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				Preparing a second edition of a book that tackles a very dynamic set of communities, as well as a new millennium in which strong political currents and changes are occurring, presents a real challenge. Writing a second edition would suggest making modest updates and adding a few sentences to distinguish this work from the previous “product.” While this edition took less time to prepare than the original version, the thought, reflection, and reevaluation involved in its creation consumed a lot of my attention. What we refer to as Latino politics and Latino studies has grown exponentially, theoretically, and empirically since the original 2003 publication of Latino Politics in America. Just as this edition reinforces a long-standing theme of continued and substantial population growth, the field of Latino politics and Latino studies has been maturing and expanding its visibility and impact.

				By maturing, I mean moving beyond the testing of prevalent models and theories about politics to extensions of theories and models, as well as developing newer ways of understanding politics (both from the perspectives of individual and structural factors and also at the intersection of different levels of our political system). This broader scope and insightful understanding of Latino communities can affect the existing understanding about the American political system and prevailing myths. For example, many Latinos are blending into the American fabric while maintaining both a sense of self and their customs and traditions. While some observers and commentators have portrayed this as antithetical to the American ethos and culture, the Latino community has moved the discourse to include what it means to be an American and the distinctive manifestations of being Latino as part of the American fabric. This pattern raises questions as to the real bedrock of being American in terms of beliefs, values, and attachments. The growth of the Latino community and its impact on American life have created tensions and a mixed public-opinion climate, as well engaged the rest of America in clarifying and defining itself in the twenty-first century.

				The other aspect of maturity centers on the social scientists and other contributors to the knowledge base about Latinos and their political worlds. As one of the senior citizens of this field, I see a newer generation of people advancing the field and disseminating their results and interpretations in a wider array of publication outlets (both academic and popular). In addition, this recent cohort of scholars has formed a dense social network in which members share, interact, and engage each other’s works and ideas. I would add a gentle reminder: there is rarely anything totally new under the sun, so the connection to earlier works and ideas provides both an intellectual and ideological foundation and important elements of that evolving knowledge base.

				My reference to these fields expanding their visibility and impact refers to practitioners’ moving from a growing presence to active participants in both public and intellectual discourses about the American political system and how Latinos are effecting contemporary change and visions. The energy emanating from these contributors has been grounded in the pursuit of justice, equity, and effective civic and political engagement for Latino communities and the nation as a whole, combined with rigor and standards of excellence in the projects engaged in. With the “busy,” often hostile and negative voices focusing on the Latino community, welcome analytical and strategic advocacy on behalf of Latinos’ experiences and conditions is also evident in the work of contemporary scholars of Latino politics. As I revised this book, the contemporary works, especially those published since the turn of the millennium, helped me present, analyze, and discuss the developments occurring in the American political system, as well as further the understanding of the Latino community. This is reflected both in the test and the expanded references section. I would encourage readers to explore in greater depth the articles and books listed in the references.

				In a more traditional sense, any acknowledgments section cites individuals who had a bearing on the task of preparing a publication. My exchanges at professional meetings and conferences with the scholars of Latino politics whose works I have utilized helped me to crystallize important themes and emphases. Sylvia Manzano (Texas A&M), Gabriel Sanchez (University of New Mexico), Michael Jones-Correa (Cornell University), Gary Segura (Stanford University), Rodney Hero (University of California, Berkeley), Valerie Martinez-Ebers (University of North Texas), Ricardo Rodríquez (Notre Dame University), and several graduate students (Marcela García-Castañon, Vanessa Cruz, and Ngoc Phan) were all valuable resources to me. Moving more closely to family, I wish to acknowledge my wife, Nancy Ellsworth García, who was introduced to the tedium of preparing a second edition. She waded through all of the existing and new references to insure proper inclusion and edited the new sections. Much of the collection of materials for the second edition occurred during my last years at the University of Arizona (School of Government and Public Policy), which was a good institutional base to develop my career and accomplishments. More recently, during my time at the Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research and the Institute for Social Research (University of Michigan), I was able to complete this revision with their support.

				Also, since the first edition of this book, I became a grandfather twice over to Jackson Dylan and Ella Sophia, who serve as living and loving reminders of a future full of promise and hope. Of course, my mother, Dora G. García, at the age of ninety-three remains bright, inquisitive, and so supportive. She is living evidence of the benefits of coming from a good gene pool. Finally, Rowman & Littlefield’s commitment to publishing a second edition has been encouraging and keeps a focus on Latino politics, adding to the number of textbooks now available.
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					CHAPTER	1

			

			
				An Introduction to Latino Politics

				
					
						
								
								Emprendimos una peregrinación y nos preguntamos ¿Donde estan nuestras raices, los hilos de la historia y las experiencias en estas tierras las conocidas tanto como las nuevas? Al hacer el reconocimiento, percibimos perspectivas de todas las direcciones y siempre miramos hacia el futuro con esperanza y dignidad.

							
								
								Undertaking a pilgrimage to find our community, we ask ourselves, Where are our roots, those strands of history and experiences in lands both known and new? As we search, our reconnaissance takes in views from many sources, and we are always looking to the future with hope and dignity.

							
						

					
				

				El Censos 2010: Esta en Nuestras Manos” (“Census 2010: It’s in Our Hands”)—the Spanish-language version of the 2010 U.S. census—was one of more than forty versions in which the decennial census campaigns reached out to a more diversified United States. The information collected produced population tabulations with counts and detailed descriptions of all persons, including Hispanics. How are people classified, and what are the consequences and implications of the classification? What is reported, when are data released, how accurate is the information, and how will it be used are all important questions for Latino communities and their organizations. These questions raised in the first edition of this book in 2003 apply just as much with the current decennial census. During the previous decade, Latinos have been pronounced as America’s largest minority group. This “proclamation” has engendered both greater national presence and greater expectations within this community for influence and empowerment.

				The Spanish-origin question included in the decennial census first appeared in the 1970 census as an ethnic self-identifier. The information elicited by the Spanish-origin question serves as the basis for voting and civil rights legislation and implementation, as well as a variety of service-delivery programs. Recently the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) revised how racial and ethnic data were collected.1 After lengthy public input and feedback from federal statistical agencies, the OMB revised the race question format for Census 2000. A person had the option of marking more than one racial category (white, black, Asian, Pacific Islander, Native American/Alaska Native, and other). In addition, the OMB separated Asians from native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders to create five racial categories. The ability to mark more than one option enables persons of multiracial background to self-identify from all of the various appropriate racial categories.

				For multiple responses, a resulting issue lies with the method in which the population tabulation method(s) are conducted and reported. In previous censuses, each person fell into only one racial category. For Census 2000, the tabulation was more complicated as persons could indicate multiple responses. For example, indigenous populations from Mexico and Central and South America were included in the American Indian/Alaska Native category. Yet, this racial category generally represents legally recognized tribes in the United States rather than indicating whether the respondent is of indigenous origin, regardless of national origin. What happens to the individual who marks herself as African American and white and checks off Spanish origin on the ethnic-origin question? How is this person counted and in how many different ways? The classification method selected has a direct bearing on civil and voting rights and program-participation monitoring, as well as on how the government determines who Hispanics/Latinos are. To further complicate the classification issue, plans are under consideration, for the future, to tabulate multiple responses on the Spanish-origin question and potentially merge the Spanish-origin and race questions into one item. For example, an individual marks that he is of Spanish and non-Hispanic origin (i.e., of mixed Hispanic origin). How is that person counted?

				At the same time, a count has much greater political significance beyond the numbers of Latinos living in the United States. My brief and not so simple description of current governmental policy decisions and classification schemes is based on the concepts of race and ethnic origin. While significant media attention has highlighted the continual growth of the Spanish-origin population, it is not always clear whom we are discussing or why persons whose ancestry is tied to Chile are associated with others whose ancestry is connected to Hondurans. Public Law 85-983 established the “Spanish origin” designation for purposes of federal data collection, combining persons from twenty-two countries of origin into a single category.

				Under the broad scope of Latino politics, this book addresses the dialectics of diversity and similarity among persons and communities of Spanish origin. In many ways, Latinos and their politics reflect a community that is being influenced by Latino elites and organizations, “mass” intergroup interactions,2 the mass media, and governmental policies and agencies. Regardless of the derivation of the Latino/Hispanic concept, the idea of a group of peoples tied together by language, cultural values and practices, similar histories in the United States, and public policies is clearly visible on the American landscape, and its political ramifications are very dynamic.

				Critical to this discussion of Latinos and the American political system is an examination of both the basis and construction of identity and the salience of group identification. This central dimension affecting Latinos residing in the United States informs the nature and basis for community among a collection of persons from twenty-plus national-origin groups. Most Latinos think of themselves in terms of their own national-origin group (Honduran, Cuban, Argentine, etc.), and this subgroup identification is an important component of the core definition of community (F. C. García 1997). At the same time, a sense of pan-ethnicity,3 or seeing oneself not only in national-origin terms but also as part of a broader community, has been a more recent development. The “Hispanic” or “Latino” label has been serving as an important product in the formation of a Latino community. Yet it is the meaning beyond the use of the label that establishes a sense of working community and means of identifying common concerns, interests, and situations.

				The concept of ethnicity (and, to a lesser degree, race) represents social boundaries in which group identity exists, is created, and is redefined. The social construct of race usually refers to a group of persons who define themselves as distinct due to perceived common physical characteristics (Cornell and Hartman 1998). This group is socially defined based on physical characteristics and fated by biological factors. Historical precedents and policies—such as the one-drop rule that operated in the South—construct a racial category. A common practice in the South categorized any person with any African lineage (as little as one drop) as Negro or African American. As a result, Jim Crow laws in the region defined participation in social life based on one’s race. In this case, the state defined as being of black racial identity anyone with one-thirty-second Negro ancestry, or one drop of “Negro” blood (Payne 1998).

				The work of Omni and Winant (1994) further extends the development of race as a social product of human actions and decisions. The concept can be changed over time by members of the racial group and/or through “external” social actions. Identity can be comprehensive in forming the basis for a nearly complete social organization and lifestyle, or, minimally, it is symbolic and periodically emotive. For example, honoring of one’s group could be manifested in annual parades and celebration of one’s ancestry, culture, and music. In most cases, membership in a racial group has direct consequences. In the case of Latinos, members can be categorized into racial as well as ethnic groups and targeted for specific policies or governmental actions.

				Ethnic groups deal with group attachments connected to descent. In reality, direct “blood” ties to ancestry are less important, with belief in a descent being more critical. This reinforces the socially constructed basis of ethnicity. The “strands” that cultivate this belief in common descent can include physical attributes, cultural practices, and a shared historical experience (Cornell and Hartman 1998, 16–17). What makes ethnicity distinctive is that this shared affinity serves as the basis for community formation.

				The work of R. A. Schermerhorn (1970) reinforces this view of ethnicity by defining it as a “collectivity within the larger society having a real or putative common ancestry, memories of a shared historical past, and a cultural focus on one or more symbolic elements defined as the epitome of their peoplehood.” Consistent with these definitions is the presence of self-consciousness among members of an ethnic group. Ethnicity lies within the core of one’s identity. At the same time, the self-identification that a person “takes on” may be influenced by external factors such as public policies that provide punitive costs or possible benefits for ethnic group membership. Thus, ethnicity operates among persons who identify with others of their descent and are also influenced by individuals outside their group’s boundaries.

				Race and ethnicity differ in the greater pervasive burden and consequences for those carrying the racial designation. Movement across racial boundaries is more restricted by social traditions and customs than that across ethnic categories. For ethnic individuals, the demarcation by the larger society may also be externally imposed; yet, affiliation with the group is usually asserted by members of the ethnic group. Race becomes a way in which defining and assigning differential status is associated with power, control, inferiority, and majority-minority-group status.

				As we began with a reference to the decennial census, my distinction between race and ethnicity may be clearer for academics and less so for others. For example, in the 2000 census over 13 million Americans checked the “some other race” option, and Latinos/Hispanics constituted more than 95 percent of this category. So Latinos are checking off the ethnic question as well as indicating a different “racial option” than the established OMB designations. Do you interpret this response as many Latinos signifying that Latinos are a race? Or are Latinos using the notions of race and ethnicity as interchangeable? Or are Latinos trying to state that we are a distinctive group in the racial/ethnic scheme of America? For the most part, there is evidence that all three scenarios resonate with segments of the Latino community.

				Ethnicity also shares an external group designation. But it includes an element of self-concept and identification that is also associated when members of an ethnic group start to define their ethnic category. They fill in their own content and meaning, casting their own histories and experiences and determining what it means to be “an ethnic.” This process can be described as the social construction of ethnicity from within. In many ways, this book is an examination of the social construction of Latinos in the United States as a viable community and how that manifests itself politically. Clearly, race and ethnicity overlap concerning a sense of group identity and the nature of power relations that position a group’s members in the larger society.

