
Introduction xv

TABLE I.1 Top Ten State Concentrations of the Mexican
Immigrant Population in 2000

Number of Mexican Percentage of Mexican
State Immigrants Immigrant Population

1. California 3,928,701 42.80
2. Texas 1,879,369 20.47
3. Illinois 617,828 6.73
4. Arizona 436,022 4.75
5. Georgia 190,621 2.07
6. Florida 189,119 2.06
7. Colorado 181,508 1.97
8. North Carolina 172,065 1.87
9. New York 161,189 1.75

10. Nevada 153,946 1.67

Total of top ten states 7,910,368 86.14

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2004).

gional cuisines, new markets for Mexican goods, more ethnically mixed
marriages, and closer ties between two neighboring countries that have
for centuries remained somewhat aloof.

ORGANIZATION AND CONTRIBUTION

This volume is divided into four parts, an introduction and three the-
matic sections. Chapter 1 by Durand, Massey, and Capoferro offers a
national and historic perspective on the distribution of Mexican immi-
grant population throughout the twentieth century. The remaining
chapters follow a different approach, each studying a particular locality,
region, or state. In part I, the chapters focus on processes of immigrant
community formation and the economic incorporation of Mexicans into
towns and cities and their local industries. The authors describe and
analyze localities in Nebraska, North Carolina, and Louisiana. Part II
examines the economic, political, and cultural effects of Mexican migra-
tion in the new destinations, including the reactions of local residents.
These chapters draw on three case studies of Pennsylvania, Iowa, and
the Delmarva peninsula, which spans portions of Delaware, Maryland,
and Virginia. Finally, the chapters in part III focus primarily on the
ethnic and community dynamics between newcomers and residents.
They include studies set in Kentucky, New York, and Georgia.
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TABLE 1.1 Distribution of Mexican Immigrants by
State of Residence: 1910 to 1960

Classic Era Bracero Era

State 1910 1920 1940 1950 1960

All immigrants
Gateway states

Arizona 11.8% 14.1% 7.2% 6.7% 6.3%
California 16.9 21.6 35.6 34.0 41.9
Illinois 0.3 0.8 2.5 2.6 4.8
New Mexico 4.5 3.2 4.2 2.1 1.8
Texas 55.2 49.9 39.5 44.5 35.9

Other states 11.2 10.5 11.1 10.2 9.4

Diversity index 71.6 74.8 77.8 73.5 75.2
Sample n 947 2,380 4,178 6,818 5,838

Immigrants in nongateway states
Colorado 9.4% 29.2% 15.8% 11.2% 11.2%
Florida 5.7 0.4 0.4 2.0 2.0
Georgia 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.2
Idaho 0.0 0.8 1.1 1.2 0.9
Indiana 0.0 0.0 4.5 6.5 8.8

Iowa 1.9 2.0 3.9 4.6 2.0
Kansas 63.2 24.4 18.6 12.0 5.7
Michigan 0.0 0.8 6.3 14.4 10.3
Minnesota 0.0 1.6 3.2 1.9 1.5
Missouri 6.6 2.4 3.0 2.3 3.9

Nevada 0.9 2.4 1.3 1.3 1.8
New Jersey 0.9 0.4 0.9 1.3 1.5
New York 2.8 8.0 9.1 5.8 13.0
North Carolina 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4
Oklahoma 4.7 5.6 2.2 1.9 1.7

Oregon 1.9 1.2 1.5 0.7 0.9
Pennsylvania 0.0 1.6 1.7 3.2 2.9
Utah 0.0 5.2 3.2 3.6 2.8
Washington 0.0 2.4 0.4 3.2 11.5
Other 2.0 11.6 22.1 22.9 17.0

Diversity index 47.1 70.9 79.3 82.0 84.9
Sample n 106 250 463 694 546

Source: 1910–1960 Integrated Public Use Microdata Sample.
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TABLE 1.2 Distribution of Mexican Immigrants by
State of Residence: 1970 to 2000

Undocumented Era Post-IRCA Era

State 1970 1980 1990 2000

All immigrants
Gateway states

Arizona 4.5% 3.3% 3.4% 5.3%
California 52.7 57.0 57.8 47.8
Illinois 6.2 7.7 5.2 5.8
New Mexico 0.8 0.8 1.9 1.0
Texas 26.5 22.6 22.1 19.0

Other states 9.4 8.5 10.3 21.1

Diversity index 70.5 67.8 68.6 76.1
Sample n 33,757 22,492 43,116 5,543

Immigrants in nongateway states
Colorado 6.1% 7.9% 8.5% 10.7%
Florida 3.8 7.6 14.7 11.5
Georgia 0.6 0.4 4.4 3.3
Idaho 1.1 4.0 3.2 2.5
Indiana 6.9 6.0 1.3 1.1

Iowa 1.2 0.9 0.5 2.5
Kansas 4.1 3.0 3.0 2.3
Michigan 10.5 4.9 2.7 1.6
Minnesota 1.2 1.0 0.6 2.9
Missouri 2.4 0.9 1.0 0.6

