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was sharply reduced when research topics were socially sensitive.” It was also
established that “IAT measures had greater predictive validity than self-report measures
for [topics] involving interracial behavior and other intergroup behavior” (Greenwald et
al. 2009, 28).

It was demonstrated earlier in this chapter that both implicit and explicit nativist
attitudes are significant predictors of immigration policy preferences among survey
respondents included in the analysis, and that the substantive effect of each was nearly
identical. If nativism were a socially sensitive topic, we should expect that the implicit
nativism measures would out-perform the explicit nativism measures in predicting policy
attitudes. Such was not the case. Again, the fact that both measures are equally useful in
predicting policy attitudes suggests that nativism is not considered to be a “socially
undesirable” topic, at least amongst these particular survey respondents.

In sum, the evidence presented in this section provides strong support for the
argument that the American public does not consider nativism to be a socially sensitive
topic. Many Americans are more than willing to profess nativist opinions and
preferences, and they apparently are not worried about negative social sanctions for doing
S0, as they might for professing negative racial or ethnic views. Given how common this
attitude appears to be and the frequency with which it is expressed, even among those
who are likely to misrepresent themselves for socially desirable reasons, it could even be
argued that nativism is a “mainstream” attitude in contemporary American society.

From a practical standpoint, this would suggest that social desirability should not
present much of a concern to researchers attempting to obtain reliable measures of
nativist attitudes in the American public. The explicit measures generally seem to be an
honest and accurate reflection of American attitudes. This lends increased confidence to
the analyses and results presented in this dissertation, which rely almost exclusively on

public opinion survey data to support their conclusions.
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The evidence presented in this chapter further suggests that the “added value” of
including measures of implicit nativism in models of immigration policy attitudes
appears to be negligible. This is because the r-squared value for the model reported in
Table 5.4 (0.5249) decreases only by 0.001 when implicit nativism is omitted (0.5259).29
In other words, a predictive model of immigration policy attitudes that includes implicit
nativism accounts for only 0.1% more of the variation in the dependent variable than a
model without this variable. Furthermore, the coefficients of the remaining variables are
virtually unchanged in magnitude, significance, and direction. Thus, while using the IAT
is certainly useful to helping sort out questions of social desirability and “principled
objections,” standard public opinion survey analysis remains an adequate tool for
examining the relationship between nativism and immigration policy attitudes in the mass

public.

Summary and Conclusion

This chapter has extended the findings of previous chapters by introducing a
novel method of measuring nativist attitudes among survey respondents. Moving beyond
standard explicit survey response measures, this analysis introduced an “implicit
nativism” attitude, as measured by an automatic preference for symbols representing a
traditional American culture over a version of American culture blended with foreign
influence (specifically, Latino cultural influence).

This analysis revealed several important findings. First, it was shown that implicit

nativism is fairly common, with nearly 80% of survey respondents displaying at least a

29 A similar is effect is shown when replicating this model with a logit estimation, using a binary
version of the continuous dependent variable used in Table 5.4 (divided at the 0.5 mark, 28.1% in the
“conservative preferences” category). The r-squared value decreases by 0.02 when excluding the nativism
IAT variable. Further, the proportional reduction in error (PRE) score decreases by 0.05 (0.483 to 0.435).
Notably, these models correctly predict 87.3% and 85.5%, respectively, of the cases in the model.
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slight preference for a traditional version American culture. Levels of implicit nativism
are positively correlated with levels of explicit nativism (albeit only weakly), and both
attitudes exert an independent effect on immigration policy preferences among survey
respondents. Furthermore, it was demonstrated that the “principled objectors” (the
explicit non-nativists who have conservative policy preferences) do indeed possess higher
levels of implicit nativism. However, they are likely not deliberately misrepresenting
their nativist attitudes on surveys, but rather are most likely unaware that they even
possess such implicit nativist attitudes. Finally, it was shown that those who are aware of
their explicit nativist attitudes are likely not hesitant to report honest assessments of these
attitudes to survey interviewers. Thus, we can have confidence in the findings of survey
data measuring levels of nativism and immigration policy preferences among the
American public.

The bottom-line conclusion of this chapter is that implicit attitudes matter in
driving immigration policy attitudes. Impressions and opinions formed at an early age
toward one’s own cultural symbols and traditions do affect how people feel toward the
extent to which their culture should be protected against influence from other cultures.
These impressions matter even when individuals are unaware that they have such implicit
attitudes.

