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ABSTRACT

L atino L ocales; Does Context M atter ?

by
Matthew C. Dempsey

Dr. Kenneth Fernandez, Examination Committee Chair
Assistant Professor of Political Science
University of Nevada, Las Vegas

This thesis examines the influence that contextual factors have on tleaboliti
behavior of Latinos in the United States. | argue that, due to the unique immigration a
socialization experiences of Latinos, context will play a role in the gallitiehavior of
Latinos. The hypotheses are tested against data collected frororamhstirvey of
Latinos conducted in 2006 and the National Election Studies from 2000, 2002, 2004, and
2008. The results of the analysis indicate that context does influence the pagisénshi
Latinos; however, the effect of descriptive representation for Latinbge &dngressional

level does not mirror the experience of African Americans.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

| would first like to acknowledge Margaret W. Dempsey, my grandmother, who, while
she did not live to see the completion of my thesis, has remained a constantamspirati
and guide. | miss you deeply.

| would also like to thank Congresswoman Shelley Berkley, not only for the
opportunity to work on her campaigns but for her infectious energy and spirit; shlg is t
a fantastic public servant.

To Congresswoman Dina Titus: thank you for your encouragement and intergst in m
educational career, even the smallest of comments were alwayy gpgaeciated.

| would be remiss if | neglected to mention the impact Renee Aschoff has had, not
only on my professional political career but my educational path, as well. Renee, y
have been a consistent and welcome source of support and understanding. It is not
hyperbole to state that without you, this research project would never have been
completed. | am in your debt.

Dr. Ken Fernandez: your guidance these past three years has beenocnugial t
growth as a graduate student. | cannot begin to express my gratitudedodlibes
council you provided for this thesis, your patience with my rants, and your advice
regarding my future. Thank you, thank you, thank you!

Last, but in no way least, | would like to thank the rest of my thesis examination
committee: Drs. David Damore, Ted Jelen, and Christie Batson. Without theangaid

and counsel, my time as a graduate student would have been nowhere near as rewarding.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Y 2 1S 3 ¥ AN O ST iii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ..ottt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s ennnneeseenees iv
LIST OF TABLES ...t e et e e e e e e aaaaaaeeeaeeeeeaannnnnes Vi
CHAPTER ONE INTRODUCTION ....cttttiiiiitiee ettt eeeeeeeeaaaaaeeaaaeasssssnnnnnnns 1
The Latino COMMUNILY ......ccceeiiiieeeceeeeii e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e eeeeeaeeeeeeesnnennnnns 2
PartiSANSIID ... et aaaaaaas 6
Latino VOUING TUIMOUL ...t s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s e e e e e e aaaeeeeeennnnnes 9
The Chicken or the Egg: Latino Elected OfficialS ... 11
Participation in the Political SYSteM .........cccooiiiiiiieece e 13
RESEAICH QUESTIONS .....ui i e e e e e e e s 14
AV F=1 1 T o] [0 o ) U 14
Organization Of the STUAY ........cooiiiiii e 16
(@] o[ 1151 o] o RO PP PPPPPPPPPPPPR 16
CHAPTER TWO ASSIMILATION ...ttt e e e e 17
Why Might ASSImilation MAatter? ...........ooooiiiiiiiiiiii e 17
Theories Of ASSIMIATION ........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 18
Classical ASSIMIlAtioN TNEOIY ........iiiiiiieeee s 18
A Response to Classical Assimilation Theory: Segmented Assimilatian.......... 21
Further Responses to the Classical Assimilation TheOrY ...........cceeeiiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinns 24
IS AsSimilation HapPeniNg? .......cooveiiiiieiiiiies e e e e e et s s e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeaeennnees 26
Why is Assimilation Important?: Assimilation and Political Behavior............... 28....
(@] o[ 1153 o] o EO P PPPPPPPPPPPPPPR 30
CHAPTER THREE PARTISANSHIP ... 32
Latinos, Political Parties, and DEMOCIACY ......ccouvieeieeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e e e e e e e eeeeeeaeees 32
Latino Party IdentifiCation ...............ooeeriiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeannnenes 34
Contextual Effects on PartiSanShip ..........ooiiiiii e 35
Contextual Effects and Latino Partisanship..........ccccooviiiiieieiiicciiee e, 38
Data & MethodOlOgY ......ccooo i e e e e e e e e e e eerenaaea 42
ANAIYSIS & RESUILS......eeeiiiiiiii i e e e e e e e et e s e e e e e eeaaeeeeeesennes 46
CONCIUSION & DISCUSSION .....uuuiieiiee e e e e e eee ettt e e e e e e e e e e e et e eeeeebrsban e e e e e e e aaaaaeeas 54
CHAPTER FOUR DESCRIPTIVE REPRESENTATION .....ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeee e 64
gL o [8 o 1o o I PP T TP 64
What is Descriptive RepreSeNntation? ............. oottt e e e e e eeeeeeennes 66
Arguments Against the Relevance of Descriptive Representation .................vvvveennnnn. 67
Descriptive Representation and Minority Political Empowerment ...............cccccceennn. 69
Empirical Findings Regarding the Effects of Descriptive Represamtati............. 70
MODIIZALION EffOITS ... e e e e e e e e eeeeeeees 72
Expectations about the Effects of Minority Empowerment on Latinos....................... 73
Testing Hypotheses about Minority Empowerment: Data & Methods ....................... 74



The Effects of Minority Empowerment: Multivariate Models .............cccccceeieeeevininnnnn. 76

DISCUSSION ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e eas 79
CHAPTER FIVE CONCLUSION ... .t e e e e eeeees 83
APPENDIX A DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS ... e 89
APPENDIX B INDEX OF DISSIMILARITY .o 91
APPENDIX C HIERARCHICAL GENERALIZED LINEAR MODELS ...................... 92
APPENDIX D CODING ...ttt e et a e e e e eab e e e e e e nanaaeeas 93
WORKS CITED ..t e ettt e et e et e e e e e e et e e e e e eernannns 94
Y2 I 1 PSPPSRI 104

Vi



Table 1.1
Table 1.2
Table 3.1
Table 3.2
Table 3.3
Table 3.4
Table 3.5
Table 3.6
Table 4.1
Table 4.2
Table 4.3
Table 4.4

LIST OF TABLES

Latino Voting-Age Population, Registration, and Voting ...............eeceeenennn. 10
Latino Eligible Voters by NatiVIty..........ccccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiceeeeeeee e 11
2006 LNS Latino Party BreakdOWn..........cooiiiiieiiiiiiiiiieciiiiii e 57
1989-90 LNPS Latino Party Breakdown ...........cccovvviiviiiiiiiiiiiiiie e eeeeeeeeeee 57
Latino Partisan Self-ldentification by State................ceeiiiiiiiins 58
Correlations: Democratic Identification & County-Level Charaitits ... 59
Interactive Logit MOAEIS..........uuuuiiiiiiiie e 60
Hierarchical Generalized Linear MOdElS.........ccccoeieeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee 61
Attitude Toward Government and Political Participation ..............ccccceeeen.... 75
Effect of Empowerment on VOUNG.........ccoovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiciee e 78
Effect of Empowerment on CYNICISIM ........oouuuiiiiiiiiiiieiee e 80
Effect of Empowerment on Contacting Government ............cccoeeeeevveeeeeennnns 81

Vii



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Contemporary American politics has featured an ever-increasing amouehtbat
to Latinos and, more specifically, Latino political behavior. The 1980s were dedhele
“Decade of the Hispanic” (de la Garza 1987, 1) and every two to four years simce the
journalists and pundits have referred to Latinos as the “sleeping giant” andgmbnder
whether this was the election year in which Latinos would “awaken” (Cathifl,
199). However, “each election is followed by a somewhat disappointing review ih whic
the Latino promise is not met and in which ongoing problems (most notably low turnout)
are advanced as easy explanations”, in addition to lower levels of political knowledge
and a lack of representation in elected office (Suarez-Orozco 2002, 398). Even with often
disappointing voter turnout rates, some scholars have claimed, “...the most important
demographic trend in America today is the significant increase in the sizhaarh$
the Latino population” (Campbell 2007, 200).

Latinos surpassed African-Americans to become the largest minanty grthe
United States in 2002 (Miller 2003, 1). Currently, Latinos accounted for half of the
United States’ population growth since 2000 (Economist, 1/7/10) and make up 40.5
million, or 14.2 percent, of the U.S. household population while African-Americans
consist of 36.6 million, or 12.8 percent of the U.S. household population. It is projected
that by 2050 the Latino population will triple to 132.8 million. This growth doubles the
Latino share of the overall population from 15 percent to 30 percent (Bernstein 2008, 1).
It is expected that by 2042 the growth of the Latino population will cause whites to
become a minority in the general population (The Economist 1/7/10).

In light of these statistics, it seems critical for those who study Aareelections to



begin to understand what shapes, molds, and ultimately drives Latino political
participation. Perhaps the two most important aspects of political life dregpachoice
and turning out to vote. It has been said that understanding partisanship is “crucial for
understanding the political behavior of individuals” (Flanigan and Zingale 2006, 81).
Additionally, “the central focus of research on American political behavioutis
choice...No other single form of mass political activity has the popular intarest
analytic significance...” than does voter turnout (Flanigan and Zingale 2006, 197). In
addition, when looking at the Latino population and politics two important events have
occurred: 1) The Latino population is growing and Latinos are moving out of their
traditional central cities and the Southwest; and 2) Latinos are incrgasinging
electoral office. Since partisan choice and turning out to vote are part of thevgyab
political incorporation”, it is therefore important, and the goal of this thesis, tosiadd
how these two contexts/conditions have influenced Latino political behavior.
Specifically, the purpose of this study is to examine how environmental, or contextual
factors influence the political behavior of Latinos in the United States. A-pnoeged
approach will be used to study the impact of contextual factors. First, a r@wewent
literature on assimilation theory will be presented in order to better unatkfstav the
environment and assimilation may impact Latinos. Second, how context effects the
acquisition of partisanship by Latinos will be examined. Finally, the influence of
descriptive representation on Latino political knowledge and political pattampaill
be explored.

The Latino Community

Before one can examine the political behavior of U.S. Latinos, it is useful tisglisc



one of the most debated subjects in the Latino political behavior literaturdianibenot

a Latino community actually exists. Concepts like ‘Latino’ and ‘Hispam&’naainly

American social constructions and research has been conducted on whether Latinos
actually think of themselves in pan-ethnic terms (Campbell 2007, 203). In fact, during the
1970s, the Census Bureau began to discuss how best to label those who, up until that
time, had been labeled Spanish speaking or Spanish surnamed. What the Bureau decided
upon “came right out of the dictionary”: Spanish/Hispanic origin (Jones-Correa 1996,

216).

De la Garza and DeSipio argue that viewing Latinos as a monolithic group
“...confuses rather than clarifies our understanding because of the chatiastérat
distinguish the national-origin groups... (De la Garza & DeSipio 1994, 3). In 1989-1990,
the Latino National Political Survey (LNPS) was conducted and it, for theifirst
allowed researchers to compare the opinions of Cuban-, Mexican-, and Puerto Rican
Americans. The authors concluded by stating “there may be a Hispanicgbolitic
community, but its parameters do no fit any existing presuppositions” (De la, @bata
1994, 13).

Since the results of the LNPS were made public, scholars have becomeéniglsreas
sensitive in their use of pan-ethnic terminology (i.e. ‘Latino’ or ‘Hispanio’fact, most
scholars always include a footnote explaining that ‘Latino’ is used for eas@lahation
and does not represent a homogenous group of individuals. Additionally, the research and
literature post-LNPS seems to pay much more attention to the national-origin of the
respondents. In a re-examination of the Latino National Political Study, Came=sa and

Leal delve further into the concept of pan-ethnicity and its meaning. Thegvdied that



Latinos predominately self-identify through national labels, such as MeRggerican
(Jones-Correa and Leal, 1996, 215). Their conclusions further reinforce the notion that
Latino pan-ethnicity is simply an American construction. They state ttredrié were
substantial levels of pan-ethnicity one could expect to find some sense of politica
similarities among the Latino subgroups in matters such as ideology, pduifsamsl

party identification; however, they argue this is not the case (Jones-@odézal,

1996, 239). Those that do self-identify with a pan-ethnic label tend to have a weaker
sense of common pan-ethnic agendas than do other Latinos. In other words, it is not a
sense of solidarity with fellow Latinos that is at the root of a Latino’s ¢chgas identify
pan-ethnically. In fact, those who choose to identify in such a fashion may do seéeca
they lack any strong ethnic attachment at all. Factors such as “éistancthe

immigration experience, youth, and education...” all correlate with inclesssge of a
pan-ethnic label (Jones-Correa and Leal 1996, 240).

In the 1989-90 Latino National Political Survey, respondents were asked their
preferred ethnic identification. Only 18% of respondents choose the pan-ethnic
(Latino/Hispanic) identification. A small minority, 7%, chose “Americanttasr
preferred ethnic label. The remaining 75% preferred to be identified by theic e
background (Mexican-American, Cuban-American, or Puerto Rican-American).
Respondents were also asked if they had a belief in a common Latino culture. é&sgardl
of national origin, nearly 26% believed Latinos were not very similar. Additignally
almost 56% of Latinos reported that Latinos had somewhat similar cultuefisb€&n
the other hand, only 19% reported that Latinos were very similar culturally. This da

clearly shows that a pan-ethnic identity among Latinos living in the UnitgdsStvas



relatively low and the vast majority, 82%, believes Latinos have little torgpthi
common culturally.

The most recent national survey of Latinos, the Latino National Survey of 2006, found
much different attitudes towards pan-ethnicity. While the LNS did not ask thee sam
guestions as the original survey, there are several measures that can benesslite
pan-ethnic feelings. One of the survey questions was attempting to understamd whic
pan-ethnic label U.S. Latinos preferred. Hispanic was preferred by 35.1i#g bgt
12.9%, 32.6% stated either label was appropriate, while only 18.1% stated they didn’t
care for either label. This is a stark reversal from the Latino NatiahécBl Survey in
which only 18% preferred the pan-ethnic label. Along the same vein, 51.5% of
respondents believe Latinos to be a distinct racial group while 38.5% beliened ate
not. The LNS also gauged several measures that could be considered akin to whether
Latinos have a shared cultural identity. When asked to think about job opportunities,
education, and money, respondents were asked how much they had in common with
other Latinos. Only 23.3% said they have little or nothing in common while 71.3%
believed they have some to a lot in common with other Latinos. Additionally,
respondents were asked to think about government services, political power, and
representation and how much they had in common with other Latinos. The results were
similar to the previous question: only 36.8% believed they have little or nothing in
common with fellow Latinos while 56.1% believed they have some or a lot in common.

While a direct comparison of the two time periods is impossible due to the different
wording of the survey questions, one can nevertheless draw several conclusiatte from

varied responses. First, it is abundantly clear that the Latinos surveyed anligrestudy



did not have strong attachments to either a pan-ethnic label or to a shared Latino
experience. This radically changed in the sixteen years between sureysatinos
surveyed in 2006 had much stronger opinions that Latinos are a distinct race, a clear
majority preferred the Hispanic/Latino label than those who did not, and sizeable
majorities believed they have something in common with fellow Latinos when éscom
to jobs, education, and the government. The reasons for increased findings of pan-
ethnicity, however, are unclear and are outside the scope of this thesis. Nesgrthe
increased anti-immigrant rhetoric that began in the early 1990s (spegiicihlthe
ballot measures in California) culminating with the 2006 immigration debé#te a
federal level which sparked massive protests from the Latino commurety sur
contributed to a sense of common purpose among Latinos of different backgrounds.
Ultimately, and at the very least, the increased sense of commonatitgdratinos
solidifies the notion that Latinos should be studied as a group. In other wordsndd_ati
continued to exhibit low levels of pan-ethnicity, as in the LNPS, or perhaps even low
levels, there would be little impetus to study Latinos as a monolithic group.
_Partisanship

One of the most important choices in the U.S. political system is that of party
affiliation. It is true that political parties in the United States haveine
organizationally weak, relative to their European counterparts; however, party
identification remains an important influence in the average Americanticpbattitudes
and behavior. Partisanship, or “the sense of attachment...that an individual feels for a
political party” is still one of the most important factors in determiningothigical

behavior of individuals, including political opinions and voting behavior (Flanigan and



Zingale, 2006).