Nevada 2.0 5.1 8.3 9.7
New Jersey 1.6 1.3 2.3 1.7
New York 7.3 6.3 8.1 8.7
North Carolina 0.5 0.6 1.7 6.8
Oklahoma 1.6 3.7 3.3 1.0

Oregon 2.2 5.5 7.6 6.4
Pennsylvania 2.1 1.6 1.0 0.1
Utah 2.4 2.4 2.8 3.7
Washington 3.0 8.9 11.0 6.6
Other 39.4 28.0 14.0 16.2

Diversity index 76.0 84.2 88.8 88.1
Sample n 3,156 1,916 4,425 1,055

Source: 1970–1990 Integrated Public Use Microdata Samples; 2000 Current Population
Survey.
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TABLE 1.3 Distribution of Recent Mexican Immigrants
(Those Arriving in Previous Five Years) Among
Nongateway States: 1970 to 2000

Undocumented Era Post-IRCA Era

State 1970 1980 1990 2000

All recent immigrants
Gateway states

Arizona 4.4% 2.6% 3.7% 6.2%
California 59.0 58.7 62.9 35.4
Illinois 8.2 8.7 4.9 6.1
New Mexico 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.8
Texas 20.7 20.6 14.9 16.4

Other states 7.4 8.7 12.8 35.3

Diversity index 66.9 66.3 64.2 78.8
Sample n 4,042 7,173 12,795 1,055

Recent immigrants in nongateway states
Colorado 4.0% 9.3% 6.5% 12.1%
Florida 8.4 8.8 15.7 13.0
Georgia 0.3 0.0 7.0 3.0
Idaho 0.3 5.9 3.3 1.3
Indiana 8.4 3.4 0.6 0.2

Iowa 0.3 0.3 0.1 4.3
Kansas 0.3 3.5 1.9 1.0
Michigan 5.7 2.9 1.3 1.5
Minnesota 0.3 1.9 0.8 1.3
Missouri 0.3 0.5 1.0 0.0

Nevada 3.0 6.5 6.6 7.1
New Jersey 3.7 1.3 3.8 0.0
New York 8.4 7.5 10.9 7.5
North Carolina 0.7 0.5 2.4 11.2
Oklahoma 0.3 3.8 3.0 0.0

Oregon 1.4 5.1 9.0 6.9
Pennsylvania 2.4 2.4 1.2 0.0
Utah 1.4 2.1 2.7 4.0
Washington 1.7 10.5 10.7 5.6
Other 48.7 23.8 11.5 19.9

Diversity index 64.6 84.6 87.3 80.9
Sample n 297 627 1,643 462

Source: 1970–1990 Integrated Public Use Microdata Samples; 2000 Current Population
Survey.
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TABLE 1.4 Distribution of Recent Mexican Immigrants
(Those Arriving in Previous Five Years)

Recent Mexican Migrants

Metropolitan Area 1990 2000

Los Angeles–Riverside–Orange County 32.9% 17.0%
Chicago-Gary-Kenosha 4.3 5.9
New York–Northern New Jersey 4.9 2.5
Houston-Galveston 3.2 2.7
Phoenix 2.0 4.6

Dallas–Fort Worth 1.6 6.7
Las Vegas 0.5 2.3
Denver-Boulder-Golden 0.5 3.6
McAllen-Edinburgh 1.3 1.0
Salinas-Seaside-Monterrey 0.8 1.4

Fresno 1.4 1.6
Albuquerque 0.2 0.1
San Diego 4.4 2.3
San Francisco–Oakland–San Jose 3.0 5.9
Brownsville-Harlingen 1.0 0.3

Bakersfield 0.9 1.1
El Paso 1.8 0.9
Minneapolis 0.1 0.5
Visalia-Tulare 1.1 1.2
Other metro area 23.2 30.0

Diversity index 63.8 79.3

Nonmetro area 10.9 8.5

Source: 1990 Integrated Public Use Microdata Samples; 2000 Current Population Survey.

all other destinations. Thus the percentage going to Los Angeles fell
from 33 percent to 17 percent, but to Chicago rose from 4 percent to 6
percent, to San Francisco from 3 percent to 6 percent, and to Phoenix
from 2 percent to 5 percent. Although Los Angeles continues to domi-
nate as a pole of attraction for Mexican immigrants, its importance ap-
pears to be slipping and newer metropolitan areas are coming to the
fore. Although space limitations preclude us from presenting the data,
tabulations suggest that this shift away from traditional destinations
was not led by a random cross-section of Mexican immigrants, but by



TABLE 1.5 Characteristics of Recent (Those Arriving in Previous
Five Years) Mexican Immigrants to the United States,
1990 and 2000

1990 2000

Gateway GatewayNon- Non-
Characteristic California Other gateway California Other gateway