				While we may think of ethnic identity as primarily a matter of individual choice or circumstances, the development of such identities can be influenced by sources external to the ethnic community, such as political institutions (the courts, political parties, etc.) and agencies (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Civil Rights Commission, Department of Justice, etc.) that designate policies (voting rights, civil rights protection, entitlements, etc.) in terms of specific group categories (minorities, African Americans, Hispanics, etc.). For example, the Voting Rights Act of 1965 focused initially on institutional exclusionary voting practices directed toward African Americans in the South. The prohibitions against literacy tests, grandfather clauses,4 limited voting registration location(s), and so on, were policy interventions intended to open up the electoral process. The Voting Rights Act amendments later incorporated the concept of linguistic minorities and implemented bi- or multilingual voting materials and assistance.

				Legislation, official governmental data gathering, and mass media characterizations of Hispanics/Latinos serve as ways to simplify their world by reducing a large and potentially diverse collection of persons to a simpler grouping. One of the issues confronting many Latino subcommunities is the extent to which Latino subgroups (Guatemalans, people of Mexican-origin, Argentineans, etc.) are connected to one another and whether an inclusive appeal to work on common causes will be effective. The use of the labels “Hispanic” and “Latino” gives to the broader society a much simpler picture of who persons of “Spanish origin” are and what they are about. Rather than examining and assessing each national-origin group in terms of “its own political needs and status,” such labeling converts them from a diverse and complex mix of groups into a simplified and more manageable package of a new “ethnic group.” This helps policy makers deal with their political world and the new demands made on it.

				One result of a new formulation of group status, often referred to as pan-ethnicity, is the creation of concrete benefits to which organizations and members of this new group category can now respond. For example, bilingual educational programs are based on the existence of students who have limited English proficiency, as well as the perception that bilingualism is primarily a Latino issue. Consequently, a pan-ethnic grouping, with a much larger population base, can emphasize its need and use its sizable constituency to maintain and expand bilingual education programs. An in-depth understanding of Latinos and community building would integrate the role of public policies and social institutions (mass media, governmental agencies, decision-making bodies, etc.) into Latino subgroups’ activities and developments, as well as the links that tie several Latino subgroups in collaborative efforts.

				Another critical factor for community building is the general climate and the broader public’s mood toward and awareness about Latinos. Public concerns about cultural and linguistic balkanization, immigration swells, multilingualism, and the like portray Latinos as problematic. These issues carry an underlying theme in which segments of non-Latino communities see many Latinos as unwilling to Americanize and assimilate. Such concerns highlight their presence and increase the possible costs of being Latino.

				For example, the 1997 welfare reform legislation barred “permanent resident aliens” from participating in Social Security’s Supplementary Security Income (SSI) and other federal entitlement programs. Congress did not choose to differentiate between undocumented immigrants and permanent resident aliens. Similarly, initiatives in California regarding immigrant access to social services and discontinuing bilingual education programs have targeted Latinos. This has put many persons of Spanish origin on the defensive and even sent them into survival mode. Latino civic engagement has increased in the form of protest activities, higher voter-registration and -turnout levels, and greater political interest (Sierra et al. 2000). Throughout this book, I emphasize the need to understand identity, its constructions and dynamic character, as well as its sources, in order to interpret and analyze Latino politics.

				Latino politics are found in many social contexts (F. C. García 1997; Bonilla and Morales 1998), including in institutions like schools and federal and local decision-making arenas, as well as in referenda and initiatives, public policies, public opinion, and political representation at all levels. Yet scholars focusing on the Latino community have not thoroughly researched many of these dimensions of politics. For example, researchers have only recently begun to examine Latino community organizations and their political involvement with urban redevelopment, local school issues, and environmental “racism” (Pardo 1998; Pulído 1996). More research findings exist for the Mexican-origin population as opposed to Central and South Americans and other Caribbean groups. Only in the past five to ten years have researchers begun to examine the political domains and actions of Latinos in their own communities. At the same time, a limited number of national databases and subsequent analysis have become more readily available for discussion of Latinos and their politics.

				An examination of Latinos and the political sphere needs to start with an assessment of power relations among Latinos, Latino subgroups, and established power holders and institutions. This examination includes both historical and contemporary power relations and how Latinos have survived, adapted, and succeeded in power-exchange terms. That is, have Latinos or Latino subgroups (Mexican Americans, Cubans, Puerto Ricans, Panamanians, etc.) successfully accessed political and economic institutions or placed key issues or concerns on the policy-making agenda?

				Power relations focus on political resources, agenda setting, organizational development, leadership and mobilization, authority, influence, and legitimacy. Inquiring into governmental policies (at the federal, state, and local levels) that have influenced Latino communities can lead to a greater understanding of the extent and use of power by them. In some respects, governmental initiatives and actions that classify persons by group terms or identities (i.e., race, ethnicity, and social class) can serve as indicators of political presence. Part of the political-empowerment process entails recognition of the group, even in symbolic ways.

				Whether or not the political system is organized to be responsive to Latino communities, political institutions through their practices and/or benign neglect clearly indicate the power basis that Latinos must develop effective strategies to contend with. The 1980s were designated the “decade of the Hispanic.” Projections of extraordinary population growth, with Latinos becoming the nation’s largest minority group by 2003, heightened an expectation of Latinos basking in the “political sun.” At the same time, through the 1980s, Latinos’ socioeconomic status (household income, families living below the poverty line, single-parent-headed households, and percentage of adults with a high school diploma, etc.) continued to lag even farther behind that of whites. Recognition and responsiveness from governmental institutions was much slower than the rapid Latino growth rate. To a significant degree, Latinos were evolving in the U.S. political system from being a relatively obscure or invisible group into one that political institutions had some degree of political awareness about and familiarity with, especially at the national level.

				In addition to the contextual elements that contribute to the basis and content of Latino politics, other important factors include sociodemographic status, such as occupational locations in the labor market, economic status, residential and regional concentrations, access to social institutions (their own or societal), and legal prohibitions (restricted immigrant rights and participation, reduced impact on redistricting, etc.). The sociodemographic map identifies the resource bases for Latinos as well as possible policy issues and concerns. Given the youthfulness of the overall Latino population and the significant proportion of Latinos who are foreign-born, issues such as educational quality, persistence in staying and completing their education, immigration reform, and increased militarization of the border are all likely policy extensions of Latinos’ sociodemographic profile. In addition, the relatively lower percentage of high school and college graduates among Latinos, as well as their concentration in service-sector industries, has implications for political mobilization and resources. Lower levels of educational attainment, lower job status, and lesser income levels reduce the conventional type of personal resources that individuals can convert for political purposes.

				Political participation and mobilization (Verba, Scholzman, and Brady 1995; Rosenstone and Hansen 1993) are closely connected to an individual’s socioeconomic status, positive political predispositions (or attitudes), and available time to engage in political activities. Chapter 3 develops a sociodemographic “map” of Latinos to assist in the construction of the extent of their political resources and the range of issues that will compose our discussion.

				This book focuses on the creation, maintenance, and redefinition of community and the role that external stereotypes and perceptions about Latinos and/or Latino subgroups play in framing Latino politics. Culture and its expression within the Latino communities through the mass and Spanish-language media, traditions and practices, and Spanish-language maintenance define and sustain a sense of community. In addition, individual membership in and attachment to the Latino community is reinforced through social networks, living in Latino residential areas, experiences with discrimination, and shared experience in the workplace. These “arenas” are at the core of creating bridges for a Latino community at the grassroots level.

				Ethnicity and identity reflect self-choice in how an individual places himself within a group affiliation. Latinos who continue to use Spanish, maintain ethnically “dense” social contacts with fellow Latinos, and participate in cultural events and practices are living their Latino-ness. The whole spectrum of being Latino or Cubano or Dominicano lies in the daily routine. How one communicates, the composition and content of one’s interactions, lifestyle preferences, and behaviors, and the extent of affinity toward persons of similar ancestry contribute to the definition of who one is and its relevance to one’s life.

				Immersion as a Latino—or, more likely, a Cuban, Puerto Rican, or member of another Latino subgroup—is related to social contexts and the involvement of activists and organizations that link the daily experiences of Latinos with directed social and political actions. Numerical growth helps Latino communities assert their identity and command necessary resources. Awareness of the key distinctions between citizens (native-born and naturalized), permanent resident aliens, undocumented persons, and political refugees is critical to understanding the range of similarities and diversities within this dynamic community. Similarly, class differentiation among Latinos serves to create close-knit communities or, perhaps, accentuate class bifurcation.

				There is literature that deals with class bifurcation in the African American community and its impact on mobilization, organizational growth and development, and maintaining consensus on public policies (West 1994; Dawson 1994). The connectedness, or lack of it, between the African American underclass and the upwardly mobile and successful middle class can create different policy agendas and alliances that may not include each other. The existence or extent of class bifurcation, defined for Latinos as potential cleavages between the foreign- and native-born, has not been researched adequately. Cultural maintenance and practices are critical for group identity and community building.

				At the same time, our theme of similarity and diversity suggests that the Latino community does not require unanimity or complete consensus in order for its members to engage as a political community. Like many political coalitions, Latino politics entails common bonds, experiences, conditions, and interests that can bridge Latino subgroups for collective action on various occasions. These introductory comments and ideas serve as an overview for an examination of Latino politics. The rest of my commentary in this introduction delineates specific dimensions of community building and politics for the more than 49 million Latinos in the United States.

				The basis for a Latino community will be shared interests, with culture serving as the vital connection. It is important to establish definitions of ethnicity, identity, and community, as well as to analyze how political institutions, processes, policies, and political actors help shape the nature and substance of Latino politics. An “inside and outside” set of processes and actions is at play. Latino activists, organizations (local and national), political parties, and national “events” (such as English-only initiatives, Proposition 209, fatalities along the border, and other political events that have occurred) weave a set of contributing factors that can bring people together for common purposes. One of the real challenges for me lies in achieving sufficient breadth and depth in covering the many different Latino subgroups. In many cases, only a sparse literature is available.

				Chapter 3 provides a demographic profile of Latinos in the United States incorporating the characteristics of shared interests, social status, cultural “indicators,” geographic concentrations, and institutions within the Latino subcommunities. The demographic profiles are then linked to community building and agenda setting. The themes of diversity and similarity are interwoven throughout this book. We will explore two particular bases for community: a community of interests and a community of common or similar cultures (García and Pedraza-Bailey 1990). A community of common cultures exists when individuals are linked closely by their participation in a common system of meaning with concomitant patterns of customary interactions of culture. Shared cultural practices, celebrations, and traditions serve to bridge Latino subgroup boundaries and potentially provide common bases and resources for effective mobilization.

				Other writers (Espiritu 1992; Hayes-Bautista 1980) refer to these dynamics as elements of a pan-ethnicity in which several national-origin groups coalesce under a broader identity and community reference. A community of interests represents the conditions, statuses, and experiences that Latinos share with members of other Latino subgroups. Except for Puerto Ricans, a significant proportion of each Latino subgroup consists of foreign-born persons and immigrants. The current national climate is filled with serious concerns about immigration policies and perceived negative consequences of continued immigration. Latinos are seen as the dominant source of immigrants. Therefore, immigration impacts many Latino communities and can serve as a contributing factor in developing a broader community of interests.

				Chapter 4 attempts to provide a substantive understanding of the many Latino subcommunities and includes focused discussions of the subgroups and their historical and power relations in the United States. In addition, I present an overview of how communities may exist in relative isolation from other Latino communities or be linked in various ways to other Latino subgroups. An interesting aspect of intergroup dynamics is discernible in the Census 2010 findings. Not only have Latinos increased in numbers during the past decade, but their migration patterns have become more regionally diverse, extending into areas less traditionally identified as Latino. For example, increases among Mexican-origin individuals exceeding 80 percent in southern states such as Arkansas, Georgia, North Carolina, and Tennessee represent major gains in rural and urban communities. This migration of Mexican-origin persons to the Northeast and the South is substantial in terms of population and political activities.

				Similarly, Central Americans (especially “refugees”) since the mid-1980s have migrated in significant numbers to traditional areas of Latino concentrations with established Mexican, Cuban, or Puerto Rican enclaves. One result has been a reconfiguration of Latino issues, a more diverse organizational milieu, and intergroup competition. An analysis of Latino politics must address the dynamic nature of the composition of the Latino community and its evolving political networks. Analyzing power relations and particular public policies is one way to explore the nature and character of Latino subcommunity politics and their connections to “broader collective Latino politics.”

				Ethnicity, group identity, and pan-ethnicity involve the social construction of identity, which occurs within the respective groups and is influenced externally. The contributing factors of culture, daily experiences, social contexts, and public policies are introduced to assess the extent and “permanence” of Latino subcommunities and the broader Latino national community. Pan-ethnicity is explored in terms of both its political utility for Latinos and the interplay of mass and elite “forces” involved in this social construction. Authors like Peter Skerry (1993) have suggested that many Latino leaders perpetuate a sense of ethnicity or “Latino-ness” to maintain their power bases. In this vein, the social construction of ethnicity and resulting community is an artificial one, or at best one contrived for the benefit of a limited number of activists. On the other hand, our basis for community indicates that Latino identity and affiliation must include dimensions of self-choice and conscious acceptance of belonging to a community defined as Latino or a specific Latino subgroup. Again, the basis for community will be related to the viability of pan-ethnicity.