However, this analysis has also made clear that implicit preferences for one’s own
culture are not the end of the story. Indeed, a Somer’s D statistic calculation reveals that
knowing one’s level of implicit nativism reduces the error in predicting their immigration
policy preferences only by 22%. Thus, nearly four-fifths of the variation in policy
preferences is attributable to reasons other than implicit nativism. As was argued in the
previous chapter, there are a variety of reasons why people would hold restrictive
immigration policy preferences, and all must be recognized and incorporated in order to

accurately understand why individuals think the way they do on this important issue.



143

Table 5.1. Descriptive Statistics of Survey Respondents

Standard
N Mean | Deviation | Min Max
Female 624 0.60 0.49 0 1
Age 616 25.16 7.68 18 57
Education 624 4.50 1.43 1 6
Family income 527 5.25 2.40 1 9
Church attendance 620 2.86 1.49 1 6
Democrat and leaners 625 0.55 0.50 0 1
Republican and leaners 625 0.22 0.42 0 1
Political |de_ology 585 2 45 112 1 5
(conservative +)
Explicit nativism 607 1.81 0.89 1 4
Implicit IAT nativism 596 0.53 0.42 -0.94 1.51
Prospective immigration 506 158 0.65 1 3
levels (more restrictionist +)
Immigration worker qu|C|es 571 533 0.87 1 4
(more conservative +)
Immigrant access to _soual 539 0.70 0.46 0 1
services (more restrictive +)

Source: 2009 Personality and Immigration Attitudes Survey

Note: Limited to non-Hispanic white native-born U.S. citizen respondents.
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completely disagree?

“Some people say that our American way of life needs to be protected against foreign
influence. Do you completely agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or

Percent N
Completely disagree 46.62% 283
Somewhat disagree 30.81% 187
Somewhat agree 17.96% 109
Completely agree 4.61% 28
Total 100.00% 607
Source: 2009 Personality and Immigration Attitudes Survey
Note: Limited to non-Hispanic white U.S. citizens only
Table 5.3. Cross-tabulation of Explicit and Implicit Nativist Attitudes
Nativism IAT Score
l_
g < -
“Our American way | & B e @£ < e
of lifeneedstobe | » & o =2 5 2 =2
. — = = o = O = =
protected against | ‘o = D O B o= ST
foreign influence.” | & © z =z 2z n Z Total
Completely agree | 12.5% | 12.45% | 10.62% | 32.23% | 32.23% | 100%
Somewhat agree | 3.87% | 13.81% | 12.15% | 23.20% | 46.96% | 100%
Somewhat disagree | 2.00% | 7.00% 10.00% | 22.00% | 59.00% | 100%
Completely disagree | 0.00% | 0.00% 15.38% | 15.38% | 69.23% | 100%

N = 580, x> = p<0.0001, limited to non-Hispanic white U.S. citizens only

Source: 2009 Personality and Immigration Attitudes Survey
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Independent variable (S?E)
Explicit nativism O('8.6021*5’;*
Implicit IAT nativism (zooggz;
Economic threat 0('(%.2082;*
Anti-Hispanic affect (2008(1);;
% Foreign-born Latin American (823%
Ideology (conservative +) 0('8%11;*
Republican ?olggz;
Independent (8:82%
Female (%%32?)?
Age (8:88(1))
Education (-(?_ 8892)
Income (888421)
Church attendance (-8 8876)
Constant (-(()), (?6277)
N 353
Adjusted-R2 0.525

#p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p <0.001
Source: 2009 Personality and Immigration Attitudes Survey
Note: Dependent variable is an additive index of immigration policy preferences

with greater values corresponding to more conservative preferences (see
Appendix D for more details). Limited to non-Hispanic white U.S. citizens only.
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Table 5.5. OLS Regression Predicting Conservative Immigration Policy Attitudes
— Limited to Low “Social Desirability” Scores

Independent variable (SI?E)
Explicit nativism 0(8?071*89;*
Implicit IAT nativism ?(5908305
Economic threat 0(3?063*69;*
Anti-Hispanic affect ?0051235
% Foreign-born Latin American (ggfg)
Ideology (conservative +) 0(8?071*6;*
Republican 36.101405’;
Independent ((? (())5253)
Female (g 823(;1)
o
Education (8822)
Income (g 8852)
Church attendance (%%%529)
Constant (8823)
N 202
Adjusted-R? 0.541

#p<0.10,* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p < 0.001

Source: 2009 Personality and Immigration Attitudes Survey
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Table 5.5 — continued

Note: Dependent variable is an additive index of immigration policy preferences
with greater values corresponding to more conservative preferences (see
Appendix D for more details). Limited to non-Hispanic white U.S. citizens only.
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Figure 5.1. IAT Images Representing Traditional American Culture

Figure 5.2. IAT Images Representing Traditional American Culture Blended with Latino-
American Culture
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Figure 5.3. Distribution of Implicit Nativism Scores

