

Source: 2000 Public Use Microdata Sample, 5 Percent Sample.



color, you are a nigger. I can’t change my color, and I do not wish to do to.”
When asked, “Why do you see yourself as black?” he said, “Because when I
was jumped by whites, I was not called ‘spic,’ but I was called a ‘nigger.’”

The identification of most Latinos as racial “others” has led them to be more
pro-black than pro-white. Table 6.8, for example, indicates that the proportion
of Mexicans and Puerto Ricans who feel very warm toward blacks is much
higher than the proportion who feel very warm toward Asians. (The readings
in the “thermometer” range from 0 to 100, and the higher the “temperature,”
the more positive are the feelings toward the group in question.) In contrast,
the proportion of Cubans who feel very warm toward blacks is ten to fourteen
percentage points lower than their feelings toward Mexicans and Puerto Ricans.
Cubans are also more likely to feel very warm toward Asians than toward blacks.
More fitting with our thesis, table 6.9 shows that although Latinos who iden-
tify as white express similar empathy toward blacks and Asians, those who iden-
tify as black express the most positive affect toward blacks (about twenty degrees
warmer toward blacks than toward Asians).

Asians’ Racial Attitudes Various studies have documented that Asians tend to
hold anti-black and anti-Latino attitudes. For instance, Lawrence Bobo and his
colleagues (1995) found that Chinese residents of Los Angeles expressed nega-
tive racial attitudes toward blacks. One Chinese resident stated, “Blacks in
general seem to be overly lazy,” and another asserted, “Blacks have a definite
attitude problem” (Bobo et al. 1995, 78; see also Bobo and Johnson 2000).
Studies of Korean shopkeepers in various locales have found that over 70 per-
cent of them hold anti-black attitudes (Weitzer 1997; Yoon 1997; Min 1996).
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TABLE 6.8 PROPORTION OF LATINOS WHO EXPRESS HIGH AFFECT TOWARD

BLACKS AND ASIANS

Degrees of Feeling 
Thermometer Toward Blacks Toward Asians

Mexicans’ feelings
51–74 (less positive) 11.9 11.8
75–100 (more positive) 34.3 22.2

Puerto Ricans’ feelings
51–74 (less positive) 11.8 9.0
75–100 (more positive) 39.5 25.3

Cubans’ feelings
51–74 (less positive) 14.5 9.9
75–100 (more positive) 25.1 29.9

Source: Forman, Martínez, and Bonilla-Silva (forthcoming).



These general findings are confirmed in table 6.10, which contains data on
the degree (in a scale running from 1 to 7) to which various racial groups sub-
scribe to stereotypes about the intelligence and welfare dependency of other
groups. The table clearly shows that Asians (in this study, Koreans, Chinese, and
Japanese) are more likely than even whites to hold anti-black and anti-Latino
views. For example, whereas whites score 3.79 and 3.96 for blacks and Latinos,
Asians score 4.39 and 4.46. Asians also hold, comparatively speaking, more pos-
itive views about whites than about Latinos and blacks (for a more thorough
analysis, see Bobo and Johnson 2000). Thus, as in many Latin American and
Caribbean societies, members of the intermediate racial stratum buffer racial
matters by holding more pro-white attitudes than do whites themselves.

The Collective Black and Whites’ Racial Attitudes After a protracted conflict over
the meaning of whites’ racial attitudes (for a discussion, see Bonilla-Silva and
Lewis 1999), survey researchers seem to have reached an agreement: “A hierar-
chical racial order continues to shape all aspects of American life” (Dawson
2000, 344). Whites express and defend their social position on issues such as
affirmative action and reparations, school integration and busing, neighborhood
integration, welfare reform, and even the death penalty (see Sears, Sidanius, and
Bobo 2000; Tuch and Martin 1997; Bonilla-Silva 2001). Regarding how whites
think about Latinos and Asians, not many researchers have separated the groups
that make up “Latinos” and “Asians” to assess whether whites make distinctions
among them. However, the available evidence suggests that whites hold Asians
in high regard but are significantly less likely to hold Latinos in high regard
(Bobo and Johnson 2000). Thus, when judged on a host of racial stereotypes,
whites rate themselves and Asians almost identically (and positively) but nega-
tively rate both blacks and Latinos (at about the same level).
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TABLE 6.9 LATINOS’ AFFECT TOWARD BLACKS AND ASIANS, BY

LATINO ETHNICITY AND RACIAL SELF -CLASSIFICATION

Toward Blacks Toward Asians

Latino ethnicity
Mexicans 60.07 52.88
Puerto Ricans 60.24 50.81
Cubans 56.36 56.99

Racial self-classification
White 57.71 53.49
Black 69.62 48.83
Latino self-referent 61.01 53.10

Source: Forman, Martínez, and Bonilla-Silva (forthcoming).
Note: See table 6.8 for “degrees of feeling.”



Lawrence Bobo and Devon Johnson (2000) also show that Latinos tend to rate
blacks negatively and that blacks tend to do the same regarding Latinos. They also
found that Latinos, irrespective of national ancestry, self-rate lower than whites
and Asians. (Blacks, however, self-rate at the same level as whites, and higher than
Asians.) This pattern seems to confirm Latin Americanization: those at the bot-
tom in Latin America tend to have a diffused racial consciousness. Our con-
tention seems further bolstered by the finding that “blacks give themselves ratings
that tilt in an unfavorable dimension on the traits of welfare dependency and in-
volvement with gangs” and that “for Latinos, three of the dimensions [involve-
ment with drugs, poor English ability, and welfare dependency] tilt in the
direction of negative in-group ratings” (Bobo and Johnson 2000, 103).

SOCIAL INTERACTION AMONG MEMBERS OF THE
THREE RACIAL STRATA

If Latin Americanization is happening in the United States, we would expect
to see more social contact (such as friendships and associations as neighbors)
and intimate contact (marriage, for instance) between whites and honorary
whites than between whites and members of the collective black. A cursory
analysis of the data support this expectation.
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TABLE 6.10 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RACE-ETHNICITY AND RACIAL

STEREOTYPES OF INTELLIGENCE AND WELFARE DEPENDENCY OF

BLACKS, LATINOS, ASIANS, AND WHITES IN LOS ANGELES,
1993 TO 1994

Group Group Stereotyped

Stereotyping Blacks Latinos Asians Whites

Unintelligent?
White 3.79*** 3.96*** 2.90*** 3.09***
Asians 4.39*** 4.46*** 2.90*** 3.25***
Latinos 3.93*** 3.57*** 2.74*** 2.87***
Blacks 3.31*** 3.96*** 3.21*** 3.32***

Prefer Welfare?
White 4.22*** 4.08*** 2.30*** 2.48***
Asians 5.10*** 5.08*** 2.52*** 2.93***
Latinos 5.57*** 4.49*** 2.77*** 2.77***
Blacks 4.12*** 4.29*** 2.67*** 2.77***

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality, 1993 to 1994.
*** p < .001.
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