				Latino political participation is discussed in a number of chapters that break down the contributing factors of participation into individual, organizational, social, attitudinal, and structural factors for Latino subgroup members. I attempt to differentiate the crucial factors of foreign-born and native-born, gender, class, and regional location in analyzing political participation and incorporate the dimensions of time, money, and skills (Verba, Scholzman, and Brady 1995). The participation chapters will then move to the many modes of participation: voting, electoral activities, organizational involvement, protest, individualized contact, and office holding. I will use the extant research on specific Latino subgroups to portray the variations and similarities that exist across the Latino community.

				The next aspect of Latino politics is the area of political mobilization. When Latinos are asked to get politically involved, whether by organizational leaders, neighbors, or the like, who gets involved, and who does not? Political involvement is not solely a function of an individual’s decision. Persons can be asked, approached, and enticed to get involved. This is a simple way to define political mobilization as the “outside” forces that influence individual political involvement. Characterizing mobilization in this manner also serves as a mechanism for introducing organizations and leadership into the Latino politics equation. Using specific Latino-focused organizations, I illustrate the range and scope of organizational goals, arenas of involvement, membership and resource bases, and political impact in a variety of policy areas. We examine the extent of Latinos’ involvement in organizations and how Latino organizations are involved with the Latino community and its needs.

				I then address Latinos’ leadership styles, communication skills, and linkages with the “masses.” Leadership is studied in terms of the goal articulation conveyed to Latinos and its coherency, which can influence specific political activities. Some have suggested that Latino political empowerment would be greatly enhanced if there were one or even two national Latino leaders who had followings in all of the Latino subcommunities. Others have argued that the core of Latino interests and needs resides in local communities, where leadership activities and development are more critical. A singular leader or two or three would be a difficult challenge for any community of this size and diversity to overcome.

				The role of Latino leadership serves to crystallize issues, strategies, and “targets.” The issue of gender bias, which is inherent in the discussion of leadership, is examined. Viable national leaders are more likely to be males, whereas leaders at the grass roots are often women. Characterizing leadership in this manner serves to introduce the concept of vertical and horizontal leadership. Again, specific examples are adduced to illustrate the issues and impact associated with leaders.

				Although great attention has been focused on the national and state levels, Latino politics at the local level is an active arena. It has been suggested that the intensity and soul of Latino politics deal with local struggles (location decisions regarding toxic waste sites, delivery of services, educational equity and quality, residential gentrification, etc.). A number of locally focused community organizations have arisen over the past two decades in several Latino subcommunities. Organizing principles, efforts, strategies, and outcomes are important dimensions of Latino politics. They are often overlooked and underanalyzed. I attempt to characterize and analyze Latino local politics in the context of Latino empowerment and political development.

				An understanding of Latino politics involves a focus on the political dynamics occurring within the Latino communities, as well as external forces and actions in the larger society. In this context, legislative initiatives and policies like the Civil Rights and Voting Rights acts have played an important role in generating electoral representation, equal opportunities, and fuller civic participation. In the latter chapters of this book, I examine the origin of voting and civil rights legislation and policies that have impacted Latinos. Other legislative changes (Titles VI, VII, and IX of the Higher Education Act, the Equal Employment Opportunity Act, etc.), lobbying efforts, and major court decisions will be analyzed as part of the political assessment of Latinos and the political system. Organizations like the Mexican American Legal Defense and Education Fund and Puerto Rican Legal Defense and Education Fund are key groups considered in this section.

				This discussion of Latinos focuses on specific public policy areas to maintain consistency with our theme of community, which includes shared interests, culture, and conditions that help shape the critical issue areas for Latinos. The politics of culture is connected with language, cultural distinctiveness, English-only initiatives, and other xenophobic movements directed toward Latinos. First-generation immigrants and international migration bring immigration policies, border enforcement, immigrant and noncitizen rights and political integration, and avenues for participation into our discussion of Latino politics. To some extent, the immigration question is a test of political loyalty, with Latinos being placed on the defensive.

				Equality-of-opportunity issues deal with educational quality and resources, labor market participation (i.e., access to jobs and opportunities for advancement, preparation for employment with job mobility, protection from discrimination, and equal and competitive pay), economic participation and income mobility, access to higher education, and social service participation. Within this context, the debate over and impact of affirmative action are pertinent. To some extent, foreign policy concerns (Cuba and the Castro regime, the economic embargo of Cuba, Puerto Rican statehood/independence, the North American Free Trade Act, U.S. economic investments in Latin America, drug interdiction, etc.) are aspects of the public policy discussions with particular relevance to Latinos. Integral to this section is attention to an understanding of the American policy-making process. Understanding agenda setting, monitoring policy implementation, and reviewing policy consequences form an integral part of analyzing specific policy areas.

				Finally, this analysis points to the future of Latino politics and revisits the concepts of community, shared interests, culture and organizations, and identity construction, as well as external factors and actions in the political system. The last two chapters look at coalition formation, within the Latino communities and other minority communities. A discussion of trends for the next millennium closes out our discourse. Where will the Latino community be in the next twenty years, and will its identity be thinner and more externally assigned rather than thicker and more assertive? Given the changing demography of the Latino community (growing numbers of Latinos from Central America and the Caribbean, greater geographic dispersion and intermixing of Latino subcommunities, etc.), will the agenda and its leadership structure also undergo some changes? I develop four possible scenarios based on different directions of community building and their political manifestations.

				Conclusion

				In this introduction I have tried to lay out important concepts with which to describe and analyze Latino politics. The challenge is to discuss the politics of Latino subcommunities without necessarily assuming that Latino politics (in the pan-ethnic sense) is the pervasive mode. That is, I define politics at the national-origin community level (Cuban, Salvadoran, Mexican-origin, etc.) for both national and local arenas. At the same time, there exists a Latino political force that, at times, is more like one group than a collection of multiple independent Latino subgroups. An important question in regard to identifying Latinos in American society is the extent to which they impact political arenas and agendas as a pan-ethnic community rather than a loose consortium of semi-independent interests. The task has begun, and the chapters that follow try to analyze Latino politics with the vitality and personality that constitute the Latino peoples.

				Discussion Questions

				
						What defines a Latino? Do Latinos comprise an ethnic group, a racial group, or some other differently characterized social grouping?

						How well does the concept of ethnicity fit the Latino community in the United States?

						This book tries to establish a sense of community among Latinos. How well does the framework of communities of common culture and interests help in understanding Latinos?

						We introduce the concept of pan-ethnicity and suggest its utility for understanding Latino politics. Discuss this concept and how applicable it is to contemporary American politics.

				

			

		

	
		
			
					CHAPTER	2

			

			
				Community Building in Latino America

				
					
						
								
								Píntame un cuadro donde se representan imagenes de nuestra comunidad. El/la artista pinta de acuerdo su propio punto de vista. Todas las perspectivas, la abundancia de rostros y figuras forman el carácter de lo que significa ser parte de una comunidad que es evolucíon.

							
								
								Paint me a picture in which images of our community are represented. The artist paints according to his or her own point of view. With so many perspectives, a multitude of faces and personalities make up the character of our changing community.

							
						

					
				

				Our examination of Latino politics in the United States can be seen as the dynamic formulation of community with all the diversities and similarities among its members. Discussion of politics can center on the substance of power, influence, resources, and interest articulation. Thus, Latino politics represents an aggregation of persons whose origins and/or ancestry can be connected to over twenty countries in Latin America and on the Iberian Peninsula. What brings this grouping together can include Spanish language; similar cultural values, practices, and histories; and targeted public policies (Gómez-Quiñones 1990; Stavans 1996; Fox 1997). Underlying this perspective is the assumption that persons with a common ancestry and culture will come together to achieve common objectives and address common concerns.

				In this chapter, I develop some political and cultural bases for Latino politics, as well as the resultant directions this political community can take. Prior to the 1980s, Latinos were characterized as specific national-origin groups in certain regions of the United States. The Chicanos/Mexican Americans in the Southwest trace their ancestry to the sixteenth century, as do newly arrived Mexicanos from Mexico’s central plateau. Puerto Ricans live in the Northeast, especially in the New York metropolitan area. There was a significant post–World War II out-migration from “La Isla” to the industrial centers of the Rust Belt as well as to the agricultural sectors in the Northeast and the South. After Fidel Castro came to power in 1959, several waves of Cuban political refugees and exiles descended on the southern United States. Even though Cuban refugees participated in refugee-placement programs that included resettlement throughout the United States, most preferred to reside in Florida. Subsequent waves of Cuban refugees in the 1980s and 1990s augmented an entrepreneurial and better-educated community in Miami-Dade County.

				Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans, comprising the three largest Latino communities, are more established within and visible to the larger American public. At the same time, the post-1970s saw a major influx of Latinos from Central America and, to a lesser extent, South America. The liberation struggles in El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Guatemala, together with high birthrates, political instability, and inadequate economic growth and opportunity, have fueled out-migration of Central Americans into almost every region of the United States. For the most part, Central Americans have been designated as economic migrants rather than political refugees. Public policy distinctions (which I discuss further in chapter 9) between economic and political migrants reflect national foreign policy commitments rather than individuals’ conditions or situations.

				Even though I started out in this book by placing many persons of Latin American ancestral origin under the rubric of “Latino” or “Hispanic,”1 doing so implies some degree of group membership and affinity. Consequently, we will consider the nature of community within and across the Latino subcommunities as incorporating affinity and identification. Our discussion of a Latino community also assesses the strength and character with which communities are built and maintained. The word “community” refers here to the connections between persons that formulate a sense of place, being, and membership in a larger whole. The origins of Hispanics or Latinos can be traced to various strands of U.S. history and events. For example, federal legislation in the mid-1970s initiated by Congressman Edward Roybal required all federal agencies to maintain records and designations of persons of Spanish origin, generally defined as individuals from Spanish-speaking countries and the Iberian Peninsula. One challenge of implementing this policy entailed determining a uniform “standard” for identifying persons of Spanish origin. The range of standards included Spanish surname, ancestry, birthplace, foreign-born parentage, self-identification, and language used when growing up.

				The 1970 census also reflected the different methods for identifying persons of Spanish origin. On both the short and long census forms,2 ancestry and self-identification determined Hispanicity. That is, an individual who deemed herself a person of Spanish origin would self-identify as such. No prescribed criteria such as Spanish-language use or foreign-born status directed one to declare Spanish origin. The self-identifier introduced in the 1970 census has been the consistent Hispanic “marker” ever since. Technically, it is referred as the ethnicity item or Spanish-origin identifier. Thus, it might be helpful to distinguish between race and ethnicity.

				Many scholarly and popular literatures have discussed race in terms of phenotype, skin color, biology, social structure, and ancestry. Public policies like the one-drop rule have reinforced the concept of race as more directly connected to skin color and a defined racial categorization. On the other hand, ethnicity is commonly associated with ancestry or national origin. To be an ethnic is to be, for example, Irish American, Italian American, or Cuban American, with ties to cultural practices and traditions. Although I do not discuss the conceptual and theoretical underpinnings of race and ethnicity, the social and historical context of these terms is an important dimension of politics, power, and influence in American society. For our purposes, we will operate on the notion that ethnicity and race are interrelated concepts that establish group boundaries, behaviors, and inter- and intragroup relations.

				Following the census distinction between race and ethnicity, a Spanish-origin person can be of any race.3 While the American understanding of race is strongly related to skin color and serves as an external influence on group identification, ethnicity is viewed more as one’s national origin and ancestry and is influenced greatly by assimilation and acculturation processes. Therefore, an important factor contributing to the configuration of “Hispanic” or “Latino” as an umbrella term was the formulation of public policy establishing the collection and operationalization protocol to categorize Spanish-origin persons.

				The mass media are another important factor contributing to the development of the umbrella term Latino/Hispanic. The mass media response to the changing demography of the United States evolved from reporting on specific national-origin Latino subgroups (Puerto Ricans, Mexicans, Dominicans, etc.) to using the more pan-ethnic label of “Hispanic.” Toward the end of the 1970s, the media began reporting and discussing both established and recently arrived Latinos; many major newsmagazines and newspapers started referring to the 1980s as the decade of the Hispanic. Sound bites like “Hispanics’ day in the sun,” “fastest-growing minority,” and “soon to be the largest minority group” became typical characterizations of this aggregation of persons from twenty-two Spanish-speaking countries.

				Ironically, descriptors such as “an awakening sleeping giant,” “the invisible minority,” and “bronze/brown power” were used in the early 1960s to depict Mexican Americans in the Southwest. One parallel theme for both periods was potentiality and promise. The focus on significant population growth and its continuation in the future projected Latinos as a “new” political and economic force in American society. Mass media centers in the eastern part of the United States conducted exploration and fact-finding projects on the relatively unknown Hispanics. There was utility in the media’s assigning one label and identity to varied national-origin group members. Such clustering of the many national-origin groups into one ethnic status4 simplified discussions of public policy and news regarding Latinos. This illustrates how factors outside the Latino community play an important role in shaping understanding and characterization of it. Clearly, some subgroup differentiation does take place, but even then the “Hispanic/Latino” descriptor is used.