Geographica

Central city 44.8% 40.5% 21.1% 59.7% 56.7% 28.0%
Suburbs 43.0 12.1 22.9 40.3 34.9 51.1
Nonmetropolitan 12.2 47.4 44.0 0.0 8.4 20.8

Demographic
Age

Under eighteen 29.8% 35.9% 29.4% 25.8% 25.1% 22.9%
Eighteen to
sixty-four 69.4 62.6 70.1 71.4 74.2 76.2

Sixty-five or older 0.8 1.5 0.5 2.8 0.8 0.9
Average age 21.9 22.1 22.3 23.4 25.0 25.1

Family status
Male 58.2% 53.3% 63.1% 52.8% 53.9% 61.0%
Married 32.9 35.8 36.6 34.5 30.3 26.5

Socioeconomic
Years of schooling

Less than twelve 75.7% 77.7% 74.9% 80.1% 78.0% 75.8%
Twelve 16.1 12.6 15.4 13.8 14.4 16.3
Thirteen or more 8.2 9.7 9.6 6.1 7.7 7.9

Labor forceb

Employed 82.9% 77.7% 82.0% 55.3% 65.1% 69.6%
Unemployed 7.7 8.3 7.2 11.7 3.9 6.1
Out of labor force 9.4 14.0 10.8 33.0 31.0 24.2

Occupation
Managerial-
technical-
professional 12.8% 15.4% 13.1% 2.3% 2.8% 2.7%

Service workers 23.8 29.9 23.8 34.2 37.1 30.4
Skilled manual 37.2 32.2 27.1 24.8 29.3 32.3
Unskilled manual 15.7 15.1 12.2 15.1 22.0 15.3
Farm workers 10.5 7.4 23.7 23.6 8.8 19.4

Sample n 8,042 3,110 1,643 288 305 462

Sources: 1990 Integrated Public Use Microdata Samples; 2000 Current Population Survey.
aIn about 13 percent of the samples the Central city metropolitan statistical area status code
is “not identified.” These distributions are based on the other 87 percent of the sample.
bIn the sample, 20.0 percent of the migrants are not in the universe (age fourteen or younger).
The distribution of the labor force is based on migrants fifteen years or older.
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FIGURE 2.1 Community Success at Latino Integration
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FIGURE 2.2 Optimism for Agency Contribution to
Latino Community Integration
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works have played an important role in the incorporation of new arriv-
als, certainly in Omaha and Lexington. In communities where human
and social capital are weakest, and the context of reception has been
historically hostile, as is the case of Grand Island, institutional changes
necessary to facilitate incorporation have lagged behind.

POPULATION GROWTH AND NEW ARRIVALS

The most dramatic Latino population increase occurred between 1990
and 2000. According to census figures, the Hispanic and Latino popula-
tion in Nebraska more than doubled (155 percent), going from 36,969
to 94,425 during this decade (U.S. Census Bureau 2001b). In looking at
table 2.1, the comparison of percentage change from 1990 to 2000 be-
tween the total population and the Hispanic and Latino population in
cities is even more dramatic.

Rural communities were the main beneficiaries of Latino population
growth. Nearly half of the total Hispanic and Latino population enu-
merated by the 2000 census lived in cities of less than twenty-five thou-
sand; this helped reverse the severe population decline during the 1980s

TABLE 2.1 Growth and Percentage Changes in Populations for
Selected Nebraska Cities

Percentage
1990 2000 Change

Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
and and and

Cities Total Latino Total Latino Total Latino

Omaha 335,719 10,288 390,007 29,397 16.2 185.7
Lincoln 191,972 3,764 225,581 8,154 17.5 116.6
Grand Islanda 39,386 1,887 42,940 6,845 9.0 262.7
Lexington 6,601 329 10,011 5,121 51.6 1456.5
Scottsbluff a 13,711 2,720 14,732 3,476 7.4 27.8
S. Sioux City 9,677 545 11,925 2,958 23.2 442.8
Bellevue 30,928 1,213 44,382 2,609 43.5 115.1
Schuylera 4,052 164 5,371 2,423 32.6 1377.4
Norfolka 21,476 299 23,516 1,790 9.5 498.7
North Plattea 22,605 1,355 23,878 1,596 5.6 17.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2001a).
aCities located in nonmetropolitan counties.
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TABLE 2.2 Growth and Percentage Changes in Populations for
Selected Northern Plains States

Percentage
1990 2000 Change

Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic
and and and

State Total Latino Total Latino Total Latino

Iowa 2,776,755 32,647 2,926,324 82,473 5.4 152.6
Kansas 2,477,574 93,670 2,688,418 188,252 8.5 101.0
Missouri 5,117,073 61,702 5,595,211 118,592 9.3 92.2
Nebraska 1,578,385 36,969 1,711,263 94,425 8.4 155.4
North Dakota 638,800 4,472 642,200 7,786 .5 74.1
South Dakota 696,004 5,568 754,844 10,903 8.5 95.8

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2001a).