Shortly after the 2004 election, Republican pundits were quick to claim that Rreside
Bush won forty-four percent of the Latino vote in his re-election campaign, whicld woul
be a record high for any Republican presidential candidate. Republican sisategis
generally have attributed this unusually high vote share, and hope for goediened
support for Republican candidates by Latinos, on rising Latino incomes and cameservat
family values. The literature, however, has contested the forty-four péguaet
Depending on which exit polls one considers, President Bush received between 31.4% to
45.0% of the Latino vote (de la Garza 2007, 214). Additionally, some scholars place
Bush’s actual Latino vote share closer to forty percent mark (Suro 2005, iiydRsga
of the actual final percentage, Bush’s share of the Latino vote is the highgzitdi€amn
presidential candidate had garnered in at least twenty years. Are Latoh@rgoing a
partisan shift? Which party best reflects the values of the Latino comrunity

It is difficult to place Latinos within one particular party, though if one mustdo s
they align most with the Democrats (De la Garza, et al, 1992, 16). Sinced fit best
under the Democratic umbrella and since Latinos tend to support policies and programs
advocated for by the Democratic Party, how do they become Democrats? bilagvistr
their attachment to any particular party and what is the basis of th@inga
partisanship?

Bruce Cain, D. Roderick Kiewiet, and Carole Uhlaner attempt to answer these
guestions in their study of immigrant and second or later generation Latim®basis of
their research rests on three hypotheses: 1) factors that influenteabigvaness of

parties to immigrants; 2) how continued exposure to U.S. politics effectsapattip; 3)



how immigrant’s partisanship is affected by the political climate il when they

arrive. The authors draw upon data from a statewide survey of Californians conducted i
1984 because the impact of Latino immigrants had been felt most in Califoana éC

al 1991, 391). Their results are not surprising. The longer a Latino immigrantdmambe
the United States, the more likely they are to identify as Democratiocn&eand

subsequent generation Latinos have shown similar age-related gains in Democratic
identification. Additionally, the lower the income a Latino earns, the more likely are

to identify as a Democrat. Latino partisanship intensifies the longer taey tire U.S.,

when Latinos are committed to remaining in this country, and when they have obtained
more education (Cain et al, 1991, 416). The authors are candid, however, as to what their
study cannot address. For example, it may be possible that “younger Latinosrare
Republican than their elders because their political experience dispropetiiaeéiects

the relatively popular presidencies of Ronald Reagan and George Bush” or perhaps
“older Latinos are relatively more Democratic because of events thatedauring a
formative period of their lives” (Cain et al 1991, 417).

In a more recent study, R. Michael Alvarez and Lisa Garcia-Bedaltaie@ the same
issue using evidence from the 2000 election. Their findings are similar in pasise
Latino partisanship evolves over time spent in the United States, however, ndwer a
younger voters lean toward independence, not being Republican (Alvarez and Garcia-
Bedolla 2003, 44). Older Latinos, on the other hand, have firmly established partisanship
and as Latinos become more socialized in American politics, they move toward the
dominant party for their group, being Democrats for Puerto Ricans and Mexnhns a

Republicans for Cubans. The authors claim that because partisanship is derived from



policy issue preferences, these attachments are unlikely to changethalizgs major
American political parties undergo a vast transformation. The authors conclude by
stating, what so many others have: that Latinos are a heterogeneous groupolssth acr
the different national origins and across generations (Alvarez and (Gadala 2003,
46).

You Can Lead a Horse to Water But You Can’t Make It Drink: Latino Voting Turnout

As of September 2007, Census data shows that an estimated 18.2 million Latinos were
eligible to vote. Latino participation, however, has lagged far behind all racespect
to voter registration and the act of voting. As a segment of the overall voting population,
Latinos have grown faster than any other group, approximately 13% growth from
November 2004 to September 2007. However, Latinos also make up 15.3% of the
overall population in the United States but only account for 8.9% of eligible voters.
Comparatively, African Americans, now the second largest minority grotieiU.S.,
made up 12% of eligible voters as of September 2007 (Taylor and Fry 2007, 13).

As is evident by the chart below, the Latino voting population had steadily grown
since 1984 but voter registration has not kept pace. In fact, it has actually dédreas
the 1984 levels while the overall population’s voter registration figures havenenmai
relatively constant.

The reason Latinos lag behind when it comes to voter registration and paoticipati
due to several factors. The number of naturalized Latinos of voting age hasdddrgas
approximately 708,000 since 2004. However, 16.6 million, or 55%, of the Latino adults

who were born in a foreign country, only 4.7 million, or 28%, of those are naturalized



U.S. citizens. This means that, of the entire Latino electorate (both nativenidorn a

Table 1.1 Latino Voting-Age Population, Registration, and Voting, 1984-2004*

Voting-Age

Population Registration Voting
1984 9.5(170.0) 40.1% (68.3%) 32.6% (59.9%
1988 12.9 (178.1) 35.5% (66.6%) 28.8% (57.4%
1992 14.7 (185.7) 35.0% (68.2%) 28.9% (61.3%
1996 18.4 (193.7) 35.7% (65.9%) 26.7% (54.2%
2000 21.6 (202.6) 57.3% (63.9%) 45.1% (54.7%
2004 27.1 (215.7) 34.3% (65.9%) 28.0% (58.3%

Units: Voting-age population in millions of persons; percent reporting regpstrand
percent reporting voting out of the voting-age population. All races in parentheses.

* Table adapted from information found in Hispanic Americans: A Statistical
Sourcebook

naturalized citizens), just 26% were foreign born. However, Latinos born in another
country comprise more than 50% of the entire Latino adult population (Taylor and Fry
2007, 14).

The second reason Latinos fall behind in voting power is because of the relative
youthfulness of the Latino population. More than 33% of the U.S. Latino population is
under the age of 18, and therefore are unable to vote. As a result of the large number of
Latino youths and those ineligible to vote due to citizenship status, a mere 40% of the

total Latino population was eligible to vote as of September 2007 (Taylor and Fry 2007,

14).
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Table 1.2

Latino Eligible Voters by Nativity, 2000 to 2007

Increase
2004 to
September November | November | November | September
2007 % 2006 2004 2000 2007
Total 18,165,000 100 17,315,000 16,088,000 13,940,000 2,077,000
Naturalized | 4,734,000 26 4,392,00( 4,026,000 13,940,000 708,000
citizen
Native born| 13,431,000 74| 12,923,0p0 12,062,000 3,358,000 1,369,000
Second 4,949,000 27 4,704,00( 4,163,000 10,581,000 785,000
generation
Third
generation
or higher | 8,482,000 | 47 8,219,000 | 7,898,000 | 6,860,000 | 583,000

Source: Pew Hispanic Center analysis of the Current Population Survey (CPS)

The Chicken or the Egg: Latino Elected Officials

Related to Latino voting turnout is the ability of Latinos to get electesho @airnout

is likely to be stimulated if Latinos are on the ballot, but if turnout is low then it i

unlikely that Latinos will win, thus high quality Latino candidates are unlikelyno As

a result of this minority representation paradox, coupled with comparativelyvelis faf

voter registration and turnout, Latinos, unlike African Americans, have not metataei

potential. In the current House of Representatives, for example, thereyags amltinos,

about 6 percent of the total. There are 41 African Americans, on the other hand, which is

much close to their actual percentage in the population at large. Additionaltyo Lati

senators and governors have been a rarity in American politics (The Econa@itiiey.1/

The minority empowerment thesis states that minorities could become “emgibwere

after they achieved influence and representation in government (Segura and Zfble

11



194). This empowerment would lead to increased levels of participation and it should
also change levels of trust and efficacy, which should lead to change in tlonsgelat
among the majority (white) — minority differences. Banducci, Donovan, and Karp (2004)
studied the effects of the minority empowerment thesis in regards toificeericans
who had an African-American or non-African-American representative ib e
Congress. Their results largely mirrored the thesis. African-Aesigvith an African-
American Representative were more likely to feel that government gpengve to

their needs and more likely to vote, although they were still just as cynicatiowa
government as those African-Americans with descriptive representatioeffEhts of

the minority empowerment thesis were strongest for the least-eduttetedscand there
was little evidence of substantial white reaction to non-descriptive sspiat®n.

(Segura and Bowler 2005, 209).

As of June 2007, there were 5,129 Latinos serving in elected office nationwide
(NALEO 2007, 1). This represents a 37% increase in the total number of Latinal electe
officials since 1996, when the National Directory of Latino Elected OFidiest began
publishing their list. Even more striking is that Latinos serving in the federatated s
government has grown over 50% and that 43 states now have Latinos elected in some
capacity (NALEO 2007, 1). Also, 2008 marked a political milestone for Latinos with
Governor Bill Richardson running as the first viable Latino candidate ferd@re from
a major political party. In spite of this explosive growth, Latinos stilblelgind African-
Americans in political representation. The 1990 Statistical Abstract espitvat Latinos
had 4,000 elected officials throughout the country and by 2000, that figure had grown to

5,200. African-Americans, on the other hand, had 8,000 and 9,000 elected officials
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respectively (Segura and Bowler 2005, 3).

Since Latinos have had explosive growth in their elected representativeslysge
the federal level, an updated view (and one that is Latino-centric) of the minority
empowerment theory is needed.

Participation in the Political System

Successful democracies rest on the consent of the governed. As such, democracies
offer the opportunity for its citizens the ability to speak their minds, silertleaders,
and offer its citizens the opportunity to organize. With that, the health of a demrac
often gauged by widespread public support and participation. As Flanigan and Zingale
(2006) note “most Americans understand the basic obligations of citizens in a
democracy” (23). The authors report that about 90 percent of all adults beleae it i
American’s duty to vote; Americans also believe that being informed aboutgiadihd
governmental affairs is important. Nevertheless, “many of them do not actton tha
commitment at every election” (23).

Still, the most common form of political participation is the act of castiraljat.b
However, maintaining the health of a democracy requires more than simply voting.
Victorious politicians often claim a sweeping mandate but what exactlyndnadate
means is often unclear. Therefore “organizing with like-minded individualsasesehe
chances that one’s interests will be heard” (Flanigan and Zingale 2006, 23). In a 1995
study of political participation, Verba, Scholzman, and Brady (1995) find sizeable
increases in the number of Americans making political contributions and ¢ogtact
public officials (509).

This thesis will focus on several aspects of Latino political behavior ancijpegtran.
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Since successful democracies rest upon the consent and faith of the governeegtthe eff
of descriptive representation on feelings of trust towards the government will be
explored. Also, because voting is the main metric of a healthy democracy (not to
mention a necessary component), the partisanship of Latinos will be examindblass we
how descriptive representation may affect voter turnout. Other forms of dolitica
participation will also be tested, such as the rate at which descriptivebseaped

Latinos contact their elected officials to express their thoughts on policg.issue

Research Questions

While the overarching goal of this thesis is to explore the influence cdrgexin Latino
political behavior and participation, there are several specific researsiogsdehe
thesis will attempt to answer. First, what does Latino partisanship look lie hHis it
changed over time? Is Latino partisanship susceptible to changes in copeitiz&ly,
does the county a Latino resides in have any influence on their partisanshipy?, Finall
what does Latino voting turnout look like? What factors are associated with Latino
turnout? Does having descriptive representation influence Latino voting and attitude
towards the government?
Methodology

Three major surveys will be analyzed to help understand whether contexsnizgt
using two surveys of U.S. Latinos taken over a seventeen-year time spanm{b@8® t
2006), in addition to national election studies and county-level data, my analyds will
unique in that it will not be isolated to a single data set from a given tinapspecific
election, state, region, or county.

The first survey is the 1989-90 Latino National Political Survey (LNPS).oDthe
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first surveys of its kind, this data collection measures the political asituad behaviors

of three specific Latino groups in the United States: Mexican-, Puerto-RecehCuban-
Americans. Information collected ranges from political participatopdiicy issues to
demographic information. The survey population, randomly selected from forty Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Areas across the United States, wasegpative of 91% of the
nation’s Latinos. This survey will be used to create a baseline from which tor@mpa
attitudes and opinions of Latinos to the more recent 2006 Latino National Survey.

The second survey used is the 2006 Latino National Survey (LNS). The LNS, the
most recent survey of Latino behaviors and beliefs, contains 8,634 completed interviews
of self-identified Latino/Hispanic residents of the United States.Viet@ing was
conducted from November 2005 through August 2006. The survey contained
approximately 165 distinct items ranging from demographic descriptions ta@aloliti
attitudes and policy preferences, as well as a variety of socialimidi@éand experiences
and is representative of 87.5% of the U.S. Latino population. This survey, in conjunction
with county-level segregation data, county-level party registratidistgta, and county-
level presidential voting patterns will be used to examine the influence on ceuaty-I
contextual factors on Latino partisanship.

Lastly, the American National Election Survey (ANES) for severaliefegears is
merged into a single data set. By pooling the ANES data, a practical numbeno§] at
and Latinos represented by a Latino member of Congress, can be obtained. Tikis data
merged with data regarding the percentage of the Latino population per Canakssi
district and data on the race of Members of Congress to examine the effestrgdtole

representation on various forms of Latino political behavior and political attitudes.
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Organization of the Study

The remainder of this study is divided into four chapters, with each individually
discussing the influence context may have on Latino political behavior. Spigifica
Chapter Two will explore both the classical and contemporary theories oflagemm
and acculturation. Next, the influence of contextual factors on Latino partisaritiop w
examined in Chapter Three, while Chapter Four tests the effects of descriptive
representation on Latino voting behaviors and attitudes towards governmeny, Finall
Chapter Five, whether context matters in regards to Latino politicavioehall be
discussed, along with suggested further areas of study.

_Conclusion

As is typical in every recent election year, Latinos were hailéteasving
constituency for the 2008 elections and the expectations were large, both on the part of
the media and the campaigns themselves. Additionally, we can expect to fibdtihat
outreach reached unprecedented levels (Page 2007, 1). Furthermore, we can expect
Latinos to continually be in the spotlight of U.S. elections as their percentage of the
overall population continues to increase. In light of this, and with the 2010 mid-term and
2012 presidential race looming, there is no doubt that Latinos will continue to be a large
focus of professional campaigns for both political parties. Additionally, witheg/hit
projected to be a plurality of the U.S. population in as little as three decadegutkeof
American politics truly lies in the votes of Latinos. As a result of theieotstatus as
the largest American minority group and their increasing political inleagan updated
view on U.S. Latinos political behavior is very much in order, which this researtch wil

attempt to provide.
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CHAPTER TWO
THEORIES OF ASSIMILATION AND ACCULTURATION

Why Might Assimilation Matter?

Many scholars have suggested, and recent data seems to confirm, that alésatiityo i
is simply an American construct, rather than a shared commonality brougatUaited
States from Latin American immigrants (Jones-Correa and Leal 1996, 280 iGe
lack of a common Latino purpose in those who migrate to the United States how is it that
feelings of pan-ethnicity have increased (see Chapter 1) in reces®? y¢av do Latinos
become politically socialized? Latino assimilation, and the context in whih t
assimilation occurs, might just hold the key.

“Most social groups,” according to Flanigan and Zingale (2006), “...make some effor
to teach appropriate attitudes and expected behaviors to their new membersi€24). T
authors state that, in a democracy, this would largely include teaching this aetle
values that would propagate such a system, such as majority rule and an understanding of
the proper role of citizens as participants. This socialization is largelgéd on
children, the largest pool of new members in a democracy. Through this practice of the
political socialization of children, “the political culture of a societyamsmitted from
one generation to the next” (Flanigan and Zingale 2006, 25).

As noted in Chapter One, 55% of all Latino adults residing in the United States were
born in a foreign country. In addition, approximately 708,000 naturalized citizens of
voting age have been gained in the U.S. since 2000. While it is true that only 28% of the
foreign born Latinos residing in the United States are naturalized, neesghah

enormous segment of the Latino adult population was not politically socialized in the
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United States and, therefore, one could expect their children might not be socralized i
the annals of American democracy. It would seem then, that it is reasonablente ass
that assimilation, and again the context of that assimilation, becomes even more
important for a large segment of potential Latino voters.

Theories of Assimilation

One of the major, and still undecided, topics of debate in the assimilatiomgasat
whether Latinos are assimilating similarly to previous immigrant grayh as the
European immigrants of the "1@nd early 26 century. If not, are Latinos, much like
African Americans, becoming a racialized group that views their roleciety, and
therefore politics, through a lens of being a member of a minority group? The answer to
this question is critical as one would suspect that the political behavior of Latids w
vary based on the model of incorporation that best describes their assimilatiothd3ot
classical assimilation theory and ethnic competition theory, and some opposing
viewpoints, will be the focus of this chapter in order to determine what exa&by the
theories are and which might best help scholars and political scientists umdiésia
the context of incorporation into the United States may influence Latino political
behavior.

Classical Assimilation Theory

Classic assimilation theory is best presented in Milton M. Gordon’s 1964
“Assimilation in American Life: The Role of Race, Religion, and Nationad)i®i
Gordon brings together references from a wide variety of sources on rageusegland
ethnic groups in the United States to provide a historical examination of assimitégi

argues that as cultural and structural barriers are overcome, nanaglgiting the
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language, social habits, and manners of the dominant culture, the minority group
gradually loses their original cultural identity and becomes more like tjogitpaThe
rate at which assimilation occurs is dependent on the immigrant’s rageatg) and
religion. The rate of assimilation may be increased if the immigrams stat being
closer to the dominant English-speaking Protestants.