				Thus, persons of Spanish origin came to be seen as having similar cultural traditions and a common language. The discovery of Latino people by the mass media heightened public awareness of them and led to the ascription of general characteristics, such as Spanish speaking, largely immigrant, religious, committed to family, and having traditional values. The accuracy and relevance of these images actually depend on how Latinos see themselves. Nevertheless, the configuration of persons of Spanish origin was greatly impacted by the discovery and portrayal of Hispanics by the media, especially during the “decade of the Hispanic.”

				A third factor in the development of an umbrella term is based in the so-called Latino community itself. The combination of the swelling growth rates among Latino subgroups and the creation of “situational ethnicity” by Latino activists served as key elements in the promotion of a Latino community. There was a significant influx of Latinos into the United States beginning in the mid-1970s, and the fastest-growing elements within the Latino community were persons from Central and South America and the Spanish-speaking Caribbean. Movement by Central American and Caribbean Latinos was initially followed by their migration to the Northeast and Midwest and then to states like California and Texas and to the South. Chapter 3 provides more specific demographic profiles of these developments. One result of greater Latino migration throughout the United States was a more diverse mix of Latino subgroups, a pattern that held strongly for the established Mexican American, Puerto Rican, and Cuban communities, which began to have contact with individuals from Central and South America. Such a confluence of persons with linkages to the Spanish language, Spanish colonial histories, and U.S. hegemony assists with possible cultural and political connections.

				While each group was growing faster than the national average, its respective size and regional concentration was limited on a national scale. Mexican Americans were seen as a regional minority primarily concentrated in the Southwest and oriented toward regional issues. Puerto Ricans were a New York metropolitan phenomenon, coping with a declining manufacturing economy and living on the mean streets of “El Barrio.” Cubans, on the other hand, were seen as focused on ethnic enclaves and entrepreneurship and promoting anticommunist policies in Congress. These oversimplifications summarize dominant perceptions of the situational and policy domains of the three larger subgroups. The development of pan-ethnic grouping and identity becomes a means to expand group size, scope, and national visibility. Thus, the outgrowth of “Hispanicity” or “Latino-ness” represents a strategic decision among activists to enlarge the community and, potentially, its political capital and resource base.

				The changing internal Latino demography and the strategic development of an expanding Latino population base are not mutually exclusive evolutions. Some writers on Latino politics have characterized the political actions of Latino activists as perpetuating ethnicity or pan-ethnicity in order to ensure a political base and a following. Thus, these leaders may not reflect the assimilation and upward mobility that many Latinos are achieving. This perspective goes to the very heart of community and community building. The realities of daily living among Latino subgroup members include contact and awareness of not only fellow national-origin members but also other Latinos in their community and elsewhere.

				The four factors that I have identified in Latino development in the United States are intended to provide consistent themes and concepts that will carry the discussion throughout this book. The themes include (1) diversity within and between Latino subgroups; (2) common linkages across the subgroups historically, culturally, linguistically, and politically; (3) the internal dynamics among Latinos defining, refining, and strategically developing their communities; and (4) the role of external forces, such as public policies (Voting Rights and Civil Rights acts, affirmative action initiatives, etc.) and public opinion and movements (antibilingual, anti–affirmative action, and English-only initiatives, restrictive and punitive immigration measures, etc.) that activate the Latino communities. Thus, Latino politics result from the interaction of initiatives undertaken by persons and organizations across the various Latino subcommunities, as well as the social and political structures, practices, and attitudes of the larger U.S. political community. I began this chapter by introducing the concept of community and its current and historical operationalization within the broader Latino communities. In the next section, I provide greater clarity and direction.

				Is There a Latino Community and What Does That Mean?

				The delineation of Latinos or Hispanics has centered on notions of a group of people linked by a common language, interrelated cultural traditions and values, and similar experiences in the United States. Since the 1990s, social scientists have added that a common experience with discrimination and relegation to minority status in most facets of American life have accented a sense of group identification. Measures of socioeconomic and political disparities are often used to enjoin ethnic status with unequal opportunities and rights.

				Each Latino subgroup has a unique history in the United States, experience of contact with and migration to this country, social class distribution, and legal status: that of political refugee, legal permanent resident alien, or undocumented migrant. Two bases of community I will present are associated with the concepts of commonalty of culture and commonalty of interests (García and Pedraza-Bailey 1990; Cornell and Hartman 1998). Communities of common or similar cultures endure when persons are tied together naturally by their involvement in a common system of purpose with accompanying patterns of traditional interactions and behaviors rooted in a common heritage (Cornell 1985). This common heritage or tradition includes national ancestry, language, religion and religious customs, observance of holidays and festivals, and familial networks. For the Mexican-origin population, Keefe and Padilla (1989) explore Chicano ethnicity and identify several dimensions of culture. When familial interactions are primary and serve as conduits of cultural transmission, the “products” are customs, folklore, linguistic loyalty, ethnic loyalty, and group identity. Thus, a person can be enveloped by a sense of ethnicity, usually within a national-origin context (Mexican American, Salvadoran, Dominican, etc.). However, this sense of ethnicity may not automatically lead to community actions.

				The idea of a community of interests revolves around persons who are united by a common set of economic and political interests. This connection may be due in part to group members’ concentration in certain industries and occupational sectors and in residential enclaves (Denton and Massey 1988; Croucher 1997); it may also be due to their common experience of political disenfranchisement (T. Smith 1990; J. A. García 1986a) and differential treatment based on ancestry, phenotype, immigrant status, language, and various other cultural traits and practices. Clearly, there is an intersection of cultural status and interests. The result of perceived and accepted common interests may lead to the development of a new or reinforced identity. For example, the “official usage” of pan-ethnic terms such as Hispanic may reorient a person to incorporate that label and strategically use that identity to maximize political effect. A Mexican American activist in Arizona might oppose a referendum effort to remove bilingual education programs because such programs do not ensure educational excellence and equity for all Hispanic children. The Latino subcommunity is the reality experienced by Mexican-origin children; yet, the broader identifier “Hispanic” is used to contextualize the issue nationally as well as locally.

				The concept of a community of interests works to examine and construct new boundaries of group affiliation; it also aids analysis of comparable conditions among other social groups and of structural relations between the group and social and political institutions. A central element within these analytical insights is the role played by discriminatory practices and prejudicial attitudes on the part of the larger society and manifested in public policies.

				For example, the Immigration and Naturalization Service may conduct sweeps only or primarily in Latino residential neighborhoods. If only individuals who appear Latino are detained to show proof of legal status, then that policy action has a disparate impact on Latino communities. This dimension, discrimination, is certainly attached to being recognized as a minority. In 2010, the state of Arizona passed a law enabling local and state law enforcement officers to detain persons until they provide proof of legal status. (I discuss this particular issue and resulting litigation battles in chapter 9.) For our purposes, minority status is a relational concept in which minority-group members have limited access, opportunity, power, and influence. The issues of empowerment, representation, equity, power, access, and participation become a major part of defining a community and its interests.

				The dimension of commonalty—community linkages, bonds, affinities, interactions, and individual affiliations—is important in our discussion of Latino community. This collectivity is a nexus of various associations, but this does not require uniformity or complete consensus among all of the Latino subcommunities. The theme of diversity and similarity emphasizes that conformity and unanimity are not realistic expectations for community membership and operations. While the analogy is not perfect, variations in character, lifestyle, personality, and so on, can be found within most families and can challenge the maintenance of a family entity, but the family structure still remains.

				If Latino subcommunities can share commonalties of culture and interest, each can work interactively with the other. That is, cultural cues and symbols can encourage persons of Spanish origin to work toward specific goals and objectives. At the same time, cultural maintenance and practices can serve as the political content of a Latino political agenda. For example, the use of—or at least exposure to—Spanish language while growing up serves as a common cultural experience. It also serves as a point of political conflict in respect to English as the official language of the United States, structuring and maintaining bilingual educational programs, and loyalty to and assimilation with American society. The persistence of Latino culture fuels the politics of culture. In our broadest sense, commonalty of culture and interests can be seen as perceptions and experiences among Latinos that reflect positive affinities and substantial interactions and awareness of Latinos in the various subcommunities.

				In the past twenty years, a growing body of literature has developed the concept of pan-ethnicity (Espiritu 1992; Hayes-Bautista and Chapa 1987; Cornell and Hartman 1998). The work by Padilla (1986) explores this concept in the context of the Latino population in Chicago. Padilla espouses the idea of Latino consciousness, which includes both an ideological and a pragmatic sense of group identity. The ideological aspect conceives of the interrelatedness among persons of Spanish origin in terms of their communal cultural values and routines in addition to political, economic, and social conditions and consequences. The latter connection ties in structural biases and policies that disadvantage persons who are Mexican, Guatemalan, Colombian, and so on. Thus, there is a cost to being Latino, in terms of opportunities, equity, access, and rights, that transcends any specific Latino subgroup.

				The pragmatic dimension of Padilla’s Latino consciousness contemplates the potential benefits of expanding community beyond national-origin boundaries. In this way, a group is significantly enlarged. I have already referred to the demographic explosion within the Latino subcommunities. Rather than 1 million Cubans in the United States, we can talk about 45 million Latinos. The larger population base and greater national geographic dispersion serve to enhance greater political effectiveness and visibility. At the same time, larger numbers do not necessarily translate into guaranteed political power. In some ways, the pragmatic nature of creating a Latino community is a strategic move to expand the potential political resource base by accenting both commonalties of culture and interests.

				I use the concepts of commonalty of interests and culture as two foundational bases for the creation and maintenance of the Latino community. I explicitly view these clusters as both perceptions and experiences that can produce positive affinities and meaningful interactions between activists in the various Latino subcommunities. I present two significant challenges: converting the conceptual discussion into explicit operational indicators of these community links and gaining access to data and other measures to explore community building. I have chosen to use some demographic information to move beyond the conceptualization of community.

				Referring to the results of the Latino National Survey (LNS) (Fraga et al. 2006a), I examine cultural factors and socioeconomic status among Latinos living in the United States during 2005 and 2006. The LNS affords me the opportunity to examine more Latino subgroups than the earlier Latino National Political Survey (LNPS). In this way, my examination of the extent of a broad community among Latinos has significant political ramifications for the future of Latino political influence and impact in the larger political system.

				Spanish Language Use among Latinos

				Spanish language has consistently been identified as one of the cultural glues for Latinos, an identification supported by the LNS. While several items tapped Spanish language, we chose to use the language of the interview that the Latinos employed in the survey, which is a more direct measure of language use than self-reporting (Padilla 1974). Among the 8,634 respondents, 61.9 percent conducted their interview in Spanish. While Spanish is still prevalent among the Latino communities, some variations exist among the various Latino subgroups. More than 66 percent of the Cubans answered the survey in Spanish, while 39.7 and 61.6 percent of Puerto Rican and Mexican-origin respondents, respectively, conducted their interviews in Spanish. On the other hand, Dominicans (79.1 percent), Salvadorans (81.8 percent), and Guatemalans (81.9 percent) demonstrated much higher rates for conducting Spanish-language interviews. Obviously, there was an overlap between language of the interview and birthplace (whether in the United States or abroad). Over the course of our analysis, the distinctions of language use, nativity, and generational status in the United States are key elements in assessing the cross-cutting connections among Latinos.

				Age Structure and Latinos

				Another way to illustrate some differences of language use among Latinos is age. If we look at Latinos under twenty-five, for this age group, only 49.4 percent of respondents completed the survey in Spanish, as opposed to 58.9 percent of Latinos over the age of fifty-five. Thus, the issue of connectedness among Latinos is only partially demonstrated by the language respondents used in the LNS. Other aspects related to language—use, awareness, loyalty, and exposure—also contribute to the language domain of Latinos. For example, the growth of Spanish-language media—especially on television (Telemundo, Galávision, and Univision)—confirms the existence of Spanish-language markets and mass media transmission of culture and Spanish language. The number one radio station in the Los Angeles metropolitan area is KLVE, whose programming includes Latin pop, urban hip-hop, and traditional music.

				Educational Attainment Levels

				Another demographic dimension common to Latino group members is educational attainment. The extent of education achieved provides valuable political resources as well as potential areas of common interest. In the LNS, we find some differences based on nativity among the Latino respondents. For example, slightly less than 3 percent of the Latino foreign-born had no education, while only 0.66 percent of the native-born had no education. On the other hand, for those who had less than eight years of schooling, the difference was more marked (23.8 percent versus 3 percent). Finally, if we look at the other end of the educational spectrum (i.e., those with college degrees), there are nearly twice as many native-born graduates (19.2 percent versus 10.3 percent). Again, the factors of age, language use, and nativity proved to be key determinants of educational attainment for all Latinos. I explore subgroup differences as I develop the notion of a community of interests and common or similar cultures. For example, the nature of Cuban migration and selective class out-migration reinforced exodus of the professional and educated classes from Cuba (Portes and Rumbaut 1990; Pedraza-Bailey 1985). The Mexican-origin respondents have the greater concentration of persons at the lower end of the educational range (i.e., 31.4 percent with six years of schooling or less), as well an overrepresentation of foreign-born persons in the lower educational categories.