The meatpacking industry’s search for immigrant labor pools was at
the core of new strategies to increase profits and revitalize the industry
that began in earnest by the end of the 1980s and beginning of the
1990s. As old-line and decreasingly competitive packers such as Swift,
Armour, and Morrell were succeeded by the new “Big Three” (IBP,
Cargill/Excel, and ConAgra/Monfort), so were their largely European
immigrant labor pools followed by Mexican and Central American im-
migrants. This latest wave of meatpacking industry restructuring had
resulted in weakened unions, relocation to nonmetropolitan counties in
the Great Plains, lower wage structures, further de-skilling of labor
force, more limited career paths, and production line speeds that tripled
in the last two decades. High injury rates, as a result, became a hallmark
of this industry (Hackenberg et al. 1993; Schlosser 2001). Large pools
of Latinos heeded recruiters’ calls for their labor just as older Mexi-
canos in cities such as Omaha left the industry, along with their Anglo
counterparts, in search of better jobs and educational opportunities
(Gouveia 1994; Grey 1995). Mexican and other Latino workers sought
new opportunity in the Midwest such as more permanent jobs, and a
better quality of life (Gouveia and Saenz 2000).

As network recruitment created an abundant and constantly replen-
ished labor supply, plants expanded or opened into new large-scale op-
erations in a growing number of communities and states (Gouveia and
Stull 1996; Fink 1998). In Nebraska, communities such as Lexington,
Grand Island, and Schuyler became emblematic examples of meatpack-



TABLE 3.1 Mexican and Latino Population Estimates for Selected North Carolina Counties

1990 Number Percentage 2000 Number Percentage Other
County Total Latinos Latino Total Latinos Latino Mexican Latino

Beauforta 42,283 197 .46 44,958 1,455 3.2 1,219 173
Bladen 28,663 150 .52 32,278 1,198 3.7 919 222
Brunswick 50,985 376 .73 73,143 1,960 2.6 1,381 365
Duplinb 39,995 1,015 2.5 49,063 7,426 15.1 4,698 2,552
Hendersonc 69,285 846 1.2 89,173 4,880 5.5 4,043 643
Martinb 25,078 99 .39 25,593 528 2.1 370 119
Pamlicoa 11,372 61 .54 12,934 171 1.3 117 35
Pender 28,855 273 .95 41,082 1,496 3.6 1,077 308
Pitt 107,924 977 .90 133,798 4,216 3.1 2,992 802
Sampson 6,477 10.8 4,907 1,342
Wilkesb 59,393 362 .61 65,632 2,262 3.4 1,625 555

Source: U.S. Census Bureau (various years).
aSeafood processing county.
bPoultry processing county.
cApple or Christmas tree county.
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TABLE 3.2 H-2 Workers Willing to Work Illegally in the
United States

Have worked without papers 25.8%
Say they would work without papers 25.5
Would consider working without papers if their contracts were
not renewed 32.9

Source: Griffith, Heppel, and Torres (2001).
Note: n = 734

populations. Slightly over one-half (51 percent) of the H-2 workers in-
terviewed reported that they worked in areas where other Mexicans
were living year-round, and most reported that there were places where
they went, usually weekly, where other Mexicans gathered. Of those
who live in such areas, over three-quarters (76 percent) report that they
interact with these individuals on a regular basis, visiting the same
stores, bars, churches, soccer fields, and other locations. Around two-
thirds, or 68 percent, have only known these individuals for six months,
so most other Mexicans are not from their home villages.

Acquaintances such as these serve as the basis for a wealth of labor
market, shopping, and other information useful to H-2 workers in the
event that they regularize their work status or slip into the undocu-
mented labor force. For most, if the opportunity to interact with Mexi-
cans who were not other H-2 workers presented itself, they took advan-
tage of it, and thus were able to move around in a Spanish-speaking
world on and off the job, and contributing to what has been called, by
several observers, the Latinization of rural America (Heppel and
Amendola 1991; Griffith et al. 1995). Along with agriculture, poultry
processing, meatpacking, and other food processing have contributed to
the changing faces of rural America.

Poultry Processing and Meatpacking

In North Carolina, as throughout the entire South and many parts of
the Midwest, poultry processing and meatpacking have been primary
rural industries to attract and hire immigrants. They are multifaceted
industries, with ties to agriculture on farms where livestock are grown,
consisting of grow-out facilities, feed mills, and hatcheries (in poultry)
or other operations where young animals are prepared for feeding out
on farms. Most poultry producers are either owned by large food con-
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FIGURE 4.1 Houma and Morgan City, Louisiana Map
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Source: Authors’ compilation.

implementation of newly refined offshore technology that permitted
drilling and processing in up to thousands of feet of water and in places
located hundreds of miles offshore (Grambling 1996). The new technol-
ogy included seismic imaging, deepwater production and processing,
and remotely operated vehicles. These and other developments fueled
growth in offshore oil production and onshore support services through
much of the century, including the 1990s.