The core concept of the work is what Gordon describes as the “nature of assirhilat
He divides the assimilation process into seven steps, which are sequentialteddaela
one another. First comes cultural or behavioral assimilation, which is defiaed as
“change of cultural patterns to those of [the] host society.” Structural ikdgim, or a
“large-scale entrance into cliques, clubs...on [a] primary group levelgwWsll Next is
marital assimilation, which encompasses “large-scale intermarrsagethen
identificational assimilation in which there is the “development of sense ofgtemul
based exclusively on [the] host society”. The “absence of prejudice” or attitude
receptional assimilation is the next stage in assimilation followed babsence of
discrimination” or behavior receptional assimilation. Finally, there is @sgmilation,
or the “absence of value and power conflict” (Gordon 1964, 71).

Gordon believes that acculturation, while the first step and virtually inevitsiplet
the key to assimilation. Broadly defined, Gordon sums up acculturation as the minority
group’s adoption of the “cultural patterns” of the dominant society but goes beyond, in
the American case, speaking English and other obvious external cues. Adoulturat
could happen regardless of progress in the other six stages and could in fact bé termina
Therefore, he viewed structural assimilation as the key. This is where tiesmbecome

involved in clubs and activities that the “core” subsociety engages in. He ‘Seiee

19



structural assimilation has occurred,...all of the other types of assimilatiaraturally
follow” (Gordon, 1964 80-81). Ultimately, this would mean that prejudice and
discrimination would no longer exist (or at least be lessened), intermariagenould
rise, and that a sense of separate identity would weaken. He finds that America has
undergone widespread ethnic acculturation but the other six stages have advanced much
less (Gordon 1964, 81). What results, then, is a society that is structurallisptur@his
leads to the creation of “ethclasses”, based on social class, each contaimwry its
primary group relationships. These ethclasses do not interact with each otlusrsoafts
the impersonal, secondary world of economic and political affairs (Gordon 1964, 161).
In defining assimilation, Gordon wrote “if there is anything in Ameridarwlhich
can be described as an overall American cultures which serves agaaefgoint for
immigrants and their children, it can best be described, it seems to us, as tieectaskl|
cultural patterns of, largely, white Protestant, Anglo-Saxon origins” (Gatééd, 72).
He argued for this viewpoint simply because it was the first one establigliled b
European colonists and was associated with the ethnic core of the United Statise H
recognized that simply obtaining this cultural prototype did not assure accepyatiee
dominant culture and thus assimilation. Gordon also questioned whether the minority
subculture could influence the majority, core society. He asks: “Was the cane cul
entirely unaffected by the presence of the immigrants and the coloredtrag®ri
(Gordon 1964, 110). Gordon did make an effort to show that, yes, the dominate group is
influenced by the minority but his answer for the most part was yes, the amitiare

remains largely unaffected by these “minor modifications” (Gordon 1964, 110).
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A Response to the Classical Assimilation Theory: Segmented Assimilati

The literature suggests that there are several reasons why dassitagon might
not be the appropriate lens through which to view Latinos. Park (1950) believes that the
ability of the United States to assimilate minority groups is limitedopedy factors
outside the control of governmental policies, such as skin color. Park believes that
differences such as these are too great to be overcome simply by aéwyfiis or the
dominant Protestant religion or other social customs of the majority. Additiorrly, t
classical assimilation model may fall short in its explanation of Latealturation
because a central tenant of the theory is that there will be extensiveypiewelr
interaction among members of the minority and majority groups. Redfieldnl,.iahd
Herslovits (1936) state that there must be “continuous first-hand contact” hdtveee
two cultures. This, however, is often not that case. Many Latinos live in segregate
barrios, which, in turn, severely limits the crucial minority-majority iatéion required
by the classical assimilation model. Additionally, “...Latino population andir{is]
predominately concentrated in the Southwest [and] different measures ofasiegreg
shows that the level of segregation between Hispanic and whites is higher olitele
Southwest.” Fry and Farely (1996, 37) found the areas with the highest levels of
segregation between Latinos and non-Latinos were in the Northeast and Midwest.

As a result of this inherent weakness of the classic theory what some consader a
appropriate theory, segmented assimilation, also known as ethnic competition, has
emerged. The primary proponents of this theory are Glazer and Moynihan (1970) and
Greeley (1971). This theory argues that as familiarity with the dominfinteuses and

as greater socioeconomic success is achieved, immigrants will galisticrea
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understanding of the inequality and discrimination that exists in the Unitex$ Stat
minorities compete with the dominant social group. “The better immigrants umdkrsta
the host country language and the more they endorse its values,” writes Pokess, Par
and Cobas (1980), “the more skeptical they are of the realities of that saowietiyeir
actual condition within it” (220).

Segmented assimilation theory stems from the idea that the conditions in which
modern immigrants assimilate are different that those conditions previougremtsi
faced. The first such difference is that immigrants in American’s pag predominately
white and, therefore, “their skin color reduced a major barrier to entry into thecamer
mainstream” (Portes and Zhou 1993, 76). As a result of this reduced barrier,adssimil
dependent upon an immigrants’ decision to leave their culture behind and adopt
American values and ideals. Second, Portes and Zhou believe that the “structure of
economic opportunities has also changed” (1993, 76). When the United States was a
industrial power in the world, it required a diverse work force and allowed second-
generation immigrants an opportunity to move up in social and economic status. In recent
years, however, the United States has seen a national deindustrializasomdtigtries
and a much more global market economy. This has resulted in immigrants “coigfi@ntin
widening gap between the minimally paid menial jobs...and the high-tech and
professional occupations...” (Portes and Zhou 1993, 76).

Portes and Zhou believe that these changes lead to an “emerging paradex” for t
second-generation and their assimilation. According to the authors, “adopting the
outlooks and cultural ways of the native-born does not represent...the first stegh towar

social and economic mobility but may lead to the exact opposite” (Portes and Zhoe 1993,
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81). On the other hand, immigrant youths who do not assimilate may actually have an
increased chance of upward mobility through the use of the resources their cesmuni
provide (Porter and Zhou 1993, 82).

This two-pronged reaction to the dominant culture does not “dictate a common path of
integration” but rather, three district modes of adaptation (Portest and Zhou 1993, 82).
First, there is the “time-honored portrayal of growing acculturation...intevthie
middle-class;” the second method “leads straight in the opposite direction tangertm
poverty and assimilation into the underclass;” and the third and final mode is that of
“rapid economic advancement with deliberate preservation of the immigrant
community’s values” (Portes and Zhou 1993, 82).

Portes and Zhou (1993) conclude by stating that the contemporary context of
segmented assimilation, the options are unclear. Children of non-white immigiants
never have the opportunity to gain access to the middle-class, regardlessleV¢heir
acculturation. On the other hand, remaining within their native circles maytteacéild
of immigrants in permanent poverty and disadvantage. As a result, remainingthgthi
immigrant community may signal, not a withdrawal from society bur rather, an
immigrants best chance for “capitalizing on otherwise unavailable mled@d moral
resources” (Portes and Zhou 1993, 96).

Echoing this sentiment, Garcia-Bedolla (1999) finds that third generationt@nd la
Mexican-Americans, whom one would assume are the most assimilated, asthe m
pessimistic about the American political system. Individuals therefore ehoassist
acculturation and instead maintain a separate ethnic identity, which inclushtginiag

behaviors, beliefs, and practices of their original culture (Mendoza and MattB&L).
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This practice may be further reinforced by the “significant historicaldyar(personal or
otherwise) based on animosity and hatred toward the new culture” (Cuellar, Arnold, and
Maldonado, 1995, 279). The end result is that in which an immigrants’ identity is
transformed from that of one anxious for membership in the dominant social group into
that of a member of a minority group that is denied the full benefits of such méaipbers
(Michelson, 2003, 922).

Ultimately, the segmented assimilation theory “recognizes thenitantmigrants
are...being absorbed by different segments of American society,” fromititbe-class
to the inner-city ghettos and that becoming American may not be benefidia¢iior
families (Zhou 1997, 999). These contextual differences, put simply, mean that the
different assimilation paths may lead to either upward or downward outcomesoAaldi
external factors, such as segregation, economic opportunities, and ratfeladioa
“affect the life chances of immigrant children not only additively but alsvactively”
(Zhou 1997, 999).

Further Responses to the Classical Assimilation Theory

Since Gordon’s work in 1964, immigration primarily from Asia and Latin America
has presented a serious challenge to the assimilation theory. “Remakingeheah
Mainstream: Assimilation and Contemporary Immigration” by Richard IbaAnd
Victor Nee examines whether assimilation is still a viable theoryriderstanding
modern immigrants. Alba and Nee argue strongly for a continued comparisonrbetwee
modern patterns of acculturation with those of past immigrant waves. The contend tha
on the surface, it may seem that past generations of immigrants have kiimmon

with more contemporary waves, especially since immigrants since 1965 hawiréee
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from different racial groups, that somehow the immigrant experiencéoedifferent.

However, even with an increased American tolerance for a global economy,
transnationalism, and the celebration of cultural diversity, the authorststate “

distinctions between contemporary and past immigrations have been overplayed” (Al

and Nee 2003, 125). The authors provide detailed measures of assimilation and how they
are occurring at rates comparable to previous generations of immignéensling to

show that assimilation is not dead.

First, Alba and Nee examine the classic approaches to assimilation, sweth as t
compiled by Gordon. They find four basic problems with the previous assimilation
model: inevitability, full incorporation, ethnocentrism and one-sidedness without a
positive contribution of ethnic cultures. Alba and Nee therefore create their own
definition of assimilation that is viewed as a weakening role of ethnicity assimilated
person’s life chances.

The patterns of assimilation rates similar to that of the eaflg@@tury immigrants
do not apply equally to all current immigrant groups. Alba and Nee make a dstinct
between “human capital” immigrants who move more readily into the middleasidss
“labor” immigrants who start out at the very bottom of the socioeconomic scalehin bot
cases, however, there is still movement towards assimilation, although irtehgiatip
it is at a slower pace. The authors do find a troubling pattern for several groups, namely
Mexicans, for whom assimilation seems to stall in the third generation. Tairekpbs
concept they quote Will Herberg: “What the son wishes to forget, the grandson teishes
remember” (Alba and Nee 2003, 27). Additionally, the children of darker skinned Latino

immigrants show evidence of assimilating into “oppositional” subculturesatbat
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alienated from the dominant society (Alba and Nee 2003, 290). In fact, race remains
significant in American society and darker skinned immigrants consistaaig lower

on many assimilation measures. The authors conclude that “assimilatianlikedy to
dissolve racial distinctions entirely in the United States and to end the iniegualoted

in them. Assimilation, then, provides no reason to end the struggle against the power of
racism” (Alba and Nee 2003, 292).

Bean and Steven (2003) largely echo the arguments of Alba and Nee. Overall, the
authors’ goal is to determine how many and what kinds of people migrate, the fate of
immigrants, and the impact that newcomers have on the United States. Of nvasicele
to this thesis is perhaps Bean and Steven’s (2003) discussion of immigration’s socia
cultural impact. The authors believe that the presence and actions of immigrants
undermine the old black/white paradigm. They further argue that past litevhture
racialization, namely built upon the experience of African-Americans, cé@not
transferred to recent immigrant groups. As evidence of this, the authors point to higher
rates of intermarriage and multiracial identity for Asians and Latlretfmos, for
example, largely engage in endogamy once in the United States, but have very high
intermarriage rates in subsequent generations. As a result, the United Gtates m
moving towards a new black/nonblack racial divide.

Is Assimilation Happening?

Samuel Huntington (2004), in his book Who Are Was@&mines America’s changing
national identity and the implications for the future. Huntington claims that “bigd
of immigration from Mexico and elsewhere in Latin America could have quitreit

consequences for assimilation than previous waves of immigration” (14). As noted
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above, modern immigrant waves do seem to be assimilating differently than previous
generations of immigrants, however, Huntington believes that the actual afriain
Americans, namely Mexicans, into America has vastly different conseegiéor the
future of the American way of live than have previous immigrant groups. One key
difference is that previous immigrant groups were not actually immigaaiadt but
rather, were settler (2004, 39). Settlers, as defined by Huntington, leavistargex
society, with a sense of purpose, in order to create a new community. On the other hand,
immigrants do no create a society but instead, they move from on to another (2004, 39).
This is an important distinction to Huntington because, as he states, “at leas$ieulatié t
twentieth century, it was the Anglo-Protestant culture and the politicaiébend
economic opportunities it produced that attracted [immigrants] to America” (2004, 41)
This distinction is even more critical to Huntington’s view because earli®mierica’s
history, immigrants were “in various ways compelled, induced, and persuaded to adhere
to the central elements of the Anglo-Protestant culture” (2004, 61).

Huntington also believes that a “demographionquista” is occurring, in which
Mexican immigrants are immigrating to areas “Americans took fromidéeby force...”
which is ultimately leading to the “Hispanization” of America (2004, 221). Utegahe
feels that Mexican immigration is different from all others because ¢éhctors: the
contiguity of Mexico and the United States, the number of Mexican immigrants, the
proportion of Mexicans that are illegal immigrants, their regional concemtyahe
persistence of their immigration, and the Mexicans’ historical claime&buthwest
United States. These differences, as such, pose problems for Mexican aesimiiat

the American mainstream, and if Mexican immigration were to be reduceg, man
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problems, as he sees them, facing American society would ease (2004, 243).

A Response

Gary Segura (2005) wrote a fairly scathing review of Huntington’s Who Are Wie?

first major issue with the work is that it is largely a literature me\tleat asserts, rather

than tests. Segura contents that current data is not analyzed and the book never considers
arguments to the contrary (2005, 640). Segura believes that the current dataeavailabl
would counter, and perhaps even disprove much of the assertions that Huntington makes.
Specifically, Segura critigues Huntington for not citing roughly 30 journaleston

relevant subjects since 1985 (2005, 641). Ultimately, Segura cites information that
contradicts the “findings” in Huntington’s book as dismisses it as “polemic and not a

work of scholarship” (2005, 642).

Why is Assimilation Important?: Assimilation and Political Behavior

Understanding how and why Latinos assimilate is important because the obntext
their assimilation can have effects on their political behavior. For exampléeiiteood
of increased group political participation occurs when groups find themselaesitre
differently. Being treated differently results in a given group needing donfiethods of
reacting to that treatment. Some groups seek accommodation with the dominaet cultur
others reject the dominant culture, while others still strive to drastigiddlythe
dominant culture (LeMay 2004, 37).

Internal to the group, variation in social and economic assimilation willat@rreith
civic assimilation. As Latinos become integrated into the economy there megdoms
why this would also increase civic assimilation. While not unique to Latinos, #erces

shows that the longer a Latino has lived in the United States, the more education they
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have received, and the higher the income, the more assimilated they are, th&atoite li
is they will participate in the political system. Furthermore, socsirakation, such as
interracial marriage or friendships outside of their culture, may reduce grong ttidcs
(LeMay 2004).

External to the group, how the dominant culture treats the group will influence civic
participation. Economic and social discrimination may hinder economic and social
assimilation but stimulate political assimilation. A stark example sfithseen in the
effect of several ballot propositions had on the Latino community in Californiagime
1990s. Prior to 1994, Latinos in California had turnout rates similar to Latinos in other
parts of the United States; however, with Governor Pete Wilson’s re-eleatigragn in
1994 and the first of three propositions aimed specifically at the Latino community,
Latinos became galvanized. Specifically, Latino voter registrationdsgucreased, their
turnout percentage increased, and Latinos were now identifying as solid Dennocra
much larger numbers than they had during the 1980s. Conversely, states such as Texas
and Florida, two states that also have large Latino populations, did not have contentious
ballot initiatives like those in California and Latino electoral partiogpeand
partisanship did not see drastic changes in comparison to the previous decade (Segura
and Bowler 2005, 150).

Michelson (2003) found that as Latinos assimilate and begin to participate in
American politics, a strong sense of distrust is carried with them. She fourtbthat
major theories of acculturation, the classical and ethnic competition modslichat
increased familiarity with the dominant culture will result in increasedcgm” (2001,

926). This stems from the very nature of assimilation and adopting the attitude of the
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dominant culture. Michelson states that since the 1960s there has been evsinmcrea
levels of Anglo distrust of the government due to the Vietnam War and various
presidential scandals. Therefore, assimilation theory would seem tesstlygeas
Latinos begin to adopt the attitudes and values of the dominant, Anglo culture, Latinos
would begin to be more distrusting of the government. As for the ethnic competition
model, she believes that Latinos, as they come to be more assimilated, wouleh begi
realize that that are not considered equal members of American societpaddiven
begin, due to racism and discrimination, think of themselves as members ofiagdcial
minority group. Her research fails to “reveal which acculturation model is mor
appropriate for describing how Mexican-descent Latinos lose political trust,i®ut
abundantly clear that acculturation does corrode trust in government” (928).
_Conclusion

While there is no consensus among scholars as to how immigrants, and Latinos
specifically, assimilate, it is clear that whichever the method, thernenglications for
the future of American politics. Also, it seems worth being said that petlaéipss
assimilate differently in different parts of the United States. One ceakbnably assume
that Latinos in California would assimilate differently than those in Oklah&math
Dakota, or Maine.