				Household Income among Latinos

				Another dimension of similarity is economic resources and household income. Again, if we differentiate income levels by nativity, native-born Latinos consistently have higher levels of household income. More than two-fifths (41.7 percent) of the foreign-born households earn less than $25,000 per year, compared to 17.4 percent of the native-born households. At the other end of the income spectrum (households with $65,000), five times as many native-born households (23.1 percent versus 4.7 percent, respectively) fall into this upper-income bracket. This brief use of the LNS serves to illustrate an economic divide based upon nativity status; yet, examination of occupational location and employment status does not exhibit as significant differences. Nevertheless, the maintenance of a community centers on the connections that exist and operate among a large and diverse Latino base.

				Religious Affiliation and Religiosity

				Commonalties of culture and interests include the religious dimension. The popular view of the religious affiliation for most Latinos is that Catholicism dominates across all of the subgroups. If we look at the religious affiliation of LNS respondents, we find general support for this characterization. Fully 71.3 percent of all Latinos are Catholics with some subgroup variations. Puerto Rican Catholics are closer to 60 percent; Mexican-origin respondents, 75.4 percent; Salvadorans, 57.5 percent; Cubans, 66 percent; and Dominicans, 72.2 percent. On the other hand, 13 percent of Latinos are affiliated with Protestant denominations, with the balance (8.8 percent) practicing some other religion or having no affiliation. The centrality of Catholicism is a major aspect of Latino communities.

				Another view of religion, its significance, and its commonalty is provided by a follow-up question to LNS respondents regarding frequency of religious attendance. The Latinos were asked to indicate how often they attended church (from every week, to once or twice a month, to almost never).6 Slightly more than half answered at least once every week; yet, there were noticeable differences between Catholics and non-Catholics. Of the Latino Protestants, over three-fourths attended church weekly compared to 55 percent for Catholics. In addition, the LNS included an item that asked Latinos how much religion served as a significant guide for their daily lives. Again, there were some differences between Latino Catholics and Protestants. Over three-fifths of Latino Catholics responded that religion provided a great deal of guidance, whereas four-fifths of their Protestant counterparts responded as such. The pervasiveness of religion in the Latino community can serve as another basis for connectedness to help establish one kind of commonalty—religion. But Latinos are not monolithic, and religiosity is somewhat stronger among Latino Protestants. The critical point is that there is warrant for considering religion a cultural connector for Latinos.

				The Pan-ethnic Dimension and the “Latino-Hispanic” Label

				Pan-ethnicity, as discussed so far, refers to the process of group formation due to common conditions and bases for community. The other critical component lies with the situational nature of pan-ethnicity. That is, individuals can consciously choose a group identity that serves a specific utility—political, for our purposes. Since Latinos can be viewed as aggregating over twenty national-origin groups, I would posit that there need not be a “natural” clustering based on that connection, as practical and strategic purposes are served by using a pan-ethnic identity. Works by Padilla (1986), Espiritu (1996, 1997), Nagel (1996), and Cornell and Hartman (1998) have helped develop the concept of pan-ethnicity.

				Group consciousness and social identity constitute significant building blocks for this concept. Group consciousness refers to the cognitive elements of group attachment; a person incorporates group identity(ies) as part of his social identity, along with evaluative assessments about the group’s relative position in society. This identity represents an attachment and affinity to social groupings. For our purposes, persons of Mexican, Dominican, and Colombian origin, for example, can include a sense of pan-ethnic group attachment and affiliation in addition to their own national origin or ancestry. In addition, many other social identities (parental roles, work groups, etc.) can constitute a person’s social identity constellation. While the literature on social identity and group consciousness focuses on the individual dynamics of identity, clearly the social context can establish or reinforce the basis for group affiliation and affinity. For students of American politics, a long-standing phenomenon is the transformation of ancestral groups into minority groups. Minority status is associated with differential treatment and power, being an identifiable group, and group awareness. For Latinos, language, customs, phenotype (to some extent), and social networks help promote that identifiability. At the same time, stereotypes and prejudicial attitudes toward Latinos, as well as unfair treatment, can serve to perpetuate identifiability.

				The “Latinization” of the United States (Fox 1997; Cuello 1996; Benitez 2007) over the last three decades has been accompanied by the transformation of immigrant and indigenous groups into minority groups (Wilson 1977). Miami is now recognized as a Latino city in which Cubans have important political and economic influence. Los Angeles, with its sizable Mexican-origin and growing Central American communities, rivals cities in Latin America in terms of population concentrations. One out of every five persons in Chicago is Latino, with a mix of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Central American origins. New York has not only a large Puerto Rican population but also fast-growing Dominican, Colombian, and Peruvian communities. Three national Spanish-language television networks broadcast daily throughout the United States and Latin America. In sections of many U.S. cities, most residents speak English infrequently, and streets are lined with Latino-based and -oriented businesses. As Cuello (1996) points out, this nation has undergone dramatic and cultural changes in a very Latino sort of way.

				For our purposes, the Latinization of the United States has a direct impact on the U.S. political system and processes. I have begun to define this connection in terms of building community among these diverse and similarly based subcommunities. In this section, the focus on pan-ethnicity reflects the cognitive and psychological dimensions of group identity and consciousness. Such group identity represents an affinity with and sense of attachment to a broader social category than national origin alone. Obviously, other social groupings can serve as the basis for other group identities. In the earlier edition of this book, relying on the LNPS, evidence of group identity is concentrated within national group boundaries (García et al. 1994); each person is attached to a Mexicano, Cubano, or other Latino subgroup country.

				Building on the concept of group consciousness (Verba and Nie 1972; Miller et al. 1981; J. A. García 1982), we focus on two key dimensions: an evaluation of one’s group status politically in American society and a collective orientation toward social and political action. For Latinos, individuals with a group consciousness have a positive affinity for being Latino; they assess their group as experiencing lower levels of socioeconomic and political status, and they are inclined to participate in some collective activity to change the situation. My reference to pan-ethnicity falls within the general discussion of group identification. That is, instead of a Guatemalan thinking of himself in exclusively national-origin terms,7 he could include Latino (a broader group aggregation) as well. Works by Padilla (1986), Espiritu (1992), Nagel (1996), Hayes-Bautista and Chapa (1987), and Nelson and Tienda (1985) have used, to varying degrees, the concepts of group identity and group consciousness to construct pan-ethnicity.

				By exploring the extent of “Latino-ness” or “Hispanicity” in the context of community building or bridging the twenty-plus Latino national-origin groups, we can establish the basis for a political community. In addition, we are examining the relevance and impact of such community formation on the larger political system. The latter point encompasses the identification of issues and public policy preferences, organizational and leadership development, political mobilization, electoral politics and representation, and policy implementation. While much attention has been directed toward the phenomenal population growth of Latinos over the past several decades, our perspective does not revolve around growth per se. Population size and geographic location and concentration can serve as a resource base, but converting numbers of persons into an effective political base requires additional elements.

				As is consistent with the internal and external dynamics affecting Latino community building, the process of constructing or developing a Latino identity and affinity can stem from situations and conditions within the Latino subcommunities as well as general societal developments. For example, work by Padilla (1986) in Chicago highlights the conscious efforts by leadership in the various Latino communities (Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, etc.) to promote a pan-ethnic identity. The use and social meaning of the word “Latino” to reflect a community of Spanish-speaking and culturally and politically similar groups was evident in the early 1970s.

				One of the focus groups conducted as part of the Latino National Survey in 2005 was held in Chicago. A central area of exploration was identity and labeling. A group of fifteen to twenty Latinos (of varied national origins and ages) participated in a discussion of how each saw him- or herself. For the most part, each person included being Latino as part of his or her social identity. In fact, without any cues from the focus facilitator, the use of “Latino” and/or “Hispanic” was very commonplace in most everyone’s conversation. In addition, participants’ characterization of what use of those terms meant reflected a sense of community among all persons of Latino background. For our purposes, self-description as Latino or Hispanic indicates the integral role of that identity without its being the only identity a person internalizes.

				An earlier example from the LNPS Chicago focus groups is the set of responses from one young adult Latina. Her parents were of “mixed” Latino background—one was Puerto Rican and the other Mexican. She had married an Italian and lived in a South Side Polish Catholic neighborhood. Her parents were divorced. She described a series of situations in which her four-year-old daughter was already attuned to her sense of identity. When visiting her grandmother, the granddaughter referred to her Mexican-ness, and when visiting her grandfather, she accented her Puerto Rican identity. At the same time, while living in her South Side neighborhood, the young girl placed greater emphasis on her father’s Italian ancestry. In school, the young girl was more likely to refer to her European or white ethnic background. When traveling on the bus from the far South Side to the Loop (downtown commercial area), she was quick to identify herself as a minority or person of color. Finally, with her mother and her uncle (mother’s brother), she referred to herself as a Latina.

				Conclusion

				This real-life illustration is intended to present a clearer picture of the identity process and how situations help influence it. Persons can assume multiple identities without feeling divided loyalties or confusion. It also illustrates how within-group socialization and external cues influence the identification process. For our purposes, the development of a sense of being Latino can be a “product” of shared cultural values and practices (language, origins, traditions, etc.), intergroup interactions, and societal constructs (positive, but usually negative) of persons of Spanish origin. As we examine the development and existence of community among persons of Latino origin in the United States, our primary purpose is to explore the linkages of community to the political realms of agenda setting, political mobilization, political resource development, and public policy outcomes and implementation.

				Discussion Questions

				
						Communities of interests and common or similar cultures have been identified as building blocks for Latino communities. Given a significant foreign-born segment, how much do such persons’ experiences connect with those of their native-born counterparts?

						It is common for the media, individuals, and public officials to use the terms Latino and Hispanic. What is in a label? That is, how are these terms used, and what difference does it make to use one descriptor or the other?

						A good part of this chapter examines socioeconomic characteristics among Latinos as a basis for identifying common interests. How else might you approach this connection, and what indicators would you use?

						Latinos include persons from many different countries of origin and live in different parts of the United States. How do these aspects affect the development of Latino common interests?

				

			

		

	
		
			
					CHAPTER	3

			

			
				Culture and Demographics

				
					
						
								
								¿Somos parte de la amplia comunidad de latinos o principalmente parte de una comunidad específica y bien definida? Los valores, el idioma, las tradiciones y estilos de vivir son aspectos del carácter de cada uno de nosotros. ¿Las dimensiones de las culturas comunes y las circunstancias diarias son nuestra realidad o dudamos eso?

							
								
								Are we part of an extended Latino community or primarily a part of a specific, well-defined community? Values, language, traditions, and lifestyles are aspects of the character of each one of us. Are these dimensions of our common cultures and our daily circumstances part of our reality, or do we doubt that?

							
						

					
				

				This chapter introduces another way to amplify the bases for community among Latinos. Clearly, there is a greater awareness among the larger public about the presence of Latinos. Continued releases by the U.S. Census Bureau regarding racial and Spanish-origin population counts have emphasized the sustained levels of growth for Latinos. The major themes have been continuing high population growth and the broader geographic presence of Latinos throughout the United States. The visible “impressions” about Latinos’ significant population growth (to which immigration is a major contributor) and their cultural persistence (manifested mostly through Spanish-language use) have reinvigorated public interest in these communities. Who are Latinos? How many are there? Where do they live, and what are they like? Our basic theme of community building is grounded on the understanding that even though Latinos are ancestrally linked to a variety of countries, they have historic and cultural ties as well as common circumstances and conditions living in the United States. The labels “Latino” and “Hispanic” have been used to identify persons of Spanish origin. In some cases, these persons can point to long-established communities in the United States dating to the seventeenth century. Other Latinos are more recent residents of the United States, while still others have been here for some intermediate length of time. Latinos are among both the oldest groups in America and the most recent newcomers.

				Pan-ethnic group affinity is not automatic; nor is it always positive. Individuals are more likely to have stronger affinities with their country of origin than with a larger, “socially constructed” grouping or cluster called “Latino/Hispanic.” The term social construct refers to any occurrence or phenomenon invented or constructed by a society. This group of people could get together and formulate the idea of something like a different sense of ethnicity. When we say that something is socially constructed, we are focusing on its dependence on contingent variables of our social selves rather than any inherent quality that it possesses in itself. Thus, our notion of a Latino—what this term does and does not include and what it means to us—does not exist out there in the world but only in and through the social institutions and leadership that give it meaning within a culture. Typically, assumptions about reality, knowledge, and learning form the basis for social constructs.

				The notion of a socially constructed group is usually contrasted with the idea of primordial or fundamental characteristics that attach individuals to a group, such as language, ancestry or bloodline, phenotypical traits, and other aspects of culture and tradition. I have tried to make clear that an essential part of Latino politics is bridging national-origin boundaries and developing an additional sense of being connected to other persons and communities of Spanish-origin ancestry and background. Thus, we are exploring the expanded boundaries of social identity that incorporate a sense of group consciousness and connectedness that goes beyond national boundaries. This is accomplished through conscious efforts, policies, and consciousness raising by leaders and social institutions to create this additional social category. In this chapter, I provide a brief demographic profile of the Spanish-origin communities to help identify some important features of these populations and essential background information contributing to a sense of being Latino in America.