One consequence is that these two communities rely heavily on the
oil industry for employment. For example, of the major private industry
employers in each of these two areas in 1998, more than 80 percent
were in oil and related services (http://leap.ulm.edu). Moreover, among
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TABLE 4.1 Number of Guided Conversations by Type and
Community

Community Employer Community Leader Immigrant Worker Total

Morgan City 17 14 19 50
Houma 26 7 11 44

Total 43 21 30 94

Source: Louisiana Migration Project (2001).

of whom all were directly involved in oil and gas development activities
(Grambling 1996). With permission from respondents, we recorded
these conversations on tape to avoid normal interruptions that occur
from taking notes (either on a computer or by hand). Our interviewers
conducted most worker interviews in Spanish, which we had translated
into English.

WHY MIGRATE TO LOUISIANA?

Three types of conditions influence people to migrate: supply side fac-
tors that push individuals to move to another country; demand side
factors that pull individuals into a new receiving nation; and network
factors that represent a system of support bridging the two places (Es-
cobar Latapı́ et al. 1998). These forces often operate simultaneously and
may be mutually dependent. For example, with a system of network
support that promotes migration as a cultural rite of passage in many
Mexican communities (Massey et al. 1987), many migrate in search of
reasonable employment to the United States. Armed with the informa-
tion and social support they need to cross the border, potential migrants
eventually make a first U.S. trip.

Although many scholars agree that Mexico-U.S. migration flows de-
veloped from the demands of U.S. employers for workers, they also
agree that shifts in conditions in Mexico have disengaged many Mexi-
cans from their land and origin communities (Escobar Latapı́ et al.
1998; Massey 1988). Changes in agricultural production, including de-
clining government crop subsidies and volatility in the Mexican econ-
omy, have led to earnings declines, peso devaluations, and high unem-
ployment. Coupled with these shifts was an important demographic
change. As a result of high fertility rates in mid-century, there were
many more people of working age in Mexico’s population. One conse-
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TABLE 4.2 Immigrant Incorporation in Two Communities in
Southern Louisiana, 1999

Mode

Community Government Societal Co-Ethnic

Morgan City Neutral Prejudicial Working class;
concentrated

Houma Favorable-neutral Neutral-prejudicial Working class;
concentrated

Source: Portes and Rumbaut (2001).

Table 4.2 places our southern Louisiana communities into the Portes
and Rumbaut framework by describing the modes of incorporation of
immigrant groups in each of the communities. We refer to this table to
help us describe the economic and social incorporation of the Hispanic
newcomers in Houma and Morgan City. We rely on data from conver-
sations with employers, community leaders, and Hispanic workers to
explain how varying contextual factors shaped these outcomes. Em-
ployers, community reception, and co-ethnic networks all played key
roles in the incorporation of the Hispanic newcomers to southern Loui-
siana. We examine these as we describe the incorporation of immigrants
in each of these two localities.

HOUMA: EMPLOYERS AS THE DOMINANT FORCE

The methods employers used to attract Hispanic workers to Houma
directly influenced the incorporation outcomes of the newcomers. Em-
ployers tended to attract Hispanic workers by relying on an established
system of recruitment and labor contracting that occurred outside of
the firm. For example, one shipbuilding company relied exclusively on a
separate contracting agency to provide labor, requesting only Hispanic
workers. From another company making offshore platforms, the presi-
dent told us that the year before he had employed “forty [Hispanic]
workers and they were all contract workers” (Interview 03107, October
4, 1999). An official at a third company described the local Hispanic
population as “mainly Mexicans in the contract labor force” (Interview
03103, September 28, 1999).

The use of contract labor agencies to find immigrant workers was an
important contextual factor that shaped the way Latino workers were
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periods, such as English and civics classes that were required in order
to obtain their permanent legal residency papers (Durand, Massey, and
Parrado 1999; Durand, Massey, and Charvet 2000). Given the fact that
mushrooming also offered the possibility of year-round employment,
these events coalesced to transform the long established seasonal mi-
gration pattern in Kennett Square into widespread settlement of former
migrant workers and their families.

These changes are evident in the increase in the total numbers of
Mexicans living in Kennett Square Borough between 1990 and 2000.
Census figures for 1990 indicate that of the 662 Hispanics and Latinos4

living in Kennett Square, only 374 were of Mexican origin. By 2000,
the total number of Hispanics and Latinos had increased to 1,470, of
whom 1,154 were Mexican5 (U.S. Census 2000). These changes were
also evident in survey data collected in Textitlán in December 1999.
Figure 5.1 shows that between 1940 and 1965 only men were migrating
from Textitlán. However, between 1965 and 1970, women began mi-

FIGURE 5.1 Textitlán, Guanajuato, Total First Trips to
United States
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TABLE 7.1 Hispanic and Other Town Populations in Three
Delmarva Counties, 1990–2000a

Percentage
1990 2000 Change

Sussex County, Delaware
Total Hispanic 1,476 6,915 369
Mexican origin 708 3,108 339
Other Hispanic (included Central American) 330 2,687 714
Central Americanb ND 1,610 NA
Guatemalan ND 1,426 NA
Puerto Rican 399 1,029 158
Hispanic percentage of county population 1.3% 4.4%