That assumption aside, it seems that the classical model of assimilatisrihafost
encouragement for positive political participation. While Michelson’s resedows that
regardless of the method of assimilation, acculturated Latinos becanraukdng of
government. This distrust would seem to be more benign under the classical model,

which Latino attitudes largely reflecting those of the majority cultOrethe other hand,
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the results of the ethnic competition model seem to portend a more dangerous signal.
Since this model is predicated on racism and discrimination culminating in a gigorit
rejection of the dominant culture, this could lead towards individuals feeling the
government is racist and that it mistreats minorities. These feelingsnjrcould

manifest themselves in a multitude of ways. Resentment towards the geweismne

such possible response, as is simply withdrawing from political action, namely not
voting, or voting for third parties. However, those who do develop values different from
the dominant culture may also become actively disruptive of the system (Flanthan a
Zingale 2006, 29). Whichever path is followed, there is an impact of the future of

American politics.
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CHAPTER THREE
THE INFLUENCE OF CONTEXTUAL FACTORS ON LATINO PARTISAN

IDENTIFICATION

Latinos, Political Parties, and Democracy

It has been argued that political parties are essential to healthy aant vibr
representative democracies because they generate politicaltsxgerd®pinions, not just
simply reflect them. They do this by creating conflicting positions tlulitéde citizens
in "choosing sides” (Rosenblum 2008, 310). This partisan choice is considered essential
in mobilizing interest and participation, as well as promoting deliberation. Haers
come to this partisan choice is an enduring question in political science,isansip
has a profound and practical impact on politics (Neimi and Weisberg 2001).

As discussed in Chapter Two, Latinos often live in segregated barrios, much removed
from the dominant culture. This segregation is a severe impediment to theatgsimil
process, as espoused by the classical assimilation theorists. Eveimas lhedjin to
move out of the Southwest and into the South and Midwest, Latinos find themselves in
even more segregated situations, offering an even greater barrier tilaéissirthan
those experiences in the Southwest. As a result, the environment that Latinosrlase
influence their political socialization and, in particular, their partisaththent.

This chapter will examine the influence of the social, economic and political
environment on Latino partisan identification. Although Latinos only made up
approximately nine percent of the electorate in the 2008 presidential election (a one
percent increase from 2004), the rapid growth in the size of the Latino population has
garnered enormous attention from scholars, journalists and political acideSg{o

and de la Garza 2002). Since the “Decade of the Hispanic,” journalists and pundits have
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referred to Latinos as the “sleeping giant” (Campbell 2007, 199). Indeed, sbaolars
have claimed, “...the most important demographic trend in America today is the
significant increase in the size and share of the Latino population” (Campbell 20Q7, 200)

Based upon this trend, it is not surprising that Latinos have been described as the most
highly courted constituency in American politics (Coffin 2003). Pundits, journadists
academics have all made note of the Republican Party's recent atteraptsitd_atino
voters (Baik, et al. 2009). Many have considered these attempts to be somewhat
successful (McDaniel and Ellison 2008; Alvarez and Garcia Bedolla 2003; CamieKie
and Uhlaner 1991; Dutwin 2005). For example, in 2004 national exit poll data suggested
George W. Bush received 44 percent of the Latino vote, the highest proportiomof Lati
voters ever garnered by a Republican presidential candidate. The reportiegeof t
results began an avalanche of newspaper articles and academic sghakasbsing the
accuracy of the results and the substantive meaning of such Republican gai@g®08 he
election results, with estimates of 31 percent of Latinos supporting the Republican
candidate, John McCain, have again called into question the Republican Party'soability t
recruit Latino voters to their party and whether partisan attachmentghhg $table or
influenced by external conditions.

Latino partisan identification will be examined using the 2006 Latino National
Survey. The primary research question is: how do contextual factors influatioe L
partisanship? Political scientists and others scholars have traditiaalsefl on
individual characteristics to explain political attitudes and behavior. By the ,1980s
however, increasing numbers of studies incorporated environmental (often redeased t

“contextual”) factors in their analysis. Huckfeldt (1986, 1) argued “polibpations and
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behavior of individuals cannot be understood separately from the environment within
which they occur.” Similarly, Jelen (1992) noted that contextual effects were of
stronger than individual-level effects. This chapter examines how individual-leve
partisanship of Latinos is associated with different political, social anebegon
contexts.

Latino Party ldentification

Partisanship has been defined as “the sense of attachment or belonging that an
individual feels for a political party” (Flanigan and Zingale 2006). Althoughipalit
parties in the United States are organizationally weak, relative to thep&an
counterparts, party identification still plays an important role in the avémaggican's
political attitudes and behavior. This attachment is one of the most importans fiact
determining the political behavior of individuals, including political opinions and voting
behavior. Because partisan choice is such an important component in American politics
Rosenblum (2008) argues that that those who identify with a party are "on the side of
angels."

Given that partisanship is a crucial component of establishing political behawior
do individuals, and Latinos in particular, form partisan attachments? Compared t
African-Americans, where 76 to 90 percent of those surveyed have some atthithme
the Democratic Party (Bositis 2000, 2008; Benjamin 2005; Dawson 2001), it is more
difficult to place Latinos within one particular party (De la Garzal.€t992, 16).
Scholars have noted how the term Latino may simply be an American social domrstruc
rather than an accurate label for a monolithic or homogeneous group (Campbell 2007; De

la Garza and DeSipio 1994). Jones-Correa and Leal (1996) argues if Latin@s were
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homogeneous group, one would expect to observe some political similarities in ideology
and party identification; however, he suggests that this is not the case.

Although Latinos are not a homogeneous group, they do align more frequently with
the Democrats (De la Garza, et al, 1992; Hero, et al. 2000). The 2006 LNS found that
approximately 36 percent of Latino respondents considered themselves Democrats
compared to 11 percent Republican and 17 percent independent (see Tables 1 and 2). Yet
this large margin over the Republican Party has not discouraged Republicagistat
who see this large socially conservative voting bloc as a potential pool olipparters
(Baik, et al. 2009; Bowler and Segura 2005). How successful the Republican Party has
been in recruiting Latinos’ support for Republican candidates is debatableolddic
and Segura (2005) are doubtful of the Republicans' ability to attract Latinog, agher
McDaniel and Ellison (2008) see some Republican gains, at least with Evangelical
Latinos. According to Coffin, the disagreement over Latino partisanship migllgde
due to the difficulty in applying traditional voting behavior theories to Latinusesa
sizeable population of Latinos are relative new comers to the politicahsyStoffin
2003).

Contextual Effects on Partisanship

Page and Wolfinger (1970, 290) refer to a political party as a type of "reference
group,” defined as a collective "which many people identify and which helpemdears
define themselves." The authors go on to say individuals may belong to any number of
reference groups "each of which is relevant in different contexts.”" daaneh builds

on this idea of partisanship and its "relevant context" by asserting thabpastioice is
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likely to be influenced by various spatial or geographic conditiofike general

argument for environmental effects on political behavior and attitudes is based on the
belief that “where and with whom individuals live combine with their personal
characteristics to influence their vote choices” (Campbell, Wong, and 2@€6).

The argument that contextual conditions influence partisanship breaks withidre ea
research that considered partisanship to be generally inert (Key 1966). Thieaamer
Voter (Campbell, et al.1960) suggested that party identification was remaskalblg
and immune to political events except under special or unusual circumstancesrlyhis ea
literature considered American voter to have a long standing, psychologicaitooemt
or attachment to a party similar to religious convictions (Key and Munger 4889)
therefore contextual factors were unlikely to have any direct influence tn par
identification (Durand and Eckart 1976).

Many scholars have challenged the depiction of partisanship as a stable condition,
resistant to change or external influence. Although partisan identificatibe i
aggregate has been observed to be relatively stable, some scholars have arguell that
aggregate stability masks a substantial amount of individual level changei @xie
Weisberg 2001). Fiorina (1981) finds that partisanship is influenced by retrespecti
evaluations by voters. Voters keep a kind of "running tally" of events and conditains t
they use to update their assessment of the political parties. Many stlavkafeund
partisanship shifts to be associated with temporal changes in a variety of [patitica

economic conditions. Weisberg and Smith (1991) found party identification to vary

! It is also believed that temporal conditions #kely to influence partisan choice, but this reskar
currently only examines the 2006 LNS dataset, whiobs not allow for an exploration of temporal
conditions. For an example of an examination ofipan change and state context using panel data see
MacDonald and Franko (2008).
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monthly in relationship to various objective economic indicators. Similarly, sshudeve
found current political issues and the performance of elected officials temct party
identification and loyalty (Niemi and Jennings 1991; Stewart and Clarke 1998).

As a growing body of literature began to argue that partisanship was taiilass
once believed, other studies began to confirm earlier findings that partisa@ship w
resistant to exogenous factors such as political campaigns or issues (Johnston 1992;
Whiteley 1988). This is due, in part, to the fact that campaign messages, information
and new political issues are filtered through a person's partisanship, and ¢herajor
simply reinforce existing beliefs and attachments rather than produange. Gerber
and Huber (2009) find that partisanship helps shape perceptions of economic conditions
and even influences real economic behavior. Democrats are more likely e beée
economy will improve when there is a Democratic president and Republicans Hedieve t
economy will improve when there is a Republican in the White House. Gerber and Huber
(2009) find that these differences are not just an artifact of a survey instrouteeflect
true beliefs that are associated with measureable economic behaviomgLemeo
spending).

This seems to reinforce early studies that argued individuals are not “sksateinr
the winds of dominant community sentiment” (Durand and Eckart 1976, 301) and
individuals are likely to interpret their environments in ways that fit theirent belief
system. Miller (1992) suggested partisanship is likely to remain very stadai¢ime
and observed aggregate change may be due to generational replacement. Weisberg
(1983) and Schickler and Green (1997) showed that observed aggregate change in

partisanship was due to random error and that party identification was hidiéy/ @tae
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that error is controlled for. More recent studies suggest that not only isapahtis
stability due to early socialization, but also heredity (Alford, Funk, and Hil200§;
Settle, Dawes, and Fowler 2009).

Contextual Effects and Latino Partisanship

Assuming that contextual factors influence partisan choices (and the alievialma
suggests that this assumption is not without its skeptics), it is likely thitxtoal
factors do not work uniformly for all groups, since different groups often live in very
different contexts (Marschall and Stolle 2004). Economic downturns, scandals, wars,
rally events, and elections are likely to influence observers and pantgifizlarke and
Suzuki 1993), but these events may impact different groups (i.e. age, gender, race, and
class) in different ways and/or degrees. In addition, states, regions anikleoadly
experience or are exposed to these events in different ways (Kosmin and X8&&ar

This regional difference in context may be best seen in California during the 1990s
where immigration became a highly contentious issue. Although the immigratioe debat
reached a peak in salience nationally during the early 1990s (Hopkins 2007), the issue
had profound policy ramifications in California where a variety of anti-imamigballot
initiatives, executive orders, speeches and campaign ads created alyathmaged
environment that had a measurable effect on Latino residents. Pantoja, Rachirez a
Segura (2001, 747) find that this political environment prompted many Latino residents
to become naturalized citizens and to participate “in politics at rates siddstdmgher
that those naturalized in other environments.”

This research posits that there are varieties of conditions that would infheemce

context or environments influence Latino partisanship and to what degree. sFirst, a
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MacDonald and Franko (2008) note, the United States has a highly mobile population
with approximately 2.5% of its residents moving state to state annually. Thizeisialy
true for Latinos who are moving away from their traditional urban centers ardisar
moving away from the Southwest region. Frey (2006) found that the Chicago-
Naperville-Joliet (IL-IN-WI), the Washington-Arlington-AlexandiBC-VA-MD-WV),
and the Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta (GA) areas had some of thd laaigee
population gains in the nation from 2000 to 2004.

This migration away from urban centers and to the Midwest and South may have an
important influence on political socialization of Latinos, both young and old. Although

Campbell et al. (1960) in The American Vopgesented arguments supporting the

stability of partisanship, they also noted that a change in environment mag expos
individual to neighbors with different partisan views and such exposures magr "fost
change in identification (150)." This may be especially true for Latinospaghip since
there is a sizeable population of Latinos that are foreign born. These immagrents
their children will have far less political socialization regarding paentification
(Coffin 2003) and therefore contextual factors may have a substantiallyilapgeat on
partisan choice. This line of thinking is consistent with the spatial-assonilaiodel,
which sees the geographical distribution of minority groups as a product dethediof
assimilation. This model suggests that increases in assimilation antietor leads to
an increase in minority residential mobility, which in turn, helps lead (orcisssary for)
"a more complete... structural-assimilation” (Alba and Logan 1993, 1390).
Second, there is evidence that the United States is becoming more geodyaphical

polarized and that different parts of the country are drifting apart from ongeanot
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(Stonecash, et al. 2003; Bishop 2008; Kim et al. 2003). This is important because if
states and counties have drifted apart politically, then the migration abkdt areas
outside urban centers and the Southwest region may bring Latinos into contactyvith ve
different political climates. The combination of increased rates of migrafi@atinos to
different parts of the country and the geographic polarization of the Unidtsk$nay
increase the likelihood of contextual conditions influencing Latino party ideattdit
Which Contexts Matter?

Therborn (2008) notes that all democracies exhibit a spatial pattern of voting, with
people from different classes, ethnic groups, and religions voting differepiyndiag
on where they live, but the reason for these spatial differences are hhoveh. The
effect of political, economic, and social contexts may stem from how environmental
conditions influence 1) how information and political issues are conveyed and understood
and 2) who is in a person’s social network. For example, the partisan make up of an area
may influence the issues residents are exposed to, either through the $acigd ne
surrounding the individual or the partisan influence on the local media.

Besides examining the influence of partisan context on individual levedgrestip,
several other county characteristics are included to explore and control focatbexts.
For example, level of segregation between whites and Latinos as a measueewfitnt
exposure is included in several statistical models. Similarly, Lativiog) lin areas with a
high proportion of Latinos may have experiences that influence partisan choice.
Economic conditions such as the level of unemployment may influence how an
individual perceives political parties and government performance. Thesxtsoste

likely to have an influence on the composition of a respondent’s social network, which in
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turn may have an influence on partisan commitment (Brown 1988; Johnson and Gordon
2005).
Partisan Contextual Effects and the Criteria for Causation

In their critique on studies claiming the importance of contextual effeetan® and
Eckart (1976) suggest that many studies examining the influence o&partistext
assume any observed relationship is due to environment and ignore individual self-
selection. Durand and Eckart present an alternate explanation that antiassbetaeen
individual partisanship and partisan environment may simply be caused by prior
conditions that cause “individuals with certain views to selectively in-t@gnaout-
migrate to particular areaé.Durand and Eckart acknowledge that individuals are
unlikely to move because they do not conform to the partisanship of their neighbors but
they remind us that prior empirical research shows that “party idenbiisasire related
to other characteristics which do influence neighborhood turnover.” By including a
variety of county characteristics (i.e., unemployment levels, levels ofgsggme, urban
vs. rural, racial composition) the issue of self-selection can be addfessed.