				
					
						Figure 3.1. Population size of Latinos, 2000 to 2006.
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						Source: Adapted from a presentation created by the Ethnicity and Ancestry Branch Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau.

					

				

				By 2010, the Hispanic or Latino population numbered over 48.4 million persons. This represented approximately 12.5 percent of the total U.S. population (see figure 3.1). Our theme of significant population growth can be seen over a longer period. In the 1970 census, the Spanish-origin population (Hernandez, Estrada, and Alvirez 1973) was 9.6 million and constituted some 4.7 percent of the U.S. population. Subsequent growth was most evident between the 1990 and 2000 decennial censuses, when the Latino population increased by over 57 percent to reach 35.3 million persons (the total U.S. population increased by 11.5 percent). The 1990 census revealed the same pattern as Latinos had increased by 53 percent (compared to 9.8 percent for the overall population) to number 22.4 million (see figure 3.2). In the first decade of the new millennium, Latino growth continues to outpace that of the general non-Hispanic population (32.9 percent versus 4.7 percent). The growth trajectory predicted that Hispanics would become the largest minority group by 2005; yet, Census 2000 indicated that mark was reached by 2001.

				Our theme of the continued significant growth rate among Latinos is reflected further by population projections well into the mid-twenty-first century. As indicated in figures 3.2 and 3.3, Latinos are projected to exceed 100 million and comprise nearly one-fourth of the total U.S. population in 2050. According to the 2050 projection, a base population of 12.5 million (in 2000) will have doubled in the span of forty years. Figure 3.4 indicates the annual components of population change from 2000 to 2006. This substantial growth rate is attributed to the three primary factors associated with most population increases: (1) significant portions of the female population in the fertility age range, (2) higher birthrates than the general population, and (3) international migration. The spike in international migration evidenced in the mid-1990s remains significant as 52.4 percent of the contribution of Latino growth is attributed to net international migration (see figure 3.4). With a younger population and greater percentage of Latinas in the fertility age range, births as a contributor of growth will be higher in the future.

				
					
						Figure 3.2. Historical view of Hispanic population in the United States, 1970 to 2050.
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						Source: Adapted from a presentation created by the Ethnicity and Ancestry Branch Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau.

					

				

				A more recent trend is the wider geographic distribution of Latinos across more states. Figure 3.5 illustrates the percentage change in population by region for the general population and Latinos. While the overall rate of change for Latinos was 24.3 percent, two regions exceeding that level were the Midwest and the South. The southern region especially experienced marked gains of Latinos in Georgia, North Carolina, Arkansas, and South Carolina. In the Midwest, rural counties saw Latinos, especially immigrants, moving to these destinations. One of the resultant effects has been major adjustments with residential populations that are quite unfamiliar with Latinos, including immigrants.

				
					
						Figure 3.3. Examination of Hispanic population growth as percentage of total U.S. population, 1970 to 2050.
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						Source: Adapted from a presentation created by the Ethnicity and Ancestry Branch Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau.

					

				

				
					
						Figure 3.4. Percentage Hispanic and their contributions to annual components of change, 2000 to 2006.
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						Source: Adapted from a presentation created by the Ethnicity and Ancestry Branch Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau.

					

				

				
					
						Figure 3.5. Percentage change in population by region for Latinos, 2000 to 2006.
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						Source: Adapted from a presentation created by the Ethnicity and Ancestry Branch Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau.

					

				

				In addition, we need to examine the makeup of the Latino community by looking at the major subgroups’ composition. The Mexican-origin community has been historically the largest subgroup, composing almost 60 percent of all Latinos. Persons of Mexican origin, Mexican Americans, or Chicanos have had even higher growth rates than the overall Latino rate (92.9 percent from 1970 to 1980 and 54.4 percent from 1980 to 1990). This pattern continued into the 1990s with both higher birthrates and immigration contributing to these gains (64.3 percent in 2007) (see table 3.1). The second-largest component of the Latino communities is the Puerto Rican, or Boricua, population, numbering 4.1 million persons. The next largest group is the Cubans, or Cubanos, who represent 3.5 percent of all Latinos. Beyond these three largest Latino subgroups, greater specificity has been more difficult to achieve.

				Demographically, the rest of the Latino community is consolidated into three general categories: Central Americans, including persons from El Salvador, Guatemala, Panama, and Nicaragua; people from Spanish-speaking South American countries such as Colombia, Peru, Venezuela, and Argentina; and people from the other Spanish-speaking areas of the Caribbean, particularly the Dominican Republic. These segments have represented the faster-growing elements since the 1990s. They include more immigrants and refugees1 (fewer native-born persons) and are settling in both longer-established Latino communities and newer destinations in the South, Midwest, and New England. Part of their settlement pattern includes certain eastern suburban communities, such as Long Island, New York. The influx of Latinos into areas of previously low concentration became quite significant during the 1990s. For example, Central Americans have become the largest Latino element in Washington, DC; Dominican and Colombian populations are rivaling the Puerto Ricans in New York City; Puerto Ricans and Central Americans are the fasting-growing Latino subgroups in Florida. It has been estimated that both the Salvadoran and Dominican communities will exceed the size of the Cuban community by 2011. Salvadoran Americans are now the fourth-largest Latino group in the United States, according to 2010 census figures. Those whose roots extend to El Salvador, one of the smallest and densest countries in the Western Hemisphere, now number more than 1.6 million in the United States, and about 35 percent reside in California. The latest tally means that Salvadoran Americans have surpassed Dominican Americans in number and are swiftly gaining on Cuban Americans (O’Brien 2011).

				
					Table 3.1. Number, Percentage, and Percentage Distribution of U.S. Population by Nativity and Race/Ethnicity with Hispanic Subgroups, 2007

					
						
							
									
									Race/Ethnicity and Subgroup

								
									
									Total Population

								
									
									Percentage Native

								
									
									Foreign-born

								
							

							
									
									Number

								
									
									Percentage

								
									
									Percentage Distribution

								
							

							
									
									Totala

								
									
									301,621,200

								
									
									86.1

								
									
									41,820,700

								
									
									13.9

								
									
									100.0

								
							

							
									
									White

								
									
									198,594,500

								
									
									95.4

								
									
									9,097,000

								
									
									 4.6

								
									
									 21.8

								
							

							
									
									Black

								
									
									36,624,900

								
									
									91.8

								
									
									3,002,900

								
									
									 8.2

								
									
									  7.2

								
							

							
									
									Hispanic

								
									
									45,378,600

								
									
									56.4

								
									
									19,806,300

								
									
									43.7

								
									
									 47.4

								
							

							
									
									Mexican

								
									
									29,189,300

								
									
									59.5

								
									
									11,812,300

								
									
									40.5

								
									
									 28.3

								
							

							
									
									Puerto Rican

								
									
									4,114,700

								
									
									64.8

								
									
									1,448,300

								
									
									35.2

								
									
									  3.5

								
							

							
									
									Cuban

								
									
									1,608,800

								
									
									37.5

								
									
									1,004,900

								
									
									62.5

								
									
									  2.4

								
							

							
									
									Dominican

								
									
									1,198,800

								
									
									37.9

								
									
									744,000

								
									
									62.1

								
									
									  1.8

								
							

							
									
									Salvadoran

								
									
									1,473,500

								
									
									33.3

								
									
									983,400

								
									
									66.7

								
									
									  2.4

								
							

							
									
									Other Central American

								
									
									2,059,100

								
									
									31.2

								
									
									1,417,000

								
									
									68.8

								
									
									  3.4

								
							

							
									
									South American

								
									
									2,500,800

								
									
									28.9

								
									
									1,779,000

								
									
									71.1

								
									
									  4.3

								
							

							
									
									Other Hispanic or Latino

								
									
									3,233,500

								
									
									80.9

								
									
									617,300

								
									
									19.1

								
									
									  1.5

								
							

							
									
									Two or more races

								
									
									4,785,900

								
									
									92.6

								
									
									356,000

								
									
									 7.4

								
									
									  0.9

								
							

						
					

					Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2007.

					Note: Population estimates may differ from those in other tables due to time of year of estimation. Race categories exclude persons of Hispanic ethnicity. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

					aTotal includes other race/ethnicity categories not separately shown.

				

				Even though the distribution of Latinos by state has broadened, the established states of settlement have remained. That is, the top ten states for Latinos (California, Texas, New York, Florida, Illinois, Arizona, New Jersey, New Mexico, Colorado, and Washington) represent almost 88 percent of the total Latino population. California and Texas are home to almost half of all Latinos—nearly 22 million. Other states with significant Latino populations include New York, Florida, Illinois, New Mexico, and Arizona. Latinos reside in large, populous states, with substantial electoral votes and industrial and expanding service economies. The numbers of Latinos for these primary state residences have exceeded critical mass.2 That is, Latino populations are the largest minority group in twenty-seven states, and in an increasing number of states, they comprise more than 5 percent of the state’s population. This development illustrates that a Latino political presence has been established, and political mobilization is a critical element for further political development.

				In 1998 then Texas governor George W. Bush incorporated a targeted effort to seek Hispanic support through public policies such as bilingual education reform and funding and opposition to anti-immigrant and English-only initiatives. On the other hand, between 1994 and 1998, former California governor Pete Wilson supported several statewide propositions (e.g., against immigration, affirmative action, and bilingual education) that resulted in increased Latino political participation and declining support for the Republican Party. Since 2003, the rise in anti-immigrant state initiatives (e.g., Arizona Senate Bill 1070) has had a partisan effect. For the most part, these initiatives have been proposed and passed by Republican elected officials with substantial Latino protests. In chapter 6 on political engagement, we discuss this and related developments in light of the significant Latino immigrant segment.

				In addition, the population growth of Latinos within the various states has been appreciable. For example, while Latinos represent one-third of the state population of California, their 29.1 percent increase has occurred since 1990. Similarly, in states like Texas and Florida, the Latino population has increased since 1990 by more than 30 percent. Resultant gains in political representation (i.e., additional congressional seats via reapportionment) are quite evident in these top ten states. The decennial census for 2010 has resulted in additional congressional seats for Arizona, Nevada, Texas, and Florida, which are among the top ten states for Hispanics. Even in states that may lose some congressional seats (New York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, etc.), Latinos can position themselves to compete actively for the redrawn congressional districts or to serve as a critical voting bloc. We will examine the electoral activities and outcomes in chapter 7.

				In the run-up to the 2012 national elections, Latino concentration in California, Texas, Florida, New York, Illinois, and other large electoral college states would see them playing a more pivotal role in congressional and statewide campaigns (i.e., over 220 electoral college votes). The results presented in the tables in this chapter reinforce and amplify the theme of substantial population growth for Latinos over the past three decades. The U.S. Census Bureau population projections for the United States until 2050 corroborate a continued higher growth rate for Latinos than the general population, and Latinos will constitute over one-fifth of the U.S. population.

				Culture, Latinos, and Demographics

				So far, this demographic profile has centered on the size and national-origin makeup of the Latino communities in the United States. We have also suggested that an important element of the community of common cultures would include language and foreign-born origin. The common perception is that the Spanish language unifies Latinos. In 1990, about 14 percent of the U.S. population spoke a language other than English at home; in 2007, the percentage was 19.7 percent. Spanish was the most common non-English language, spoken by over 62.3 percent of all non-English speakers. This represents over 34 million persons. For all Latinos, nearly 79.4 percent reported speaking Spanish at home while growing up. In contrast to the percentage of Spanish-speaking Latinos, the second-largest non-English language group was Chinese (5.7 percent). About half of Latinos indicate that they speak English well3 (see table 3.2).