Wicomico County, Maryland
Total Hispanic 610 1,842 202
Mexican origin 155 664 328
Other Hispanic (included Central American) 255 595 133
Central Americanb ND 99 NA
Guatemalan ND 30 NA
Puerto Rican 177 519 193
Hispanic percentage of county population .8% 2.2%

Accomack County, Virginia
Total Hispanic 452 2,062 356
Mexican origin 246 1,364 455
Other Hispanic (included Central American) 149 620 316
Central Americanb ND 420 NA
Guatemalan ND 388 NA
Puerto Rican 52 72 38
Hispanic percentage of county population 1.4% 5.4%

Source: U.S. Census (2002a; 2002b).
Notes: ND = no data; NA = not applicable.
aThese three counties have the bulk of the Hispanic population on the portion of Del-
marva of interest to our study (from Sussex County southward). The other three coun-
ties in our region of interest had from 596 to 334 Hispanic residents in 2000, and fewer
still in 1990.
bData for Central Americans as a category, including specific member countries, were
available for the 2000 census, but not for the 1990 census. In the latter, Central Ameri-
cans were placed in the “Other Hispanic” category.
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TABLE 7.2 Hispanic and Other Town Populations in Delaware
and Maryland

Percentage
1990 2000 Change

Georgetown, Sussex County,
Delaware
Total Hispanic (percentage
of town population) 75 (2%) 1,473 (31.7%) 1,864%

Mexican origin 32 191 497
Other (including Central
American) 30 1,238 4,027

Central Americana ND 1,018
Guatemalan ND 1,003
Puerto Rican 13 42

Selbyville, Sussex County,
Delaware
Total Hispanic (percentage
of town population) 25 (1.9%) 347 (21.1%) 1,288

Mexican origin 20 267 1,235
Other (including Central
American) 3 70 2,233

Central Americana ND 34
Puerto Rican 2 10

Frankford, Sussex County,
Delaware
Total Hispanic (percentage
of town population) 1 (.17%) 148 (20.7%) 14,700

Mexican origin 0 134
Other (including Central
American) 0 14

Central Americana ND 9
Puerto Rican 1 0

Bridgeville, Sussex County,
Delaware
Total Hispanic (percentage
of town population) 63 (5.2%) 239 (16.6%) 279

Mexican origin 39 173 344
Other (including Central
American) 12 26 117

Central Americana ND 5
Puerto Rican 12 39 225
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TABLE 7.2 Hispanic and Other Town Populations in Delaware
and Maryland (Continued )

Percentage
1990 2000 Change

Milford, Sussex County,
Delaware
Total Hispanic (percentage
of town population) 225 (3.7%) 594 (8.8%) 164%

Mexican origin 120 280 133
Other (including Central
American) 32 138 331

Central Americana ND 74
Guatemalan ND 50
Puerto Rican 73 168 130

Seaford, Sussex County,
Delaware
Total Hispanic (percentage
of town population) 74 (1.3%) 285 (4.3%) 284.5

Mexican origin 18 171 850
Other (including Central
American) 27 52 93

Central Americana ND 8
Puerto Rican 28 55 96

Salisbury, Wicomico County,
Maryland
Total Hispanic (percentage
of town population) 252 (1.2%) 806 (3.4%) 220

Mexican origin 60 251 318
Other (including Central
American) 124 305 146

Central Americana ND 47
Puerto Rican 54 222 311

Source: U.S. Census (2002a; 2002b).
Note: ND = no data.
aData for Central Americans as a category, including specific member countries, were
available for the 2000 census, but not for the 1990 census. In the latter, Central Ameri-
cans were placed in the “Other Hispanic” category.
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characteristics of this population, including age, gender, family struc-
ture, and marital status.

Age Structure “The majority of Hispanic adults residing in Fayette
County are young adults between the ages of 21 and 40” (Asociación
de Hispanos Unidos 1998, 6). Table 8.1, combining the Cobos and MNC
data, supports AHU’s finding and extends it by incorporating some
children in their samples.

The MNC data show larger proportions of children and older adults
because those surveys asked one adult to give the ages of children and
other relatives accompanying them to the health fair where this data
was collected. The Cobos (2000) survey did not ask any direct question
about number of respondents’ children. Ibarra’s survey of 129 families
found 33 percent of them had children; these forty-two families with
children reported an average of three (Ibarra 2001, 7). In sum, these
data demonstrate that somewhere between 80 and 90 percent of the
Latino community in Lexington is younger than forty years old and
many have children, as we show in more detail later.