A larger concern for this study is the temporal order criteria of ldgu¥dithout
panel data that track respondents over time to help illuminate the causal @nnecti
between individual partisan choice and county-level partisanship, any comelati
between individual partisanship and partisan context could simply be due to sampling
homogeneous clusters. Durand and Eckart’s proposed solution for controlling for self-

selection is to multiply their partisan contextual variable (percent Dat)dxy the

% See South, et al. (2008) and Pais, et al. (2Gf¥% fmore recent discussion of in and out-migratibn
areas.
% See Brown (1988) for arguments “debunking” thé-selection critique.
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likelihood of intra-unit exchange (a survey item asking respondents how often they vis
their neighbors) presents an approach that might be used to solve the temporaj orderi
problem. For this research an interaction term was created by multighgpattisan
contextual variables with a survey item that asks respondents how long theywbd\a li
their current residence. Such product terms help determine if the effect\draaise

on the dependent variable is dependent on the value of a third variable. With this
interaction term, | predict that the effect of the partisan context neeesueases as the
length of residency increasésf the partisan environment influences a person’s partisan
identification one would expect that the strength of the influence would be contingent on
how long a resident was exposed to that environment. An interaction term that \&positi
and statistically significant would provide evidence that partisan contextnoéue

partisan identification and is not just a product of self-selection or a samglfagtar

Data & Methodology

The study combines several data sources together: The 2006 Latino Nationgl Surve
2005 county characteristics, data on the level of segregation in county areas, and county
level party registration data. This data will be merged and analyzed n&nactive logit
models and multi-level models. The LNS, the most recent survey of Latino behaviors
and beliefs, contains 8,634 respondents living in the U.S. who identified themselves as
Latino. The survey was implemented between November 17, 2005 and August 4, 2006
(ICPSR 2009). The LNS is conducted in both Spanish and English and covers 15 states

and the District of Columbia. The areas covered by the survey contain thé larges

* Interaction terms are more frequently createdgudinmmy variables but can be created using two
interval-level variables (Aiken and West 1991).
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proportions of Latinos and are representative of 87.5% of the U.S. Latino population.
The survey contains respondents from 629 different counties and the District of
Columbia, allowing us to examine the influence of different environmental condairons
respondent partisanship.
Dependent Variable

Although the LNS contains several partisanship survey items, this analysisS@n
the item that asks respondents: “Generally speaking, do you usually considelf gourse
Democrat, a Republican, an Independent, some other party, or what?” Miller (1991, 558)
argues that this phrasing of the question is perhaps the best measure to exdisame pa
self-identification and is preferable to questions that differentiateiadalitdegrees of
partisanship. Table 3.1 and 3.2 provides the breakdown of how respondents answered
this question in the 2006 Latino National Survey and the 1989-90 Latino National
Political Survey. The analysis that follows focuses on the dichotomous dependent
variable that differentiates Democrats from all other responfents.
Contextual Variables

The main explanatory (independent) variables of interest measure the céntextua
conditions of the Latino respondents in the 2006 LNS. The LNS contains the Federal
Information Processing Standard (FIPS) code which identifies the county (oy count
equivalent) for each respondent and therefore this is used as the geograpbic leve
analysis’ Branton and Jones (2005) argue the county is the appropriate level to examine

contextual effects because a respondent's exposure to a particular group is net ¢onfi

® LNS Executive Summary.
http://depts.washington.edu/uwiser/documents/LN®chHtive_Summary LNS.pdf

® Republican, Don't Know; Don't Care; and Other Partre coded 0.

" The FIPS codes are not currently listed on thdiglytavailable dataset at ICPSR. It must be retpees
separately from ICPSR officials.
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their neighborhood or census bldclEstimates of the proportion of the electorate voting
for Kerry in 2004, the unemployment rate, population density in 2005 for 629 county
FIPS contained in the LNS were obtained from the County Characteristics, 2000-2007
datasef. These data are used as the contextual variables in the regression aralysis t
follows.

The primary interest is in how the political context influences Latino partisa
identification. The proportion of a county who voted for Kerry in the 2004 election is
used to capture the different partisan dynamics within the different cotfhitiés.
predicted that Latinos who live in counties with higher proportions of the electbedt
voted for Kerry are more likely to self-identify as a Democrat. McGhde<aimm
(2009, 345) state the presidential vote is not an accurate measure of partisarsalsp bec
one cannot assume that a person who voted for a presidential candidate is a member of
that party since the voter has “no viable alternative to the major-party casdidat
Instead, the authors use party registration statistics at the countyeleveasure party
support. They argue it is a more valid measure of the partisan make up of a county
because voters can register as Independents or with a third party and stdl eote f
candidate from the two major parties in the general elettiGmly 26 states collect party
registration information by county. McGhee and Krimm (2009) were able to tdd&x

from 21 of these states. Of those 21 states 11 coincide with the 15 states in the LNS

8 Brown (1988, 19) suggests, “crossing a county damnis...sufficient to bring about a qualitative chan
in local political environments.”

® Available from the Inter-University Consortium fBolitical and Social Research (ICPSR) study # 066
(http://dx.doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR20660). This datatse not have information on one county in the
dataset, Broomfield County, CO, which contained tegpondents.

19 Measures assessing the average vote for DemoPrasidential candidates from 2000 and 2004 (and
2008) were also created with no substantive chantiee findings.

™ This county-level registration data was made aédl by the authors Eric McGhee and Daniel Krimm
(2009) and is currently not publicly available.
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dataset (Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, lowa, Maryland, Nevada, Bies&y]
New Mexico, New York, and North Carolin&).

In addition to partisan context, the level of segregation in a county was also used as a
contextual explanatory variable. Data on segregation was obtained from thke Raci
Residential Segregation Measurement Project at the Population Studies'Catte
level of segregation is measured by the Index of Dissimilarity, whidsuanes whether
two or more groups tend to live in different blocks within a county. This Index of
Dissimilarity ranges from 0 to 100 where a value of 0 means that Latntb#hites are
evenly dispersed in a county and 100 would mean that the two groups are completely
isolated from one another. This index score in the 629 counties in the LNS dataset ranges
from 9.1 (Humbolt County, NV) to 92.1 (Davis County, 1A), with a mean of 54.87 and a
standard deviation of 12.38. The level of segregation may influence Latino partisanship
in that Latinos living in a segregated area may be more exposed to peopldasf simi
partisan identity and, at the same time, less exposure to out-groups that may have
different partisan attitude's.

Individual-Level Control Variables

There is no consensus on how different individual-level characteristics influence

Latino partisanship. Coffin (2003, 217) finds that “conventional socio-economic

measures do not explain Latino partisanship,” while Kosmin and Keysar (1992) found

2 This means that when the party registration meaisunsed in the model, only 352 counties are e
in the analysis.

13 http://lwww.psc.isr.umich.edu. See Appendix B forexplanation of how this index is calculated.

% This is based on the assumption (or ecologickldg) that a Latino living in a heavily segregatedinty
is exposed to less partisan/political diversityisTdssumption may not hold in that a respondeetszsd
from a county with a high segregation score mdylist in a part of the county that is raciallyerse. In
addition, even if the respondent does live in dathcsegregated area, this area may have a dipendisan
environment.
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that social class and demographic factors influenced the political partyepieds of
Latinos. A variety of control variables identified by previous studies agiassd with
political attitudes are included. For example, several scholars found thét ¢éngt
residency to be significantly related to the partisan identification (Atvane Bedolla
2003; Cain, Kiewiet and Uhlaner 1991; Wong 2000). Legal status and whether a
respondent is a first generation born in the U.S. were found to influence partisan
attachments and political behavior (Barreto 2005; Cain, Kiewiet and Uhlaner 1991;
Wong 2000). Kelly and Kelley (2005) and McDaniel dttison (2008) found religion to
be important factors in partisanship and political participatdational identity (i.e.

being Cuban) was also found to be associated with partisan choice (Alvarez afid Bed
2003). The LNS contains survey items that allow us to control for these individual-level
characteristics and other traditional individual-level charactesisiech as age,

education, perception of economic conditions (national economy, family financial
situation, employment status, & government assistandsjtino identity/culture (keep
distinct culture and keep ability to speak Spanish), union membership, interest a@s politi
(newspaper readership, contact public official, & interest in politics), anchethat
respondent is registered to vote. Appendix A contains descriptive statistitidlier a
variables used in the various regression models in the analysis section.

Analysis & Results

The exploratory analysis of context and Latino partisanship begins bynaxgumow
respondents in the LNS vary across state and county. Table 3.3 displays theidistribut

of responses to the survey question, “Generally speaking, do you usually consider

5 This index measure instead of household incorneesl because the survey item that asks respondents
about their income has a large amount of missiitg.da
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yourself a Democrat, a Republican, an Independent, some other party, or what3,” acr
the 15 states. New York has the largest proportion of respondents that self-igentif
Democrats (52%) and North Carolina with the least (20%). Table 3.4 shows how various
county level demographics are associated with the proportion of respondents who are
Democrat.

The proportion of respondents in a county self-identifying as Democrats istedrrela
with the several county level measures in expected ways. The proportion of Di@nocra
respondents in a county was generally higher in counties with higher proportions of
Latinos, counties voting for the presidential candidate John Kerry in the 2004 eléction a
higher rates, and counties with less segregation between whites and Latinos. N
surprisingly, the proportion of respondents identifying as Democrats in a county was
correlated with the actual proportion of the county registered as Democrats.

Measuring the Influence of Partisan Context with Cross-Sectiortal Da

The next step in the analysis is to look at how county-level measures are@ssocia
with variation in individual-level partisanship choice. The self-identificatieasuare is
recoded into a dichotomous variable where one represents a respondent who self-
identifies as a Democrat and zero represents all other responses. Table 8.thehow
results from two interactive logistic models used to analyze the 2006 LN®tdatHse
first model (Model 1) uses county turnout in support for John Kerry in the 2004
presidential election as a surrogate measure of a county’s partisaxt.cBatause

survey data that represents a snapshot of Latino partisanship is being used, one cannot be

16 A robust between-cluster variance estimator for cluster-correlated data was used for the logit
models using the STATA option cluster (see Williams 2000 for elaboration on the estimator).
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sure that an association between partisan context and individual partisanshipiss aot |
product of the level of variation between clusters not being homogeneous. If @@nel d
that followed individuals across time and across geographic boundaries were @yvailabl
one could better isolate the causal mechanism between context and partisanshg. This i
possible with panel series available from the American National ElectinoineSt(i.e.
Brown 1988; McDonald and Franko 2008), but is difficult when examining Latino
partisanship because of the lack of available panel data with a sizable batiple.s

The attempted solution to this problem is to include an interaction term between
partisan context measure (% vote for Kerry or % registered Democdatha survey
item asking respondents how long they have lived in the community. As discussed
earlier, it is posited that if the partisan context measure has an influencespoadent’s
partisanship, then that influence would likely depend on how long a resident has lived in
the specific geographic context. An interaction term to attempt to captticeytfzamic is
used:’ The first model in Table 3.5 shows that the both proportion of a county that voted
for Kerry and the length of residency were positively related to the odds #sgiandent
self-identified as a Democrat, but the interactive term was not siatissignificant.
This means it is not certain if the association between the county political ttantea
respondent’s partisanship is a product of self-selection or a result of an unevenagispers
of Democrats across the areas sampled.

No other contextual variable was found to have a statistically signifi¢ainbmship
to the dichotomous dependent variable. Because of the correlations between some of the

county-level measures, several models that contained the same individuablealaes,

" Both variables are centered before creating thdymt term as recommended by Jaccard (2001).
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the county vote for Kerry, and only one other contextual variable were reran. Then, the
contextual variable was replaced one by one with another county measure to avoid any
multicollinearity (results not shown for space considerations). Regardldss of t
combination of contextual variables, only the county vote measure was assodiated wi
the dependent variable.

Model 2 uses party registration data to measure the partisan context of a county. As
noted above, McGhee and Krimm (2009, 345) argue that the use of the presidential vote
as an indicator of an area’s partisan leaning may produce misleading besistise a
person who voted for a presidential candidate may not necessarily be a merhaer of t
party since the voter has “no viable alternative to the major-party caradid&ecause
some states do not track voter registration by party, there is onlyaégistdata for 11
of the 15 states and some respondents were excluded because of missing data, theref
only 337 counties are included in the analysis in Model 2.

The results showed that both the partisan context variable and the interactiordterm ha
a positive and statistically significant relationship with the dependenblari& simple
interpretation of the these coefficients suggests that not only does a hatigar a
highly Democratic county have a higher chance of being a Democrat but when the
individual has lived in that county for a long time there is also an additional
multiplicative effect on the dependent variable above and beyond that provided by each
variable on its own. A more complicated interpretation is provided by Jaccard (2001, 44):
the exponent of the product term between two quantitative/continuous predictors, X [in
this case Dem. Registration] and Z [Length of Residency], represents the dngount

multiplying factor of the political context changes given a 1-unit iregréa length of
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residency. For example, the odds of a Latino being a Democrat is 1.13 timefbigher
Latino living in a county with 57 percent registered Democrats (approxinaielsD

above the mean) for 16 years (approximately one SD above the mean) than a Latino
living in a county with 45 percent Democrats (the mean) for 7.86 years (the méas). T
increase in odds is in addition to the 1.11 [exp(0.008*SD of 13.2)] times higher odds of
being a Democrat for just living in a county with a higher proportion of Democrats (1 SD
above the mean). This positive and statistically significant coefficienidea®gome
evidence that a conditional relationship exists and that the measured azsoEiadit

simply a product of self-selection or a reflection of county polarization.

Only one other contextual variable was found to have a significant relationship with
Latino partisanship, the dichotomous variable indicating whether a county was urban o
not (populations with 1000 or more residents per square mile were categorized as urban,
which has been a density criteria of the U.S. Census since the 19Ba8ios living in
urban counties had higher odds of being a Democrat, even when taking into account the
actual proportion of Democrats registered in the county, the size of the Latino mopulati
and the unemployment rate. Besides having often-higher concentrations of poverty,
minorities, and Democrats, there might be reasons that urban environmentsaeteatss
with Democratic partisanship. Population density may help translatesbeise
economic conditions into more partisan environments because of higher rates of social
exchange.

Multi-level Model

The data is reanalyzed using hierarchical generalized linear mode&lMjH&sfurther

18 http://www.census.gov/geo/www/GARM/Ch12GARM.pdf
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explore the connection between partisan context and Latino partisanship. The purpose of
a multi-level model is to predict the values of a dependent variable with a set of
explanatory variables from more than one level (Luke 2004). The multi-level model
provides another way of examining interactions, specifically interactietmgeln
variables from different levels. A multi-level or hierarchical model mag better way
of examining cross-level interactions than simply adding a product temst, &ialyzing
two levels of data (individual survey responses and county level data) with e taldit
logit model may be inappropriate because the hierarchical structure otdheala
violate the assumption of independence of errors (Raudenbush and Bryk®2002).
Although estimating robust standard errors may help take into account the iafafenc
the clustering of observations, it is not necessarily an appropriate solutiorptolhem
of estimating hierarchical data. Second, scholars who have experience usaaivuger
terms have noticed that the “coefficients often change dramatically whgmaced with
the corresponding coefficients from a main-effects model” (Jaccard andi P03,

23).

The multi-level model has the benefit of examining interactions by observing @ow th
relationship between a dependent variable and independent variable varies across
clusters. It is argued here that this may be a way at getting at hogsapaintext
influences Latino partisanship when one does not have panel data. If context agters
should observe that the relationship between some individual-level variables and Latino
partisanship will vary across counties and that this variation can be explaiaed by

county’s partisan context (or other contextual factors).

9 Clusted data with correlated errors can underegtitine standard errors and thus increasing thecehan
of committing a Type | error (Luke 2004).
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The multi-level model estimated here does not directly estimate indiveshahl |
parametersf, B1, P2, P3, ----Pk), but rather estimates them indirectly using county level
parameters (gamma$>°® The model treats the intercept and sloespq, 2, Bs, -..Px)
as “outcomes” that vary across counties with some of this variation being @rfiuofct
level-two (county) predictors. Estimators for these outcomes are based oratfremat
each cluster or unit and on data from other similar clusters, increasimgigechis is a
major strength of multi-level models and allows for estimation even when sairgde
(n) in each unit (j) is relatively small, as long as the number of units that haeelmar
2 cases is large (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2005). Although the accuracy of these
estimators are less dependent on sample size than traditional methods, those 162 counti
that have 10 or more respondents residing in each county will still be exathined.

Including only those counties containing 10 or more respondents reduces the overall
sample size of the LNS dataset from 8634 to 7270. When using the party registration data
for the 11 states data was available for, only 108 counties remain in the datasetgredu

the sample size to 4994 respondents. Although this is a substantial loss of data, a healthy
number of clusters is retained, containing anywhere from 10 to 461 respondents, with an
average of 45 per county.

A variety of model specifications were explored. Table 3.6 shows the resultsvioom
of the more interesting examinations. It is not predicted that all of theoredhips
between Latino partisanship and the explanatory variables will vary atosssrs. As in

Model 1 and 2, it is predicted that length of residency in a community will have cross-

% gee Appendix C for more information on the estiarabf the HGLM model using HLM 6.02.
% The average number of respondents per county Vgth3he largest numbers of respondents, 461,
residing in Los Angeles County.
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level interactions with partisan context. Similarly, the relationship Etwaion
membership and partisanship may be stronger in heavily Democratic cStittissalso
predicted that those respondents that believed that it is important for Latmagtain a
distinct culture and to maintain the ability to speak Spanish would more likely self
identify as Democrats because the Democratic Party is often seen aslerarg
towards immigrants and different cultures (Hero, Garcia, Garcia, arttbR 2000, 531).
Finally, it is also predicted that this relationship may vary depending on wizetlag¢ino
respondent is living in a county with a large proportion of Latinos. Latino idengijy m
be activated by the presence of a sizeable Latino population.