				T

				
					Table 3.2. Population Five Years and Older Who Spoke a Language Other Than English at Home by Language Group and English-Speaking Ability, 2007

					
						
							
									
									Characteristic

								
									
									Number or Percentage

								
									
									English-Speaking Ability

								
							

							
									
									Very Well

								
									
									Well

								
									
									Not Well

								
									
									Not at All

								
							

							
									
									NUMBER

								
							

							
									
									Population five years and older

								
									
									280,950,438

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
							

							
									
									Spoke only English at home

								
									
									225,505,953

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
							

							
									
									Spoke a language other than English at home

								
									
									55,444,485

								
									
									30,975,474

								
									
									10,962,722

								
									
									9,011,298

								
									
									4,494,991

								
							

							
									
									
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									Spoke a language other than English at home

								
									
									55,444,485

								
									
									30,975,474

								
									
									10,962,722

								
									
									9,011,298

								
									
									4,494,991

								
							

							
									
									Spanish or Spanish Creole

								
									
									34,547,077

								
									
									18,179,530

								
									
									6,322,170

								
									
									6,344,110

								
									
									3,701,267

								
							

							
									
									Other Indo-European languages

								
									
									10,320,730

								
									
									6,936,808

								
									
									2,018,148

								
									
									1,072,025

								
									
									293,749

								
							

							
									
									Asian and Pacific Island languages

								
									
									8,316,426

								
									
									4,274,794

								
									
									2,176,180

								
									
									1,412,264

								
									
									453,188

								
							

							
									
									Other languages

								
									
									2,260,252

								
									
									1,584,342

								
									
									446,224

								
									
									182,899

								
									
									46,787

								
							

							
									
									
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									PERCENTAGE

								
							

							
									
									Population five years and older

								
									
									100.0

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
							

							
									
									Spoke only English at home

								
									
									80.3

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
							

							
									
									Spoke a language other than English at home

								
									
									19.7

								
									
									55.9

								
									
									19.8

								
									
									16.3

								
									
									8.1

								
							

							
									
									

								
									
									

								
									
									

								
									
									

								
									
									

								
									
									

								
							

							
									
									Spoke a language other than English at home

								
									
									100.0

								
									
									55.9

								
									
									19.8

								
									
									16.3

								
									
									8.1

								
							

							
									
									Spanish or Spanish Creole

								
									
									62.3

								
									
									52.6

								
									
									18.3

								
									
									18.4

								
									
									10.7

								
							

							
									
									Other Indo-European languages

								
									
									18.6

								
									
									67.2

								
									
									19.6

								
									
									10.4

								
									
									2.8

								
							

							
									
									Asian and Pacific Island languages

								
									
									15.0

								
									
									51.4

								
									
									26.2

								
									
									17.0

								
									
									5.4

								
							

							
									
									Other languages

								
									
									4.1

								
									
									70.1

								
									
									19.7

								
									
									8.1

								
									
									2.1

								
							

							
									
									
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									MARGIN OF ERRORa

								
							

							
									
									NUMBER

								
							

							
									
									Population five years and older

								
									
									+/− 17,610

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
							

							
									
									Spoke only English at home

								
									
									+/− 109,811

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
							

							
									
									Spoke a language other than English at home

								
									
									+/− 106,562

								
									
									+/− 91,882

								
									
									+/− 63,961

								
									
									+/− 62,294

								
									
									+/− 52,259

								
							

							
									
									
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									Spoke a language other than English at home

								
									
									+/− 106,562

								
									
									+/− 91,882

								
									
									+/− 63,961

								
									
									+/− 62,294

								
									
									+/− 52,259

								
							

							
									
									Spanish or Spanish Creole

								
									
									+/− 75,004

								
									
									+/− 73,911

								
									
									+/− 54,178

								
									
									+/− 46,667

								
									
									+/− 49,121

								
							

							
									
									Other Indo-European languages

								
									
									+/− 68,048

								
									
									+/− 54,386

								
									
									+/− 27,604

								
									
									+/− 19,313

								
									
									+/− 12,666

								
							

							
									
									Asian and Pacific Island languages

								
									
									+/− 45,036

								
									
									+/− 32,514

								
									
									+/− 24,871

								
									
									+/− 25,587

								
									
									+/− 14,138

								
							

							
									
									Other languages

								
									
									+/− 43,582

								
									
									+/− 33,444

								
									
									+/− 14,425

								
									
									+/− 9,743

								
									
									+/− 5,102

								
							

							
									
									
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									PERCENTAGE

								
							

							
									
									Population five years and older

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
							

							
									
									Spoke only English at home

								
									
									+/− 0.0

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
									
									(X)

								
							

							
									
									Spoke a language other than English at home

								
									
									+/− 0.0

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
							

							
									
									
									
									
									
									
							

							
									
									Spoke a language other than English at home

								
									
									+/− 0.0

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
							

							
									
									Spanish or Spanish Creole

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.2

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
							

							
									
									Other Indo-European languages

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.3

								
									
									+/− 0.2

								
									
									+/− 0.2

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
							

							
									
									Asian and Pacific Island languages

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.3

								
									
									+/− 0.3

								
									
									+/− 0.3

								
									
									+/− 0.2

								
							

							
									
									Other languages

								
									
									+/− 0.1

								
									
									+/− 0.7

								
									
									+/− 0.5

								
									
									+/− 0.4

								
									
									+/− 0.2

								
							

						
					

					Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2007.

					Note: An “(X)” means that the estimate is not applicable or not available.

					aThis number added to or subtracted from the estimate yields the 90 percent confidence interval. For more information on the American Community Survey, see www.census.gov/acs/www.

				

				he data in table 3.2 provide another way to look at Spanish-language use among Latinos. Again, data from the 2007 American Community Study series asked follow-up questions of respondents who indicated they spoke a language other than English. These individuals were questioned about their self-reported English-speaking proficiency. As already mentioned, among all Latinos, slightly more than half speak English very well. Yet, variations surface when the language dimension is examined in terms of Latino subgroups. The Mexican-origin population mirrors the overall percentage of Latino Spanish use. On the other hand, higher percentages of Central Americans and Dominicans do not speak English very well (65.5 and 63.7 percent, respectively). Almost 55 percent of Cubans do not speak English well, while Puerto Ricans have the lowest percentage of persons not speaking English very well.

				Speaking Spanish is still a fairly universal experience for most Latinos. The ability to speak Spanish (to whatever degree) and understand or speak English well suggests a bilingual language environment rather than a predominantly non-English-speaking, isolated population. Thus, English-only and loyalty issues continue to occupy the political landscape. Latinos can be seen more as a bilingual group, with a significant first-generation (or foreign-born) segment, than as holding onto their mother tongue exclusively. The role of Spanish-language use, the extent of language loyalty, and the degree to which the public arena reinforces or discourages bilingualism are aspects of Spanish-language persistence for Latinos. In addition, the growth of Spanish-speaking media, particularly networks like Univision and Telemundo, and Spanish-language radio helps meet the service needs of Latinos. Spanish-language media also provide a vehicle for Spanish-language maintenance and acquisition among primarily younger and native-born Latinos. The role and impact of Spanish-language media will be discussed in chapter 7, especially in relation to campaigns and elections.

				Latino communities are composed significantly of persons born in Spanish-origin countries. Thus, nativity, or the significant presence of foreign-born persons, perpetuates Spanish-language use, customs, and traditions. Since the 1970s, more Latinos have immigrated into the United States than members of any other group. The composition of U.S. immigration changed dramatically in the latter half of the twentieth century as Latin American and Asian immigrants came to dominate the migration stream. Almost two-fifths of all Latinos residing in the United States are foreign-born. While the percentage of American permanent resident aliens overall is slightly greater than 10 percent,4 the overall percentage for Latinos is 40 percent (6.1 percent for non-Hispanics). At the same time, the proportion of immigrants for Cubans is the highest of any group.

				The number of foreign-born Latinos varies across the different subgroups. Over 60 percent (60.8 percent) of Cubans are foreign-born, as are 77.5 percent of Central Americans and 69.5 percent of South Americans. The Cuban community’s foreign-born members have refugee status with access to specific governmental assistance programs, while the rest of Latinos are viewed as economic migrants (there have been initiatives by Salvadorans and Guatemalans to obtain refugee status). Overall, the percentage of foreign-born Latinos is 40 percent compared to foreign-born non-Hispanics at 12.5 percent. Finally, the distinction of Puerto Ricans born in the United States or on the island is associated with their citizenship status. Puerto Rico is a commonwealth, and Puerto Ricans are U.S. citizens. At the same time, perspectives and experiences among Puerto Ricans may be affected by their place of birth.

				Language and nativity (country of birth) are critical cultural dimensions that help define the Latino community of common cultures. The coexistence of native-born and “immigrant” Latinos in the same or proximate neighborhoods, sharing familial social networks, common work environments, and business interactions, provides a regular basis for cultural exchanges and experiences. These interactions can reinforce cultural expressions and values or, perhaps, create cultural tensions over assimilation, acculturation, or even cultural authenticity. Cultural dynamics would be less likely to exist without the persistence of Spanish-language use and the steady influx of immigrants. In addition, the sizable percentage of foreign-born members in Latino communities helps bring forth the extended and complex set of issues and policies related to immigration rights, legal standing, and access to services.

				A clear political connection for Latino communities with a significant foreign-born segment is either the extent or the lack of naturalization. Citizenship status links directly with electoral participation, which tends to offset the rapid growth rate that Latinos have experienced. That is, while Latino population growth is very high, the youthfulness and significant noncitizen segment of the Latino community undercuts its corresponding electoral base (see figure 3.6). A legal permanent resident alien can pursue U.S. citizenship after five years’ residence. Naturalization requires demonstrating good moral character, knowledge of U.S. government and history, respect for the law, and competence in the English language, as well as completion of a personal interview process and payment of the naturalization filing fees.

				
					
						Figure 3.6. Distribution of U.S. population by nativity status and Hispanic and total population, 2006.

					

					
						Source: Adapted from a presentation created by the Ethnicity and Ancestry Branch Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau.
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				There are almost 28 million foreign-born persons in the United States, of whom 41 percent are Hispanics. Of all foreign-born persons in this country, 35.1 percent are naturalized, whereas only 21.6 percent of Hispanics have become citizens (the rate is 45.8 percent for non-Hispanics). Examining those rates by specific Latino subgroups reveals some variation. According to the National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials (NALEO) Educational Fund analysis, 461,317 Latino permanent residents became U.S. citizens in Fiscal Year (FY) 2008. From FY 2007 to FY 2008, Latino naturalizations increased by 95 percent compared to a 58 percent increase for all naturalizations. Mexico was the leading country of birth for persons naturalizing in 2008 (231,815), representing 22 percent of all new citizens. The other Latino subgroups that experienced significant increases in naturalization in FY 2008 were Cubans (160 percent), Salvadorans (109 percent), Nicaraguans (120 percent), and Guatemalans (109 percent). The naturalization percentage for Central and South Americans has been increasing since the turn of the new millennium. Even with these gains, millions of eligible Latinos still have not applied for citizenship, and the increased financial costs have been identified as an impediment. Again, we discuss the foreign-born segment in chapters 4, 5, and 9. The consequences of lower numbers of foreign-born Latino citizens are connected to elections, job opportunities, immigration petitions,5 and scholarship opportunities (see table 3.3). This demographic sketch serves to establish the size and extent of the group of foreign-born Latinos. Its implications will be analyzed in chapters 7 and 9. 

				
					Table 3.3. Hispanic Population by Nativity and Type, 2007

					
						
							
									
									Hispanic Type

								
									
									Total

								
									
									Native

								
									
									Foreign-born

								
							

							
									
									Number

								
									
									Percentage

								
									
									Number

								
									
									Percentage

								
									
									Number

								
									
									Percentage

								
							

							
									
									Total

								
									
									45,427

								
									
									100.0

								
									
									27,361

								
									
									100.0

								
									
									18,067

								
									
									100.0

								
							

							
									
									Caribbean

								
									
									6,940

								
									
									15.3

								
									
									5,181

								
									
									18.9

								
									
									1,758

								
									
									9.7

								
							

							
									
									Cuban

								
									
									1,611

								
									
									3.5

								
									
									628

								
									
									2.3

								
									
									983

								
									
									5.4

								
							

							
									
									Dominican

								
									
									1,208

								
									
									2.7

								
									
									482

								
									
									1.8

								
									
									726

								
									
									4.0

								
							

							
									
									Puerto Rican

								
									
									4,120

								
									
									9.1

								
									
									4,071

								
									
									14.9

								
									
									49

								
									
									0.3

								
							

							
									
									Central American

								
									
									32,706

								
									
									72.0

								
									
									18,713

								
									
									68.4

								
									
									13,993

								
									
									77.5

								
							

							
									
									Costa Rican

								
									
									118

								
									
									0.3

								
									
									47

								
									
									0.2

								
									
									70

								
									
									0.4

								
							

							
									
									Guatemalan

								
									
									872

								
									
									1.9

								
									
									265

								
									
									1.0

								
									
									607

								
									
									3.4

								
							

							
									
									Honduran

								
									
									533

								
									
									1.2

								
									
									153

								
									
									0.6

								
									
									380

								
									
									2.1

								
							

							
									
									Mexican

								
									
									29,167

								
									
									64.2

								
									
									17,538

								
									
									64.1

								
									
									11,629

								
									
									64.4

								
							

							
									
									Nicaraguan

								
									
									302

								
									
									0.7

								
									
									100

								
									
									0.4

								
									
									202

								
									
									1.1

								
							

							
									
									Panamanian

								
									
									135

								
									
									0.3

								
									
									65

								
									
									0.2

								
									
									69

								
									
									0.4

								
							

							
									
									Salvadoran

								
									
									1,474

								
									
									3.2

								
									
									506

								
									
									1.9

								
									
									968

								
									
									5.4

								
							

							
									
									Other Central American

								
									
									106

								
									
									0.2

								
									
									39

								
									
									0.1

								
									
									67

								
									
									0.4

								
							

							
									
									South American

								
									
									2,499

								
									
									5.5

								
									
									761

								
									
									2.8

								
									
									1,738

								
									
									9.6

								
							

							
									
									Argentinean

								
									
									194

								
									
									0.4

								
									
									60

								
									
									0.2

								
									
									134

								
									
									0.7

								
							

							
									
									Bolivian

								
									
									83

								
									
									0.2

								
									
									29

								
									
									0.1

								
									
									54

								
									
									0.3

								
							

							
									
									Chilean

								
									
									107

								
									
									0.2

								
									
									37

								
									
									0.1

								
									
									69

								
									
									0.4

								
							

							
									
									Colombian

								
									
									799

								
									
									1.8

								
									
									243

								
									
									0.9

								
									
									555

								
									
									3.1

								
							

							
									
									Ecuadorian

								
									
									533

								
									
									1.2

								
									
									172

								
									
									0.6

								
									
									361

								
									
									2.0

								
							

							
									
									Peruvian

								
									
									462

								
									
									1.0

								
									
									125

								
									
									0.5

								
									
									336

								
									
									1.9

								
							

							
									
									Uruguayan

								
									
									50

								
									
									0.1

								
									
									13

								
									
									—

								
									
									38

								
									
									0.2

								
							

							
									
									Venezuelan

								
									
									178

								
									
									0.4

								
									
									49

								
									
									0.2

								
									
									129

								
									
									0.7

								
							

							
									
									Other South American

								
									
									93

								
									
									0.2

								
									
									33

								
									
									0.1

								
									
									60

								
									
									0.3

								
							

							
									
									All other Hispanica

								
									
									3,283

								
									
									7.2

								
									
									2,705

								
									
									9.9

								
									
									577

								
									
									3.2

								
							

						
					

					Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 American Community Survey.