Gender Composition, Family Structure and Marital Status Of the
secondary survey data available, only the Cobos and AHU data asked
for the gender of the respondent. Of the 329 Mexican origin subjects
that replied in the Cobos (2000) study, only 246 (or 75 percent) an-
swered the question, with 57 percent responding male and 43 percent
responding female. For an immigrant community this young, one might
expect a larger percentage of males. Indeed, the AHU data collected

TABLE 8.1 Age Distribution of Hispanics in Fayette County,
Kentucky, 1998 to 2000

Cumulative
Age Frequency Valid Percentage Percentage

One to ten 36 7.4 7.4
Eleven to twenty 74 15.2 22.6
Twenty-one to thirty 200 41.2 63.8
Thirty-one to forty 92 18.9 82.7
Forty-one to fifty 47 9.7 92.4
Fifty-one to ninety-nine 37 7.6 100.0

Total 486 100.0

Source:MNC data (Kentucky Migrant Network Coalition 1999); Cobos data (Cobos 2000).
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only two years earlier, found that 71 percent of the respondents were
male. Given that the Cobos data was collected through churches how-
ever, women’s greater religiosity relative to men may be a factor inflat-
ing their numbers and skewing the gender composition; alternatively,
the AHU data could be a reflection of the more public nature of the
sampling strategy. Combined, these samples could indicate a rapid femi-
nization of the Latino population in recent years. In any case, data pre-
sented later demonstrate how Hispanic family structure in the area has
become quite complex, indicating that the male sojourner period of ini-
tial migrant exploration of the area is now past.

These data in table 8.2 show that a clear majority of Mexican immi-
grants (about 75 percent across the samples) are living with family and
relatives, many of them with children. Only about a quarter of the im-
migrants surveyed in these samples reported living without relatives,
although Ibarra reported that almost half (48 percent) stated they were
“here alone.” Ibarra’s study also found that of the forty-two of the 129
households surveyed with children (33 percent), 60 percent of those
children were six years and younger, and that 85 percent of these were

TABLE 8.2 Family Composition of Hispanics in Fayette County,
Kentucky, 1998 to 2000

Do you have children?a

Yes 96 55.8
No 76 44.2
Total 172 100

How many living with you?a

Zero 76 45.2
One 23 13.7
Two or more 69 41.1
Total 168 100

Household members living with youb

Children 98 35.8
Siblings 91 33.2
Parents 13 4.7
Other relatives 6 2.2
Others 66 24.1

Total 274 100%

Source:
aMNC data (Kentucky Migrant Network Coalition 1999); bCobos data (Cobos

2000).
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U.S. citizens, having been born here (Abdón Ibarra, “Legal or Illegal
Immigrants Add to City’s Economy,” Lexington Herald-Leader, April 9,
2000, pp. D1, D3). Among these data, we find that anywhere from 36
to 62 percent of respondents indicate having children with them. Fur-
thermore, the MNC and Cobos data show that a large majority of His-
panics (about 66 percent) is or has been married. It would appear that
the reliability of these data on household structure and number of chil-
dren is not great, as the variance between samples is high. Nonetheless
these data and community observation confirm that Latino immigrants
are settling as families here, possibly on a permanent basis.

We can infer from this data on age structure, gender composition,
family structure, and marital status—as well as from the accounts of
social service workers within the Hispanic community—that the Mexi-
can immigrant population here is no longer predominantly comprised
of young single men. Furthermore, in a few short years (approximately
1995 to 2002) we have gone from a mostly male sojourner migrant
population to a much more heterogeneous immigrant community com-
posed of a growing proportion of women, extended and multigenera-
tional kin, and children.

The causes of this change have much to do with the changing labor
market participation of Mexican immigrants. Because work in the to-
bacco fields especially and agricultural work in the area is often tempo-
rary and seasonal, many found a growing demand for more permanent
work in the urban low-wage service job market. As can be seen in table
8.3, over the years under study here, Lexington has had very low unem-
ployment rates compared with both Kentucky and national figures.

Establishments throughout the city, especially in the restaurant in-
dustry, have for years been dotted with signs indicating “help wanted”
along with various explicit recruitment strategies, such as signing bo-

TABLE 8.3 Unemployment Rates (in Percentages)

Year United States Kentucky Fayette County

1997 4.9 5.4 2.5
1998 4.5 4.6 2.0
1999 4.2 4.5 2.0
2000 4.0 4.1 1.8
2001 4.8 5.5 3.0

Source: Kentucky Department for Employment Services (2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2002d,
2002e).
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Labor Market Incorporation

Data on the incorporation of Latinos into the local occupational struc-
ture reveal that a significant proportion of this population is now work-
ing in urban jobs, as opposed to being solely concentrated in work in
agriculture or the horse industry. Given that labor shortages in these
rural industries were the true magnet for the beginnings of Mexican
migration to this area, the shift to urbanized employment raises the
issue of how the new Hispanic immigrants have affected interethnic
relations in the city. Here, through a brief examination of the contours
of Latino employment in Lexington, we discuss how the incorporation
of Hispanics into the local labor market is related to interethnic rela-
tions and the community response to, and politics of accommodation of,
the new immigrant influx.