Model 3 presents the results from the HGLM using the proportion of the vote in a
county that went to the Democratic presidential candidate in 2004. The intercepts did not
vary in a way that could be explained by partisan context but the model did provide
evidence that the relationship between length of residency and partisan eagext
positive and statistically significant at the 0.10 level (two-tailet).téhis means that
respondents living in a county longer are more likely to be a Democrat ibaiméychad a
large proportion of voters supporting Kerry (above the median level of the sample
counties - 49 percent). A cross-level interaction for the Latino identityureeéeeep
distinct culture + maintain Spanish language) was also found. The relationshiprbetwee
Latino identity and Democratic partisanship is larger in counties with a@sizabl
Democratic population.

The results from Model 4 did not uncover a cross-level interaction betweenrpartisa

context (using registration data) and length of residency, but it did find arctiaara

22 |n Model 3 and 4, a dichotomous measure of partisatext is used that simply measures if a coisnty
above the median score on the Kerry vote measuteddemocratic registration measure.
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between union membership and partisan context. The results suggest the relationship
between union membership and partisanship is stronger in a county with a large
proportion of registered Democrats (above the median — 39 percent). The HGLM in
Model 4 also found that the intercepts vary across clusters and that part of #tisvari

can be attributed to whether a county was an urban county. This means that in general,
Latinos in urban counties had a high base-line level of odds of being a Democrat.

Conclusion & Discussion

The debate over whether partisanship is influenced by exogenous factors itedell ci
in the political science literature and as Niemi and Weisberg (2001) suthgedebate is
likely to continue for some time. This debate is less well documented in theuliécoa
Latino partisanship. There are a variety of reasons why one may belieugaéxt
conditions will have more or less of an influence on Latinos. Because a largeiproport
of Latinos are new to the political system (Coffin 2003), contextual fagtayshave
more of an impact. In addition, increased migration from traditional areapasiag
Latinos to new political conditions and experiences. Alternatively, levelgoégation
in areas and occupations may insulate some individuals from variation in political
environments (Queneau 2009; South, et al. 2008).

This chapter attempted to explore how contextual factors influenced Latino
partisanship by examining the 2006 Latino National Survey. Both political ¢contex
measures (voting data and registration data) were found positively arfecarghy
associated with increases in the odds of a Latino being a Democrat in thredaufrt
regression models. Although this research did not have access to panel dat@that fol

Latino political development over time, the LNS provides a variety of infeomébat
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can be used to explore the research question. By using interaction termsionaiadit
logit models and Hierarchical Generalized Linear Models, the relatmnbeiween
individual-level characteristics and partisanship can be explored and are coddiyone
these contextual conditions.

One of the interactive logistic models (Model 2) found evidence that the partisa
context of a county interacts with how long a respondent has lived in that county to
increase the odds that the respondent self-identifies as a Democrat. Thesiaméeam
gives a reason to believe that the relationship between partisan context arthaidivi
partisanship is not spurious. In addition, one of the multi-level models (model 3) also
confirmed this interaction effect for length of residency and partisan ¢ontex
Furthermore, several other contextual effects that produced results sugtiest
promise of examining partisanship with multi-level models were examinedrioto
the multi-level models show that partisan context influences individual partipabshi
other socioeconomic contexts condition how other individual-level characteristics
influence partisanship (i.e. size of the Latino population in a county).

Other permutations of cross-level interaction can be explored using multi-level
models. For example, national identity has frequently been found to be associated wit
partisan identification. Many scholars have found Cubans less likely to idestify a
Democrats (e.g., Uhlaner and Garcia 2005), but this individual-level charéciaris
being Cuban is taping into an historic and geographic contextual relationshipthatine
some intrinsic endogenous condition. Cubans living in counties with diverse partisan and
racial contexts are likely to have different propensities for or agaigspatific party. A

multi-level model is the appropriate method to explore this dynamic. The resuits f
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this study suggest that interaction terms and multi-level models can providetaskst
to explore the contextual conditions of Latino partisanship.

Although these tools provided interesting and meaningful results, they canrnot matc
the ability of panel data to examine how spatial and temporal changes areycausall
connected to changes in partisanship. Although this study could be expanded to
incorporate the changes that occur in a county, it cannot incorporate the changes that
have occurred in an individual and the multiple contexts that an individual has
experienced. This will be the next obstacle for scholars interested in Latitacapol

behavior to overcome.
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Tables

Table 3.1: 2006 LNS - Generally speaking, do you usually consider yourself|a
Democrat, a Republican, an Independent, some other party, or what?
Frequency Percent

Democrat 3085 35.7
Republican 970 11.2
Independent 1435 16.6

Don't care 1410 16.3

Don't know/other party 1734 20.1

Total Sample Size 8634 100.0

*unweighted frequencies

Table 3.2: 1989-1990 LNPSGenerally speaking, do you usually consider you
a Democrat, a Republican, an Independent, some other party, or what?
Frequency Percent
Democrat 1181 34.6
Republican 547 16.0
Independent 369 10.8
Something else (specify) 69 2.0
None of them (nothing) 9 3
Refused 16 .5
Don't know 135 4.0
No answer 2 A
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Inapplicable 1087 31.8
Total Sample Size 3415 100.0

*unweighted frequencies
Table 3.3: Partisan Self-ldentification by State

%

State % Democrat % Republicanindependent N
New York 51.9% 6.9% 12.6% 800
New
Mexico 46.8% 13.0% 12.3% 400
Arizona 43.0% 9.0% 16.0% 400
lllinois 41.3% 8.0% 15.5% 600
New Jersey, 40.2% 12.7% 16.4% 403
Texas 39.1% 9.6% 15.8% 811
California 37.8% 10.1% 16.3% 1204
Colorado 33.9% 11.1% 20.0% 404
Nevada 32.3% 10.9% 19.1% 403
lowa 31.8% 9.0% 17.8% 400
Washington 30.3% 9.9% 19.4% 403
Florida 26.4% 24.5% 16.0% 800
Arkansas 24.2% 10.7% 21.2% 401
Georgia 20.5% 11.8% 17.5% 400
North
Carolina 20.0% 10.0% 17.0% 401

*calculated using state weights
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Table 3.4: Correlations between Proportion Identifying with Democrats andyEour
Level Characteristics (N=630)

% Registere( % Level of
% | Democratic| Voted % % | Segregation Unemploy|{ Pop.
Dem| (N=352) [for Kerry|Latino| White| (N=629) | Urban Rate Density
%Dem 1.000 .111 147" | 253" | .078 -.135" .065 .012 .061
% Reg. N . . . . . .
°Re8 1111|1000 | 458 |.367 |-5547| -278 063 | 383 | 198
Democratic
0/ VOted for * * * * * * * Ik
° 147 458 1.000 |.117" |-.353 134 .375 196 .310
Kerry
% Latino |.253" 367" 117" | 1.000|.212" -.299" .043 .387" .045
% White .078| -554" -353" |.212" | 1.000 -.062 -335° | -.147" | -.225°
Level of - . . o
_ | -275 134" |-.299" | -.062 1.000 .060 -.044 .075
Segregatior{.135
Urban .065 .063 375" | .043 |-.335" .060 1.000 | -.147" 447"
Unemploy. . . . . «
ploy .012 .383 196" |.382" |-.147 -.044 -.147 1.000 -.019
Rate
Pop. . " « .
_ .061 .195 310" | .045 |-.225 .075 447 -.019 1.000
Density

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 leveH@iled).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level tgled).
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TABLE 3.5: Interactive Logit Models: 1 = Democrat; 0 = Not Democratic

}

MODEL 1 MODEL 2
Logit Robust Logit Robust
Ccefficient Standard Cceefficient Standard
Errors Errors
Contextual
Variables
Democrat .008** .004
Registration
% of County Vote .016*** .004
for
Kerry
Level of -.001 .003 .001 .004
Segregation
% Latino .003 .003 .0001 .004
Unemployment -.025 .024 -.027 .030
Rate
Urban County .050 .109 .215* 124
Interaction Term:
Dem. Reg. and ™
Length of .020 .014 .001 .0003
residence
Individual-Level
Variables
Length of -.011*** .004 -.023 .016
Residence
Age .013*** .002 .014**=* .003
Education .063*** .018 .055%** .021
Economic 119%** .022 142%** .028
Condition
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Political Interest .135%** .019 151%** .023
Latino Identity .180*** .043 149%** .057
Union Member 273%** .093 301 x** 117
Cuban -1.07%** 215 -1.06*** 216
Catholic 3747 .068 387*** 077
Born in the US A36%+* 071 A36%** .087
Registered to Vote A90*** .090 519%** .106
Intercept -5.23*** 440 -4 .55%** .589
# of counties 591 337

# obs 7011 4697

Pseudo R2 0.1143 0.1148

LR chi2 822.07 593.19

Prob > chi2 0.0000 0.0000

***p < .01 for two-tailed test; ** p <05 for two-tailed test; *p&.1 for two tailed test

*National weights were used

TABLE 3.6: Hierarchical Generalized Linear Models (Intercepts & Slages
Outcomes Models)

FIXED EFFECTS MODEL 3 MODEL 4

Logit: 1=Dem; O=Not Dem| Logit: 1=Dem; O=Not

Dem
Coefficient Robust Coefficient Robust
Standard Standard
Errors Errors
Model for Intercept B0
Intercept -6.157*** 0.467 -4 .523%** 0.487
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v00

Urban 0.054 0.098 0.346*** 0.114
v03
Support for Kerry
(Dichotomous) -0.161 0.136
vO4a
Dem. Registration
v04b
-0.049 0.146
(Dichotomous)
Model for Length
of Residence Bl
Intercept 0.037 0.015 0.013 0.00¢
v10
Support for Kerry 0.011
(Dichotomous) 0.027* 0.015 -0.013
v1ll
Model for Union
Member B2
Intercept 0.484** 0.216 -0.057 0.184
v20
Support for Kerry
(Dichotomous) 0.137 0.248 0.503** 0.222
v21
Latino ldentity
B3, y30
Intercept -0.007 0.061 0.154 0.060
v30
Latino Maj. 0.026* 0.015 -0.005 0.016
v31
Age B4, 0.044*** 0.004 0.016*** 0.003
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v40
Born in US B5, 2.472 0.114 0.445%** 0.090
v50
Education B6, 0.309*** 0.024 0.073*** 0.0226
v60
Catholic B7, 0.008 0.092 0.397*** 0.082
vy70
Economic 8,
v80
Intercept -0.007 0.048 0.143*** 0.043
v80
Unenploy. Rate 0.006 0.008 0.001 0.00¢
v81
Cuban B9, 0.571*** 0.169 -0.851*** 0.176
v90
Political Interest 0.231*** 0.022 0.125*** 0.023
10,y100
Registered to Vote 0.469*** 0.129 0.544*** 0.110
f11,y110
RANDOM EFFECTS
Intercept uO
Variance Component 0.074*** 0.109***
Standard Deviation 0.272 0.329
Chi-Square 222.9 189.4
Reliability Estimate 0.208 0.339
N (respondents) 7280 4994
J (Countries 162 108

***p < .01 for two-tailed test; ** p <05 for two-tailed test; *p®&.1 for two-tailed test

*National weights were used
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CHAPTER FOUR
MINORITY REPRESENTATION AND POLITICAL ATTITUDES AND

PARTICIPATION
Introduction

The Voting Rights Act 1965, and its subsequent revisions and renewals, led to the
creation of majority-minority congressional districts with the intent akeasing
minority representation at the federal level. Over the past fifty yéer&)nited States
has seen an enormous increase in the number of minorities elected to public bigice. T
increase in the influence of minorities in the public sector is likely to contintease
with each passing decade. Even so, minorities continue to lag far behind their actual
numbers in terms of representation at the local, state, and federal level.

It has been argued “ethnicity places individuals in a particular culhdaaial
milieu that shapes their worldview and perceptions of their interests.” Asilh oéthis
shaped worldview, “ethnicity influences the manner in which individuals are brought i
and engage the political system” (Graves and Lee 2000, 229). This chapter intends t
explore that effect by examining how increased representation of Latitiesfatieral
level (U.S. House of Representatives) might influence Latino voters.

The 1989 Latino National Political Survey found that 66.4% of Latinos said that
having a co-ethnic candidate on the ballot would not influence their vote choice.
Conversely, 3.7% said a co-ethnic on the ballot would make them less likely to vote for
that candidate and 29.93% said it would make them more likely. In the more recent 2006
Latino National Survey 26.8% stated it was not at all important to have a co-ethnic
candidate on the ballot, 23.6% stated it was somewhat important while 49.6% believed it

to be very important. While it is not within the scope of this chapter to address the
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differences between the 1989 and 2006 responses, it seems that the perceived anportanc
of having a co-ethnic candidate on the ballot has increased for Latinos. Given that, what
effect does have a co-ethnic candidate on the ballot mean for Latino élbetwaaior?

The amount of research dedicated to explaining American voting behavior is, to say
the least, extensive. Two of the most prominent American voting behavior theeries a
those of Anthony Downs and Angus Campbell. The model espoused by Downs in his

book An Economic Theory of Democra}957), put simply, is a spatial model that

consists of voting for the candidate closest to the voter’s political prefetefteseness
can refer to many things, typically issue positions, but can also be in regasisaea
ethnicity. Campbell, on the other hand, purports a “funnel of causality” with a temporal
chain of explanatory factors at the beginning of the mouth of a temporal funnabl¢éadi
the dependent variable, vote choice, at the stem of the funnel. A voter’s ultimatishoic
influenced by partisanship, candidate positions, and evaluations of the candidate overal
These factors are themselves influenced by demographic factors sucloasmsuminic
factors, religion, and ethnicity (Campbell, et al 1960).

Given that shared race and ethnicity may be components that influence vote choice,
this chapter will explore how descriptive representation may impact theg@dhehavior
of Latinos. Many scholars have researched descriptive representatfentefthe
political behavior and attitudes of constituents (Gay, 2001; Banducci, Donovan, and
Karp, 2004; Gilliam, 1996; Bobo and Gilliam, 1990). This chapter builds on this research
by exploring the effects descriptive representation in the U.S. House hasrasla
electoral behavior. The importance of descriptive representation is said to be

“significant...for analyzing group status and power in the American politysas”
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(Hardy-Fanta, et al 2005, 2).

What is Descriptive Representation?

The term “descriptive representation” was first coined by Griffitlos\&ollheim
(1960, 188) and refers to representatives who “are in their own persons and lives in some
sense typical of the larger class of persons whom they represent” (Mgesi999,

629). In other words, women legislators represent women constituents, a union worker
representing a union community, or Latino constituents being representédtiyca
representative. David Lublin puts it even more simply: “members of mirgmotyps win
descriptive representation in the political arena by electing membdmsiogtoup to

public office” (1997, 12).

The notion of descriptive representation is as old as the American republic hiself. T
United States Constitution, for example, requires that the president be born imtdde U
States. Many local elections turn on the idea of “being one of us”. If a candatatet
lived in the district for an extended period of time, if at all, they are oftereped as an
outsider, a carpetbagger, and not worthy of representing the citizens of that galen loc
As Jane Mansbridge states: “being one of us’ is assumed to promote loyalty’t
interests” (1999, 629).

Mansbridge identifies one of the effects of descriptive representation as the
“‘communicative advantage” (1999, 642). Some constituents may face barrieryiilgntif
or communicating with their representative. Descriptive representatiacheather
hand, allows for a commonality from which the citizen can now relate to their
representative, which in turn helps to break down otherwise potential barriers.

Mansbridge cites an example of descriptive representation from an excletwgerba
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black legislator and Richard Fenno: “every expression he gives or gives offysdhee

idea, ‘Il am one of you.” Mansbridge notes that “his constituents in turn used not only the
visible characteristic of skin color but also his body language, choice of wocdst.ac

and other external signals to predict the likelihood of a large body of experienad share
with them and other African-Americans” (1999, 645).

Arguments Against the Relevance of Descriptive Representation

Many scholars have summarily dismissed the notion of descriptive reptiese it
Marion Young writes: “having such a relation of identity or similarity wibhstituents
says nothing about what the representative does” (1997, 354). According to Mansbridge,
Carol Swain was the first political scientist to empirically study ptli¢he actions of
Black members of Congress. Swain found that in the United States Congress ‘ankre bl
faces in political office will not necessarily lead to more representaft the tangible
interests of blacks” (1999, 630). Hardy-Fanta, et al, acknowledge that descriptive
representation “may not be sufficient for the achievement of political egaalit policy
responsiveness for marginalized groups...” but descriptive representation does have
“symbolic or material importance as a necessary condition or positive fawtandis
group empowerment” (2005, 2).