					Notes: Dash (—) represents zero or rounds to zero. Numbers are in thousands. Data are based on a sample. For information on confidentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error, and definitions, see www.census.gov/acs/www.

					aThis category includes all other general Hispanic-origin responses such as “Hispanic,” “Spanish,” or “Latino.”

				

				  

				
					
						Figure 3.7. Levels of educational attainment for the total population and Hispanics by gender, 2006 (population twenty-five years and older).
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						Source: Adapted from a presentation created by the Ethnicity and Ancestry Branch Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau.

					

				

				Communities of Interests

				Language and immigrant status are two markers of culture and linkage to one’s country of origin. In sociological terms, Latinos’ social networks can be very dense ethnically with interactions that incorporate Spanish language, cultural practices, and familial contacts with recent arrivals. At the same time, common conditions and situations contribute to a sense of community. Matters like differential treatment, societal stereotypes, and similar socioeconomic status, for example, can serve to connect elements of the Latino community. One such area lies with educational attainment and Latinos. Lower levels of educational attainment, living in poorer school districts, lack of available bilingual programs, and attending “lower-quality” schools are more common experiences among a major segment of the Latino community. Figure 3.7 provides some recent information on the levels of schooling for Latinos and non-Latinos. For the general adult population over twenty-five years of age, over 25 percent graduated from college, and over 80 percent graduated from high school. In comparison, only 11 percent of Latino males and 13 percent of Latinas are college graduates, and less than 60 percent are high school graduates. There are indications that younger cohorts of Latinos are completing more schooling than older ones; yet, the gap between non-Latinos and Latinos is widening. In terms of subgroup educational attainment, some differences are present. The Mexican-origin segment fares less well, as 47 percent are high school graduates, whereas 64 percent of Cubans graduated from high school.

				Another important consideration is the differential in the educational attainment between U.S.-born and foreign-born Latinos (70 percent versus 42 percent are high school graduates, respectively). Again we see how immigrant status influences socioeconomic status and highlights certain institutions and policy areas. In addition to Latino subgroup status, the age structure for each group is relevant. For example, the Mexican-origin segment and Puerto Ricans have young populations, while the Cubans are older than the median age for non-Latinos (see figure 3.8). Therefore, the presence of Latino children in our school systems comes primarily from the former two Latino subgroups. The gamut of relevant educational issues includes bilingual education, quality of educational facilities and programs, access for immigrant children, school retention rates and discipline policies (Meier and Stewart 1991; San Miguel 1987), and participation in school decision making. A discussion in chapters 8 and 9 of public policy will relate these issues to the Latino community.

				
					
						Figure 3.8. Median age among Hispanics by gender, 2006.
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						Source: Adapted from a presentation created by the Ethnicity and Ancestry Branch Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau.

					

				

				Another aspect of socioeconomic life for Latinos lies in the labor market. Labor force participation rates, especially for Latino males, have been higher than those for the general population. In addition, Latinos are more concentrated in blue-collar jobs and in the service, manufacturing, and construction industries. Thus, if more Latinos tend to be occupationally “stratified” and located in particular industry sectors, then issues, problems, and union or organizational connections serve as common bases for mobilization and action. Figures 3.9 and 3.10 present occupational information for Latinos and non-Latinos by gender and the total population for comparison. One significant feature lies in the differential unemployment rate between the two. Latino unemployment for males and females is 50 to 100 percent greater than for their non-Latino counterparts.

				
					
						Figure 3.9. Occupational distribution among employed Hispanic males, 2006 (population sixteen years and older).
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						Source: Adapted from a presentation created by the Ethnicity and Ancestry Branch Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau.

					

				

				
					
						Figure 3.10. Occupational distribution among employed Hispanic females, 2006 (population sixteen years and older).
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						Source: Adapted from a presentation created by the Ethnicity and Ancestry Branch Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau.

					

				

				Two general occupational clusters (professional, administrative and sales, and service versus skilled and production and transportation) illustrate a common foundation among Latinos. Whereas non-Latino males are evenly divided between the professional/administrative and skilled/semiskilled occupations, the distribution among Latino males is more skewed toward the service and skilled/unskilled jobs (27 and 73 percent). In a similar pattern for Latinas, the disparity exists but is not as extreme (74 and 26 percent for non-Latina females versus 56 and 46 percent for Latinas). Latinas are more commonly found in the sales and office sectors as well as in production and transportation.

				There are measurable differences between most of the Latino subgroups and the Cubans. While Cubans are still below the non-Latino males in percentage employed in professional/administrative work (44 percent versus 50 percent), the other Latino subgroups range from a low of 23 to 37 percent. A similar pattern exists for Cubanas in comparison to other Latinas. Finally, the occupational location of Latinos is also influenced by nativity, as U.S.-born Latinos fare better occupationally. As labor force participation rates continue to increase, especially for Latinas, all Latinos in the labor market will play a greater role in the composition of the workforce, contribute more to the Social Security system, and have more human resource labor force mobility6 (Morales and Bonilla 1993). Thus, issues like job mobility, job training and educational preparation, labor market discrimination, and entrepreneurship become salient issues for Latino communities. This dimension of communities of interests will appear in the discussion of public policy and Latinos in chapters 9 and 10.

				This introductory discussion of the foundations of the Latino community next examines the Latino family, presenting information on family income status, Latino families living below the poverty line, and family type. A substantial literature, both social scientific and literary, portrays the central value of family life for Latinos as a source of social and financial support as well as cultural reinforcement. Values such as respecting elders, maintaining extended families, supporting familial social and cultural rituals, and the centrality of family for identity and well-being have been identified as core for Latinos. In a way, this demographic information has dimensions of both culture and common situations (i.e., interest).

				Data on the number of Latino families relative to all families in the United States for 2007 show that Latinos represent over 13 percent of the total U.S. population, constituting 10.5 million families. An important factor is the larger size of Latino families. Also, two-fifths of Latino households include children younger than eighteen. Another relevant aspect of Latino families is the percentage of individuals born outside the United States (60.8 percent). Again, there is a substantial difference based upon nativity, given the percentage of foreign-born Latinos in the Latino population.

				If we check the income status by gender of Latinos in comparison to non-Latinos, then economic disparities are quite evident (see figure 3.11). More than twice as many Latino families have incomes under $10,000 as non-Latino families (16 percent versus 7 percent). In the case of Puerto Rican families, the rate is three and a half times greater for family income under $10,000. For families earning $25,000 or more, two-thirds fewer Latino families fall into this category than non-Latino families. The percentage of Latino households without health insurance is 30.7 percent. The household income difference for Latinos and non-Latinos creates a significant disparity such that lack of resources has implications in terms of socioeconomic mobility, political engagement, and organizational activities.

				Another indication of the economic disparities between non-Latinos and Latinos is the percentage of families living below the poverty level. Among all family types (two parents, female headed, etc.), three times as many Latino families live below the poverty level as non-Latino families. The poverty rate among Latinos is 23.2 percent, up from 21.5 percent in 2007. Almost two-fifths of all Latina-headed families live below the poverty level. The rate is considerably higher for Puerto Rican female-headed households (64 percent). The interrelated factors of a youthful age structure (especially for Mexican-origin and Puerto Rican populations), residential locations in central cities, and declining urban economies contribute to the situations of many Latino families. With the centrality of family as a positive value for many Latinos, the economic condition of a substantial segment of Latino families warrants concern and attention. Thus, the linkage of family economic status as a common interest is quite likely.

				
					
						Figure 3.11. Median earnings among Hispanics and the total population by gender, 2006 (for employed, full-time, year-round workers sixteen and older in 2006 inflation-adjusted dollars).

					

					
						Source: Adapted from a presentation created by the Ethnicity and Ancestry Branch Population Division, U.S. Census Bureau.
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				A complementary demographic presentation is a profile of Latino families. Data information on family type and family size confirms a greater number of members in Latino than in non-Latino households. In 1997 both Mexican-origin and Cubans “couple” families had a similar percentage as non-Latino “couple” families (72.2 percent, 76.9 percent, and 77.2 percent, respectively). On the other hand, female-headed households are much more prevalent among Mexican-origin, Puerto Rican, and “other Hispanic” demographics. The more telling information lies with the size of families. Latinos are three-fifths less likely to fall into the category of two-person families.

				On the other hand, Latino households are 2.2 times more likely to include five or more persons. Mexican-origin households are 2.6 times more likely to have five or more members. Central and South American families exhibit a similar larger-family tendency among the other Latino subgroups. Larger family, lower levels of family income, and corresponding higher rates of family poverty place Latino families at risk in terms of quality of life (e.g., housing conditions, educational isolation,7 limited employment opportunities, economic segregation, and vulnerability to violent crime), which suggests both common ground and limited political resources to mobilize for effective change.

				Conclusion: Communities of Interests and Common Cultures

				In this chapter, I have developed some demographic indicators supporting the concepts of the community of common or similar cultures and the community of interests. If Latinos of various national origins share some commonalties central to life’s experiences and situations, then these commonalties can serve as bases for common and collective actions. The following chapters examine and discuss developments within the Latino community in a variety of political arenas and activities. In the community of culture segment, the dimensions of Spanish language and nativity (or the extent of foreign-born status) constitute a significant constellation of cultural connections. Spanish-language persistence, reinforced to a large degree by continuous Latino migration, establishes and expands Latino enclaves, maintains “ethnically and culturally” dense social networks, contributes to a sustained Latino presence and visibility in the United States, and creates demands for business and media services.8 The net effect is that culture is dynamic and extends beyond the traditional boundaries of Latino national-origin communities. One other aspect of a visible maintenance of “Latino culture” is that segments of the “host” society raise concerns about integration, incorporation, assimilation, loyalty, and a general notion of whether Latinos belong.

				A community of interests consists of similar socioeconomic conditions and statuses. I have presented information on occupational status, educational attainment, and family type among different Latino groups. There are more similarities, or clusters of traits, among Latino subgroups than there are substantially differential statuses. The one somewhat less similar group is the Cuban population. Nevertheless, the basis for a pan-ethnic community is evident and open to greater community-building efforts.

				I am not suggesting that either or both sets of similarities of culture and interests will automatically result in political empowerment or influence. Rather, if some forms of community are present, then the accompanying factors of active and effective organizations and leadership can serve as a conversion component for political capital. In addition, situational conditions—such as negative activities and legislation targeting Latinos or even positive appeals to Latino communities by businesses, political parties, and the like—can assist in the dynamic formation of communities of interests and common cultures. The basis and direction of community building across Latino subgroups does serve as the crux of the analysis and discussion of Latino politics in this volume. The next chapter focuses on the psychological dimension of identity and the dynamics of political mobilization relevant to Latinos.

				Discussion Questions

				
						A pan-ethnicity is viewed as a socially constructed category or identity. As a result, there is debate as to whether the Latino/Hispanic identity has real meaning and concrete applications in an individual’s daily life. Discuss whether this identity is “real” for persons of Latino origin and their daily lives.

						At least twenty-two national-origin subgroups can be placed under the Latino group umbrella. Some of these groups are linked to other Latino national-origin groups, while others seem not to have that much in common. Discuss how a person’s national-origin background and experiences impact a sense of pan-ethnicity in the United States.

						A major segment of the Latino community, demographically and culturally, comprises the foreign-born immigrants. Discuss the uniqueness within this subcommunity and its impact on the Latino native-born population.

						This chapter focuses on culture and demographics. How much does being farther removed from the immigration experience (i.e., multigenerational status in the United States) affect the cultural dimensions of a Latino community?
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