Table 8.4 summarizes all the survey data available on the occupa-
tional distribution of Hispanics in Fayette County. Before examining
these data, we should first point out that the survey data we have at
hand most likely over-samples working-class Hispanics. While there is
a small layer of professional and entrepreneurial Latinos in Lexington,

TABLE 8.4 Hispanic Occupational Structure in Fayette County
(in Percentages)

AHU MNC Cobos Weighted
Category 1998 1999 2000 Averages

Agriculture or horse 38.7 26.0 39.4 37.0
Construction 7.2 19.6 7.8 9.3
Restaurant or hotel 13.8 6.5 14.7 13.0
Domestic 9.1 7.3 12.8 10.2
Professional or managerial 0.3 0.1 2.8 1.2
Other services 1.0 4.4 5.0 3.0
Factory 11.5 32.6 17.0 16.8
All others 11.7 2.9 .5 6.2
No answer 6.7 NA NA NA
Total (percentage) 100.0 99.4 100.0 96.7

Total N 428 138 329 895

Sources: AHU data (Asociación de Hispanos Unidos 1998); MNC data (Kentucky Mi-
grant Network Coalition 1999); Cobos data (Cobos 2000).
Note: NA = not applicable.
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TABLE 10.1 Main Ethnoracial Groups in Whitfield County,
Georgia

Census Total Blacks Whites Latinos
Year Population (Percentage) (Percentage) (Percentage)

1890 12,916 1,930 (15) 10,984 (85) —
1900 14,509 1,824 (12.6) 12,683 (87.4) —
1910 15,934 1,719 (10.7) 14,214 (89.2) —
1920 16,897 1,345 (8) 15,552 (92) —
1930 20,808 1,371 (6.6) 19,424 (93.3) —
1940 26,105 1,463 (5.6) 24,617 (94.3) —
1950 34,432 1,423 (4.1) 33,006 (95.8) —
1960 42,109 1,904 (4.5) 40,192 (95.4) —
1970 55,108 2,133 (3.8) 52,898 (96) —
1980 65,789 2,518 (3.8) 62,722 (95.3) 526 (.8)
1990 72,462 2,901 (4) 66,745 (92.1) 2,321 (3.2)
2000 83,525 3,214 (3.8) 60,338 (72.2) 18,419 (22.1)

Sources: University of Virginia Geospatial and Statistical Data Center 1998; U.S. De-
partment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census n.d., 1973, 1982.

the privilege of race. In Dalton’s textile mills this meant that factory
jobs were for whites only (Flamming 1992). Still, the rich and poor
chasm would have long-term consequences, one of them being the pat-
terning of social class in urban space. The proverbial railroad tracks
divide the city between an affluent East Side and a low-income and
working-class West Side, which now concentrates minorities and immi-
grants as well. The latter section also houses many of the carpet mills.
Although Dalton boasts one of the best public education systems in
the state of Georgia, the schools and their various socioeconomic and
attainment indicators reflect the inequalities between the East and West
sides (Hamman 1999). This social and spatial class-based polarization
was firmly ingrained in the imagination of several white Daltonians we
interviewed, who argued that for a long time “there wasn’t much of a
middle class” in town. It is worth noting that this urban landscape can-
not be fully grasped without acknowledging the decision of Dalton’s
homegrown bourgeoisie to live in Dalton rather than nearby Chatta-
nooga or Atlanta. In a mostly post-industrial United States, Dalton re-
sembles more an old Fordist city, where corporate headquarters and
production facilities are in the same place and where workers and man-
agers face together, although not evenly, the consequences of social
change (Hamman 1999; Zúñiga et al. 2002).



TABLE 10.2 Race-Ethnic Distribution in Dalton Public Schools (DPS): Four Main Groups

Hispanic Asian Black White

Year N Percentage N Percentage N Percentage N Percentage DPS Totals N

2000–2001 2,707 51.5 142 2.7 480 9.1 1,852 35.2 5,260
1999–2000 2,280 45.44 108 2.15 511 10.18 2,041 40.67 5,018
1998–1999 1,992 41.5 89 1.85 507 10.57 2,136 44.55 4,794
1997–1998 1,688 36.73 81 1.76 528 11.49 2,244 48.83 4,596
1996–1997 1,512 33.04 83 1.81 514 11.23 2,420 52.88 4,576
1995–1996 1,178 26.77 77 1.75 523 11.88 2,580 58.63 4,400
1994–1995 902 21.26 77 1.81 557 13.13 2,674 63.03 4,242
1993–1994 591 14.94 57 1.44 534 13.50 2,739 69.25 3,955
1992–1993 380 9.86 62 1.60 529 13.72 2,865 74.35 3,853
1991–1992 296 7.60 54 1.39 545 14.01 2,972 76.40 3,890
1990–1991 220 5.71 59 1.53 518 13.45 3,042 78.99 3,851
1989–1990 151 3.89 42 1.08 527 13.60 3,131 80.78 3,876

Source: Georgia Department of Education (various years).
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