One could argue that just because an elected official may share racid),@extiner
cultural traits with their constituents, those ties might still not reflpon what the
representative actually does as a lawmaker. However, a representaireets ethnicity
may provide some important information to voters regarding a candidate. Otigyst@bi
identify racially with his member of Congress, or any other electedseptative, may

be of some importance because race can be viewed as a “signal that speaks louder tha
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words, or at least with more meaning” (Bianco 1994, 153). In fact, Lionel Sosalia m
consultant and presidential campaign adviser, conducted focus groups of Latino voters
found that “positive ethnic identification with the candidate is an important feeor”

that “issues also work, but only after Latino voters like and trust the candiBai&tto

2007, 67).

In Gerald Pomper’s Voters’ Choice: Varieties of American ElelcBehaviorhe

describes two types of voters: the dependent and the responsive. The dependent voter
seems to build upon that described in Paul Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson, and Hazel

Gaudet's The People’s Choice..a person thinks, politically, as he is, socially. Social

characteristics determine political preference” (1968, 27). Pomper’'spendent voter

does not rely primarily on his own resources and opinions in making political choices.

Rather, he relies on cues of his social groups,” such as race. Furthermore, “thertepende

voter does not make an autonomous choice on the basis of the issues...” (1975, 5-6).
The idea of a “dependent” voter seems, at least to some degree, to be born out in

research on race and its influence on voting. Raymond Wolfinger states “ethnic soting i

strongest during an ethnic group’s earliest residence in this country [thel Staties]

and subsequently declines from this peak as the group’s members make their way out of

the working class.” Wolfinger goes on to qualify this as a sort of “assiaml#teory” as

there is a “direct relationship between the proportion of a nationality group in the

working class and that group’s political homogeneity.” As more and more meaflzers

given group enter the middle class, they become exposed, and adopt, different political

% This is not to suggest that Latinos are unquealibn‘dependent” voters whose electoral calculatiare
solely influenced by a shared ethnicity, but ratb@isuggest that such a voter may exist and thus,
descriptive representation may indeed be a validbke in studying Latino political behavior.
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interests and begin to identify more with the society’s majority (1965, 896). Walfinge
however, finds that this theory may not actually be the case. Using Itahdrsish

living in New Haven, Connecticut, he finds that ethnic voting “does not steadily diminish
from an initial peak, but instead increases during at least the first two gensgr1965,
906). He concludes by suggesting, “even when ethnic salience has faded..idal polit
effects will remain. One of the most remarkable tendencies in politicavioeathe
persistence of partisan affiliations for generations after the reémuatheir formation

have become irrelevant to contemporary society” (1965, 908).

While many scholars have referred to ethnic voting as a “transitional phem@ime
Graves and Lee, in their study of Latinos during the 1996 Texas Senatenglfectnd
that “the relationship between ethnic identity and voting persists in the Unaties’St
(2000, 226). The 1996 Texas senatorial contest was between the Republican Anglo
incumbent and a Democratic Latino challenger. Graves and Lee’s study bewhet
ethnicity played a role in Latinos vote choice found that “ethnicity does have agcindi
effect on candidate evaluation” because ethnicity does influence pariséG00, 232).
Further, they find that “co-ethnic candidates are evaluated more positiaelypther
candidates” (2000, 233).

Descriptive Representation and Minority Political Empowerment

Much of the early minority political empowerment literature comes from the 1970s
and 1980s and mainly focuses on blacks. These early scholars agreed on two points: “that
blacks tended to participate more than whites when differences in socioecotatusc s
were taken into account and that a strong sense of ‘ethnic community,” or group

consciousness, was the stimulus to heightened black participation” (Bobo and,Gilliam
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1990, 377). Since the 1960s, the number of black elected officials has grown substantially
and as a result, so has the literature exploring the effect of increaseddplaasentation
on the political attitudes and behaviors of black citizens.

In short, the implication for the political empowerment model is that deseripti
representation (for women, racial or ethnic minorities, etc.) ought to cneadased
positive feelings towards government and the representative, increasealpolitic
participation such as voting and contacting members of government, and/oradcreas
political knowledge.

Empirical Findings Reqgarding the Effects of Descriptive Represantati

The literature that studies the effect descriptive representation has oniesihas
been, at best, a mixed bag. Bobo and Gilliam (1990) studied the effects that black mayor
had on the political behavior of black citizens in their respective communities. What the
authors found is that “where blacks hold positions of political power, they are more
active and participate at higher rates than whites of comparable sowo&c status.”
Second, they found that black empowerment leads to increased feelings thigiapiart
has intrinsic value among urban blacks. Additionally, being empowered fasters a
increased knowledge in blacks about political affairs (Bobo and Gilliam 1990, 388).

Banducci, Donovan, and Karp (2004, 549) studied the effects of descriptive
representation for blacks on whether the constituent can recall their Comgress
representative’s name, their approval for the representative, whetherzbe witis more
likely to contact their representative. The effects were found to beisamifind in the
expected direction: “even when controlling for party identification, blacksnare likely

to recall the name of their representative, more likely to contact the reptessrand
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approve of his or her performance” than for those blacks who do not have a black
representative. However, descriptive representation seemed to have no impaiticah pol
participation and efficacy.

Claudine Gay (2001) builds upon the work of Bobo and Gilliam and expands the
black empowerment theory from the mayoral level to the congressional leveln&he fi
that “in districts in which African-Americans enjoy political prominence. yonl
occasionally is there greater political involvement among African-Atars.” “More
often than not,” Gay writes, “African-Americans represented by a blackoereof
Congress display the same patterns of behavior as their counterparts in tloes”dis
(2001, 600). In further research, Gay also finds that both whites and blacks, to a lesser
degree, are more likely to contact representatives with whom they idexttidyly (2002,
717).

In a very unique electoral circumstance in 1996, Hill, Moreno, and Cue study the
Miami mayoral contest. The race featured a black Republican, Puerto Ricacfagm
Cuban-American Democrat, and a Cuban-American Independent. By the time ofthe run
off, the election was whittled down to the black Republican and the Cuban-American
Democrat. What the authors found is that “ethnicity was an overwhelmingly more
powerful predictor of vote choice than partisanship” (2001, 291). They concluded by
stating: “Wolfinger’s thesis continues to hold...the influence of ethnicity on voting
behavior remains a very powerful one, often to the exclusion of partisanship” (2001,
294).

Barreto, Segura, and Woods, in their study of majority-minority districts aimbL

turnout, find that “Latinos vote more when in a majority-minority district, contiatiie
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expectations of those who expected or feared minority demobilization” (2004, 74).
Baretto, furthering his work in the previous article, states “the most condistiings

across each election...is that Latino voters witness higher rates of vatautturfor

Latino candidates...” (2007, 425). This is due, in part, to the fact that American political
parties play a shrinking role in voting behavior and as a result “voters constntiy r
information shortcuts when deciding whether and how to vote” (2007, 427).

Mobilization Efforts

As mentioned previously, Latinos have been referenced as “the sleepingfiant”
American politics due to the gap between their voting turnout rates and their sheae of t
population. As such, many have asked why Latinos “have no been incorporated into
politics like previous waves of immigrants, which were mobilized by politicadmmes”
(Michelson 2003, 248). Some claim that this is a result of a weakening Americarapolitic
party system and a decline in mobilization efforts. In a time in which direttnmhi
television ads have replaced face-to-face mobilization efforts, it is no wdradéduring
the last half-century, a dramatic transformation has occurred in the manvigch
voters are mobilized” (Michelson 2003, 248). Because of the decline of the American
political machine, scholars have tested whether or not face-to-face ratilizfforts
boost Latino turnout and have largely found that yes, there is a positive impact
(Michelson 2003, 248). Since the Chicano movement of the 1960s and 1970s, there has
been “increased attention to and from political parties, especially the Deradearty”

(Hero, Garcia, Garcia, and Pachon 2000, 530). As a result, the Democratic Bérgha
viewed as more responsive to the needs of immigrant and minority groups and, perhaps

not surprisingly, 65% of Latino elected officials are Democrats compared to only 5%
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which are Republican (Hero, Garcia, Garcia, and Pachon 2000, 533). The fact that most
Latino elected officials are Democrats, and that Latino mobilization effiaite been

found to have “a particularly large effect on the turnout of Latino Democraish@iéon

2003, 247), one could assume that Latinos who are descriptively represented might
exhibit increased, and positive, political behavior.

Expectations about the Effects of Minority Empowerment on Latinos

Based on the minority empowerment thesis, one could expect to find minorities who
are descriptively represented will be more likely to experience highds lefve
efficaciousness, feel increased levels of trust towards government, abi ebeviated
levels of political participation than minorities with non-descriptive repitasiges. In
the context of this research, Latinos living in a congressional districseeyes by a
Latino should be less cynical towards government, more likely to contact their
government representatives, and vote at higher rates than Latinos that apeasented
descriptively at the congressional level.

On the other hand, the opposing theory to minority empowerment is that descriptive
representation may actually lead to unintended and negative consequencedyCurrent
only one of the twenty-four Latino members of Congress represents a dsttis not
majority-minority (John Salazar, CO-3). The fact that many Latinr@s@ncentrated in
districts that will, more likely than not, elect a Latino representatighiactually create
less of an incentive to participate in the political process since a Latingevélected
regardless of their individual behavior.

Age may also play a factor in explaining why descriptive representatiphaxa

little, or no (or negative) effect. Gilliam states “older blacks who cahplitical age in
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a segregated society...are more likely to believe that black officeholdingnspartant

and significant step.” On the other hand, “younger blacks socialized in a period where the
shimmer had worn off of racial progress and where black officeholding was more
common, should be more critical in their evaluation of black empowerment” (1996, 60).
This too could have an effect on Latinos. Additionally, it could be the case that Latinos,
who have migrated to the United States from Latin America or Spain, whiane La
representatives are the norm, not the exception, might have a much diffetadé atti

towards being descriptively represented.

Finally, the minority empowerment theory seems to rest on one rather large
assumption: that the individual actually knows the race of their member of Congress.
Since the vast majority of descriptively represented blacks and Latinde nesnajority-
minority districts, we know that, on average, those individuals will tend to live imurba
cores, have less education, and lower incomes than individuals living in non-majority
minority districts. All of these factors are correlated with (but not hard iddwer
levels of political knowledge.

Testing Hypotheses about Minority Empowerment: Data & Methods

Very few studies of minority empowerment can be used to generalize about esnoriti
in a national context. Primarily, previous studies have relied on data that onlyssarvey
particular minority group, oversamples a minority group, or is limited in scopee
city, county, congressional district, state, or election year. This is tadaable given
that minorities, by definition, are a small subset of a population. A result aétiity is
that minority groups, and Latinos specifically, do not constitute the bulk of any

representative survey of American political opinion.
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This research attempts to overcome the issue of data limitability by podiniyaha
the American National Election Survey (ANES) for several electionsairgsingle data
set. The years 2000, 20022004, and 2008 will be usétBy pooling the ANES data, a
practical number of Latind$ and Latinos represented by a Latino member of Congress,
can be obtained. These samples are merged with data on whether the respondent’s House
member is Latino and the percentage of Latinos living in the respectiveessiugral
district at the time of the survey. The resulting sample includes 623 Latino resgondent
with nearly 40% (n = 249) of the sample having a Latino representative in tiegl Unit
State House of Representatives.

Table 4.1 takes a simplistic view of the effect minority empowerment at the
congressional level may have on Latinos in regards to their political behavior (&nting
contacting government officials) and attitudes towards the federatrgoeat (is

government run for the benefit of all?).

Table 4.1 Attitude toward government and political participation
Empowered Not Empowered Total
Government is run for | 40.29% 41.18% 40.82%

the benefit of all

Contacted politician or| 6.43% 11.23% 9.31%
gov't representative

Vote 42.17% 47.86% 45.58%

Note: The Empowerment category includes respondeamsdistricts represented by a Latino.
Source: American National Election Studies: 20@02 2004, 2008

%4 The 2002 sample consisted of respondents whogedwn interview in 2000 and a new cross-section
(the “fresh cross”). Only fresh cross respondergsvincluded in the pooled data.

%2006 is not included in the pooled data as it av&lot Study conducted for the purpose of testiey
questions only.

% All respondents this analysis are registered soter
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The bivariate results in Table 4.1 illustrate that a large portion of theoled&ctorate
holds a negative view towards the federal government. Nearly 41% of Latinosebel
that government is run for the benefit of all while the remaining 60% believve tha
government is run to benefit a few big interests. Running counter to the minority
empowerment theory, empowered Latinos are slightly less likely to bejeas¥nment
is run for the benefit of all.

The minority empowerment theory also falters in regards to the politicatijpatiton
of Latinos. Empowered Latinos are less likely to report voting in the previattgale
(42% versus 48%) and having contacted a politician or government representative (6%
versus 11%) when compared to non-empowered Latinos. Next, multivariate motels wil
be used to go beyond the bivariate analysis and examine whether empoweracent aff
some Latino voters differently.

The Effects of Minority Empowerment: Multivariate Models

In Table 4.2, the effect of Latino empowerment on the probability of voting is shown.
The dependent variable, Vote, is a dichotomous variable (0,1) indicating whether the
respondent voted in the previous election. The dummy variable Latino representative
captures minority empowerment. This leaves the reference categoryress veho have
a non-Latino representative in Congress. Additionally, a variable has been @added t
control for whether a respondent is represented by a member who belongs toethe sam
political party as the respondent (Identify w/party of rep). This variabtecluded
because it is assumed that those who are represented by a member of thetgamie pa
likely have more positive attitudes towards government and increased politica

participation regardless of race. Additionally, whether the respondent wasteoht
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about registering or getting out to vote was included (Contact) to control for natioih
efforts. The model also controls for the standard factors expected to influertioalpoli
behavior: education, age, income, evaluation of the economy, attending religious
services, region of residence, gender, party attachments, and ideologyarehiedeled,
respectively, Education, Age, Income, Economy, Church, Region, Gender, Party,
Liberal/Conservative (see Appendix D for details of coding). Dummy varialdes s
included for election years to control for election-specific effects, with 2008 ltiee
reference category, and for Texas and California, as the bulk of respondemtshHnge
two states, to control for state-specific effects. As should be expecteahdgeucation
are found to be statistically significant and in the expected (positive)idire¢he year
2000 is also found to be statistically significant, in a positive direction, fondsti
turning out to vote.

As the bivariate analysis seemed to indicate, being empowered does not iherease
likelihood of a Latino respondent turning out to vote. In fact, while it is statigtica
significant, it is significant in the negative direction meaning an empowvatath voter
is less likely to vote than a non-empowered Latino voter. This runs directly coutite
minority empowerment theory and much of the previous research on Latino
empowerment and majority-minority districts.

In Table 4.3, the effect of Latino empowerment on cynicism towards government is
shown. The dependent variable is the respondents’ answer to the question: “Is
government run for the benefit of all or for a few big interests?” (with Baing 1;

“few” being 0). Latinos in the year 2000 are found to have less confidence that

government is run for the benefit of all. In addition, a respondent’s views on the past
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Table 4.2

Effect of empowerment on voting: Logistic regression esmat

Coeff. S.E. Sig.
Latino representative -1.356 0.534 0.011
Age 0.071 0.009 0.000
California 0.356 0.395 0.368
Church -0.110 0.068 0.102
Conservative -0.137 0.309 0.658
Economy 0.204 0.151 0.178
Education 0.496 0.082 0.000
Gender -0.190 0.239 0.427
Ident. w/party as rep. 0.291 0.330 0.378
Income -0.016 0.049 0.744
Liberal 0.243 0.284 0.393
Party -0.251 0.129 0.052
Percent Latino 0.018 0.011 0.099
Region -0.229 0.179 0.199
Texas -0.108 0.332 0.746
Contact -0.043 0.050 0.391
2000 1.381 577 0.017
2002 -21.401 10434.540 0.998
Constant -4.463 1.172 0.000
-2 log likelihood 459.344
R-squared 0.320
Number of cases 462

Note: Dependent variable is 1 if respondent voeotherwise; cell entries are logistic regression
coefficients.

years’ economy and their educational level also lead to a statisticailficzint, and
negative, relationship in regards to feelings of cynicism towards the government

meaning the more education and wealthy one is, the less likely they are to haave pos
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views towards government. The minority empowerment variable has a negative, but not
significant, relationship with cynicism.

Finally, in Table 4.4, the effect of empowerment on another form of political
participation, contacting government representatives or officials, isurezh Education
is found to be statistically significant and in a positive direction. Also, aligmitigthe
same party as one’s member of Congress also is a positively relatedikeliheod of
contacting a government representative (and statistically sigrtificampowerment is
again negative and not statistically significant.

Discussion

None of these results are consistent with the expectations of the minority
empowerment theory. In regards to increased voting, Latinos represerstédtayo
member of Congress are actually less likely to vote. Also, while nottisttis
significant, empowered Latinos are also less likely to contact theirryoeat officials
and feel that government is run for the benefit of all.

But why is it that so much of the literature on minority empowerment seemstta posi
positive relationship between political behavior and attitudes and descriptive
representation? The answer may lie in the fact that Latinos may not viesethemas a
cohesive group’ As noted above, concepts such as ‘Latino’ and ‘Hispanic’ are mainly
American social constructions and the research that has been conducted on whether

Latinos actually think of themselves in pan-ethnic terms generally finds no ouoépt

27 Unlike the attitudes and perceptions of African-@xinans who have a much stronger sense of racial
cohesiveness and shared future (see Dawson, 2004).

79



Table 4.3

Effect of empowerment on cynicism: Logistic regressiomaists

Coef. S.E. _Sig
Latino representative -0.593 0.440 0.178
Age -0.003 0.007 0.681
California -0.088 0.333 0.791
Church -0.059 0.056 0.290
Conservative 0.086 0.273 0.752
Dem -0.335 0.306 0.273
Economy -0.496 0.122 0.000
Education -0.119 0.065 0.065
Gender -0.178 0.205 0.386
Ident. w/party as rep. 0.024 0.291 0.934
Income -0.042 0.043 0.327
Liberal -0.154 0.252 0.540
Percent Latino 0.014 0.009 0.112
Rep 0.223 0.340 0.512
Texas -0.100 0.285 0.725
Region -0.195 0.142 0.168
2000 -0.946 0.482 0.049
2002 -0.218 0.634 0.731
2004 -0.164 0.371 0.659
Constant 3.225 0.869 0.000
-2 log likelihood 600.487
R-squared 0.065
Number of cases 472

Note: Dependent variable is 1 if respondent beey@vernment is run for the benefit of all, O resgent
believes government is run by a few big interestdi;entries are logistic regression coefficients.
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Table 4.4 Effect of empowerment on contacting gov't: Logistic regresstimates

Coef. S.E. _Sig
Latino representative-1.046 0.673 0.120
Age 0.004 0.010 0.731
California 0.125 0.451 0.781
Conservative -0.410 0.415 0.323
Economy 0.074 0.165 0.655
Education 0.341 0.095 0.000
Gender 0.507 0.314 0.106
Ident. w/party as rep.0.709 0.321 0.027
Income -0.006 0.072 0.930
Liberal -0.449 0.378 0.235
Percent Latino 0.014 0.013 0.273
Texas -0.486 0.451 0.281
Church 0.025 0.085 0.771
Region -0.008 0.204 0.969
2000 0.749 0.722 0.299
2002 0.435 0.848 0.608
2004 0.837 0.469 0.074
Constant -4.547 1.242 0.000
-2 log likelihood 311.302
R-squared 0.082
Number of Cases 546

Note: Dependent variable is 1 if respondent has contacted a politician or government
official, 0 otherwise; cell entries are logistic regression coeffisie
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The fact that being Latino may not create a strong bond that ties a communitgtoget
could explain why being represented by a Latino may not have the sams #ffctften
appear when an African-American is represented by an African-aamerAccording to

the Latino National Survey, which is representative of 87.5% of the U.S. Latino
population, only a bare majority, 51.5%, of Latinos think of Latinos as a separate racia
group. It would seem then that the stimulus to minority empowerment, having a strong
sense of ‘ethnic community,” or group consciousness, may be lacking in the Lati
“‘community” and therefore it is understandable why the minority empowerimesoryt

may not manifest itself in the expected direction for Latinos.

This chapter adds to the current body of literature by using the most current, up-to-
date national election surveys, and is not limited to a certain state ordocaigjue time
period, to study the potential effect of minority empowerment on Latinos pblitica
behavior. While the findings in this chapter call into question the minority empamérm
theory in regards to the Latino community, and previous research on the topic, it is not
alone in adding uncertainty to the topic. This research is limited, in part, lacthef
panel data on Latinos and with the data that is available containing few resisosa
much missing data. Future research may wish to focus on whether descriptive
representation influences behavior differently at the varying levels of goeat (city
versus county versus state, etc). Perhaps national legislative figusasplye“too far
removed” to have much impact on local behavior. Clearly, further expansive, and
nationally representative, research will need to be conducted if this questiaar i® be

definitively answered.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSION

Partisan choice and voting are only two of the myriad of political behavidlatdea
to study but they are arguably the two most important choices. Indeed, the$®ives c
would seem to be the first made in an individual’'s “pathway to political incorporation”
from which making campaign contributions, electoral volunteering, running feeoffi
and other political behaviors stem. With large growth in the native born Latino
population and as naturalization rates among Latino immigrants continue tbeise, t
United States has also seen the size and strength of the Latino vote indreagewth
of the Latino population is not limited to the Southwest, however, as Latinos aregmovin
outside of their traditional residences. It comes as no surprise then thatgmdihave
taken note of this trend and that the Republicans and Democrats have invested heavily,
though not consistently, in winning Latino electoral support. It was therefogp#hef
this thesis to examine contextual, or environmental, factors that may influaince
political behavior. Specifically, assimilation theories were examinednfluence of a
county’s political make-up on the party registration habits of Latinos, and detsedf
descriptive representation on Latinos were studied.

Assimilation, the internal and external group responses to an immigramnts &rithe
United States, does indeed seem to influence Latino behavior. As shown by Michelson,
Latinos who are further along the assimilation spectrum, whichever mogglisda
tend to be more distrusting of American government than are recent immi@@oe3. (
Since the dominant group, Anglos, have been increasingly cynical towards government
since the 1960s, Latinos are also becoming increasingly distrustful essteylate into

American culture, leaving behind the hopes and aspirations they once had for the “Land
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of Opportunity”. Increased cynicism towards government in turn leads towards high
levels of voter apathy and may even encourage more radical behavior. Surelyahen, t
context in which Latinos become assimilated must have some influence on Latino
political behavior.

Additionally, Latino partisanship was found to be influenced by exogenoussfaktor
county’s political environment, as measured by voting data at the predit=relaand
party registration data, were both found to be positively associated with ircredise
odds of a Latino being a Democrat. In other words, the higher the percentatge Sena
John Kerry (D-MA) earned by county in the 2004 presidential contest and the lmgher t
percentage of registered Democrats in a given county are cairelighehigher levels of
Latino Democratic registration. Additionally, the research in this thesis fowvatdhte
longer a Latino has lived in county with increased Democratic partisestradign
increases the likelihood that the Latino will register as a Democrabriptvas the
partisan context of a county shown to influence individual partisanship, but other
socioeconomic contexts influenced partisanship, as well, such as the size dirthe La
population within a county. This suggests that Latinos are acclimating politicaheir
surroundings. This is important since some scholars have found that areas of the U.S. are
becoming polarized. As Latinos move from their traditional city centershand t
Southwest, they are likely to come into contact with different political timd he
evidence here, along with the literature on assimilation, suggests thailthigve a
profound effect on their political attitudes and behavior. So why is it important that
county conditions influence partisanship? For one, Latinos are likely to contibeally

highly recruited as potential voters, giving Latinos increased influencecptiti
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However, it also means that Latinos are less cohesive as a voting bloc, which in tur
mutes their influence.

There are other contextual factors beyond the county of residence thattadec
political behavior of Latinos. Another context explored in this thesis was that of
representation. Minority politics research of the 1970s and 80s paid much atterttien to t
descriptive representation of African-Americans. While there is no lbeersensus as
to the true effect, many scholars found positive signs stemming from the reateseof
African-Americans in government by African-Americans. The postifedescriptive
representation have included increased voting habits, increased feelingswillh
towards the government, and an increase in the frequency of contacting electals.offi
However, much of the recent minority political literature, as it relateatioos, casts
doubt of the effect of descriptive representation. While some of the literatige doe
suggest there are positive benefits to a Latino being descriptively nef@sthis thesis
found just the opposite. Latinos who are descriptively represented in the United State
House of Representatives, when compared to those who are not, are less likely to vote.
While not statistically significant, Latinos who are descriptively regméed are less
likely to contact their representatives in government and are more likelyd¢oetiat
government works for a few special interests. This could, in part, be due to thetfact tha
Latinos do not generally think of themselves as a cohesive group with sharexlpoliti
goals and interests. Ultimately, what does it mean that descriptiveee{atesn causes
decreased Latino voter turnout for the larger issue of Latino influenceaisnieat
Latino elected officials will have to play to a larger base, whites and otherities for

example, to compile a winning coalition. This may be a hindrance in Latinaswogt
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to win large numbers of elected positions, at least outside of their traditioas/leae
majority-minority districts.

So does context matter? The answer seems to be: it depends on the context. The
environments in which a Latino becomes assimilated and the context of the county in
which they register to vote have clear effects on a Latino’s ultimatécpbliehavior. On
the other hand, unlike African-Americans, descriptive representation fiookaeems to
have the opposite effect. This anomaly lends credence to the scholars who suggest
theories of African-American political behavior cannot be transferredtiodsa

Ultimately, this research adds to our understanding of Latino political behgvior b
showing that yes, context matters but not in the same way as it has for otheéryminor
groups. Latinos may be assimilating differently than previous immigrant gtotlps
United States and descriptive representation, at least at the congress&inaklEms to
have the opposite effect than it does for African-Americans. In light of teehd the
call of so many other researchers of Latino political behavior: morarodses needed.

By their very nature as a minority, little research exists for scholdratwfo politics to
examine. With only two major Latino studies to analyze, the 1989-90 Latino National
Political Survey and the 2006 Latino National Survey, consistent and current data is
sorely needed, especially now that the new decennial census will be completed soon.
Further research could explore whether other levels of descriptive repteEserguch as
that on the city, county, or state level, has differing effects than what was fouhe f
congressional level. Additionally, further forms of political behavior such asdsat
contributing to campaigns, using the Internet to connect to political informatidn, a

deciding to run for office could be explored.

86



It is not an overstatement to claim that to understand Latino political behawior is t
understand the future of American politics. In 2008, Latino voters made largeastay
from the Republicans towards the Democrats. The number of Latinos that went to the
polls in 2008 versus 2004 increased by 25 percent, the Latino turnout rate increased from
47% in 2004 to 50% in 2008, and Latino support for the Democratic nominee increased
14 percent over 2004 levels, which was the largest shift towards the Demoaiais by
voter group (Preston 2008). Nationwide, Latinos voted for President Obama by a margi
of 67 percent to 21 percent, according to Edison/Mitofsky exit polls, with some &stima
gauging that Latino support for President Obama surged even higher: 72%2&8sus
for Senator McCain (NALEO 11/21/08). Given the estimates of the Anglo population
falling below fifty percent by 2042, the fact that Latinos are the largestrity group in
the United States, and several states are already majority-mintastgrucial for
students of American politics to pay close attention to the impact Latinosavél on the
system and the impact the system will have on Latinos.

Even so, given the large gains in 2008, have Latinos truly reached their full pdtential
Several observers of Latino politics seem to think so. “They [Latinos] maliered,”
says Efarin Escobedo, director of civic engagement at the Latino offacsalsciation, a
bipartisan group that runs voter registration drives. “This is an electorateothat
understands the importance of voting, and they made a significant shift in the Ipolitica
landscape” (Preston 2008). Bill Richardson, the first viable Latino presidemtididate
and former governor of New Mexico stated: “They [Latinos] turned out, ertsenigame
of Latino voters as the sleeping giant and making them an actual gieggtq® 2008).

Since Latinos are moving out of the Southwest and into the Midwest, South, and

87



Northeast and since there is evidence that they are assimilating to geselatinos,
much like the rest of the American electorate, are registering asantosaps. This

means that Latinos are going to continue to be highly courted by both political parties.
Whether this means that Democrats and Republicans are going to present Lati
candidates to recruit Latino voters is less clear. Nevertheless, with thenift&@m
elections looming, whether Latinos will remain an actual giant remaine seen.
Regardless, the current political landscape shows Latinos holding seakaradtc

positions, the first Latino Supreme Court Justice in Sonia Sotomayor, and Latinos
reaching their highest voter participation levels in 2008. Given that Latinoslhelpe
provide the margin of victory for the winner of the 2008 presidential candidate in several
swing states, but not necessarily in the national popular vote overall, it goes tthahow

yes, Latino locales do matter.
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DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

APPENDIX A

Descriptive Statistics of County-Level Variables

N Minimum | Maximum| Mean | Std. Deviatior
% Self-Identified 630 .00 1.00 323 .328
Democrat
% Self-ldentified 630 .00 1.00 127 239
Republican
% Self-ldentified 630 .00 1.00 A77 253
Independent
% of County Registereq 352 7.39 84.24 39.106 14.256
Democrat
% of County Registereq 352 7.83 73.25 34.867 11.493
Republican
% of County Registereq 352 3.24 64.75 26.328 11.662
Other
% of County Vote for 630 7.90 89.18 42.501 13.045
Kerry
% of County Vote for 630 9.34 91.97 56.569 13.181
Bush
% of County Latino 630 .66 97.57 17.214 19.070
% of County White 630 20.61 99.45 84.794 13.728
Unemployment Rate 630 2.30 16.00 5.311 1.6226
Pop. Density 629 .93 69390.24| 666.733| 3638.133
Urban County 630 .00 1.00 .092 .289
Level of Segregation 629 9.10 92.10 51.810 17.7496
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Descriptive Statistics of Individual-Level Variables

N Minimum | Maximum| Mean | Std. Deviation
Democrat 8634 .00 1.00 357 479
Age 8141 18 97 40.521 15.468
Born in the US 8634 0 1 .346 473
Catholic 8634 .00 1.00 713 452
Cuban 8634 .00 1.00 .049 215
Latino Identity
(Keepspan + Distinct) 8426 | 2.00 7.00 6.571 791
Economic
(Economy + Financil +| 7744 | 1.00 7.00 3.690 1.392
Empstat + Govtasst)
Education 8634 0 7 3.56 1.948
Length of Residence | 8430 0 90 7.86 8.930
Registered to Vote 8634 0 1 45 498
Union Member 8445 0 1 13 331
Political Interest
(Readpapr + Polintere| 8603 |  2.00 11.00 | 5.669 2.039
Contoff)
Interaction Terms
Length of Residency *| 8430 .00 6738.30 | 419.476 520.10
% vote for Kerry
Length of Residency *| 5760 .00 6241.87 | 355.122 459.53

% registered Democra|
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APPENDIX B
INDEX OF DISSIMILARITY (LATINOS & WHITES)
The Index of Dissimilarity ranges from 0 to 100 where a value of O represeeveia

distribution of two groups (in this case Latinos and Whites) across a geogegdiG.e.

county). Itis calculated using 2000 U.S. Census data at the block level and tha:formul
(1/2) SUM (| /L — w; / W) where,

i =the Latino population of th&icensus block in a county
L = the total Latino population in the county
w; = the white population of thé" census block

W = the total white population in the county
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APPENDIX C

HIERARCHICAL GENERALIZED LINEAR MODELS

The two hierarchical generalized linear models (HGLM) were estimaied the
software HLM 6.02. The logit link function was used as the necessary transtorofti

the dependent variable for a two-level model with a Bernoulli distribution:

Level 1:nij = logit (Yij)
nij = BojXajj + PrjXaj + BoXaj + ... +BoiX g
S
By = Z/IQSWS,- +Ug
s=1

Where :

Bgj are level-1 coefficients;

Xijjis a level-Ipredictor;

s (@=0,1, ..... , § are level-2 coefficients;
W;s;jis a level-2 predictor; and

Ugjis a level-2 random effect

HLM 6.0 does not estimate HGLM using maximum likelihood estimation (ML). &dste
HLM 6.0 uses a penalized quasi-likelihood (PQL) estimation procedure. PQL produces
an asymptotic approximation to ML (Luke 2004), by constructing a linear appat&m

of the level-1 model, and assuming that the linearized dependent variable is

approximately normal (Raudenbush and Bryk 2802)

*The more computationally intensive Laplace method of estimatioalsarbe used. Laplace
was also used (results not shown here) with no difference in findings.
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APPENDIX D

CODING

Cynicism: Would you say the government is pretty much run by a few bigstgere
looking out for themselves or that it is run for the benefit of all the people? 1. Few big
interests; 5. For the benefit of all.

Church: Do you attend religious services? 1. yes; 5. no.

Economy: How about the economy as a whole. Would you say that over the past year the
nation’s economy has gotten better, stayed about the same, or gotten worse? 1. Much
better; 2. Somewhat better; 3. About the same; 4. Somewhat worse; 5. Much worse.

Contact: During the campaign year, did anyone talk to you about registering torvot
getting out to vote? 1. Yes, someone did; 5, no, no one did.

Summary of Education: 1. 8 years or less; 2. 9-11 years; 3. High school diploma; 4. More
than 12 years; 5. Community college degree; 6. Bachelors degree; 7. Advanced degree

Income: 1. $0-$14,999; 2. $15,000-$34,999; 3. $35,000-$49,000; 4. $50,000-$64,999; 5.
$65,000-$84,999; 6. $84,999+
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