H —
CD_ —
©
<|: -
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Nativism IAT score

Note: N =596, mean=0.53, SD=0.42, limited to non-Hispanic white U.S. citizens only

Source: 2009 Personality and Immigration Attitudes Survey
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CHAPTER 6: NATIVISM AND IMMIGRATION POLICY PREFERENCES AMONG
LATINO-AMERICANS

Introduction

Previous chapters have provided an extensive examination of the determinants of
nativism and its subsequent effect on immigration policy preferences, but only among the
dominant racial group in the United States: non-Hispanic whites. While we have arrived
at a much more comprehensive understanding of Anglo immigration attitudes, we still
have yet to examine nativism and its consequences for America’s two largest minority
racial/ethnic groups: Latinos and African-Americans. This chapter will now examine the
dynamics of how nativism is formed and operates differently among Latinos while the
proceeding chapter will focus on African-Americans.

This is an important issue to consider because of the increasing numbers of
Latinos and blacks in the United States. These growing groups will continue to yield
more and more political influence that implies significant consequences for inter-racial
relations and support for racial public policies in the United States (Hero 2000; King and
Smith 2005). According to the U.S. Census bureau, there are now approximately 37
million African-Americans in the United States, about 12% of the entire population.
Also, the approximately 46 million Latinos in the United States comprise about 15% of
the nation as a whole. As these groups continue to grow their influence over American
public policy will correspondingly develop. Knowing the political preferences of these
groups regarding immigrants and immigration is essential to understanding how
contemporary policy-makers can govern in a multiethnic society (Smith 1993; Baldassare
2000).

The causes and consequences of nativism specifically among Latinos are
important to understand because, as has been said, Latinos have recently become the

largest minority group in the United States and will soon be the largest minority voting
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bloc in the country. Will native-born Latinos, because of their shared ethnicity and
common ancestry, feel a sense of sympathy with immigrant foreigners which would
cause them to oppose anti-immigrant legislation and those who support it? Or will native-
born Latinos eventually assimilate into the broader American culture and thus feel just as
threatened by foreigners as native-born Anglos?

Conventional wisdom would suggest that nativism should be virtually non-
existent among Latinos, as it would be analogous to looking for anti-black racism among
African-Americans.30 Because Latinos perceive themselves to be of the same ethnic
group as the clear majority of the immigrant foreigners in the United States and often
have friends and family who are non-natives, Latino nativism should be rare and certainly
not systematic in its occurrences.

On the other hand, Glazer (1998) points out that unlike African-Americans,
Latinos are successfully integrating into the broader American culture. Branton (2007)
explains that as this assimilation progresses, it may be possible that the political opinions
of Latinos and Anglos will eventually be indistinguishable. From this perspective, it
could be argued that nativism may in fact be very common among Latinos who have
assimilated into the broader American culture. They might be just as likely to perceive
the immigrant foreigners as an “out-group” posing a threat to America’s culture and way
of life. Latino-Americans may perceive immigration by other Latinos as a threat to their
efforts to become accepted by mainstream American society.

This chapter will examine this question in greater detail, discussing previous
research on the topic, analyzing the determinants of nativism among Latinos, and

examining the extent to which nativism drives conservative Latino immigration policy

30 This is, or course, not a perfect analogy because nativism and racism are not identical attitudes. They
both involve negative affect toward a specific social target, however, and thus the similarity is sufficient to
make the point.
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attitudes, if at all. It will be shown that while nativism and anti-immigrant policies are
indeed less prevalent among Latinos, there remains a non-trivial segment of the Latino
population hostile toward foreign immigrants, and that this aversion is associated with

higher levels of American acculturation and proximity to other Latinos.

Previous Research

Previous research on Latino public opinion and policy attitudes are plentiful
(Garza 1985; Cain and Kiewiet 1987; Cain, Kiewiet, and Uhlaner 1991; Garza et al.
1992; Garza, Falcon, and Garcia 1996; Alvarez and Bedolla 2003; Leal et al. 2005, 2008;
Citrin et al. 2007; Sanchez 2008). Generally speaking, this branch of research has
revealed that Latinos tend to be more liberal on certain policy issues and vote slightly
more Democratic. Yet in many areas, they are indistinguishable in their political attitudes
from Anglos. Previous research on Latino attitudes specifically toward immigrants and
immigration policy, however, is scarce, to say the least. To the author’s knowledge, only
six articles have specifically examined immigration attitudes among U.S. Latino citizens.

Two of these articles, de la Garza, et al. (1992) and Hood, Morris, and Shirkey
(1997), investigate the effect of social context on policy attitudes. Their principal finding
is that context matters, and that a higher % undocumented immigrant population in a
respondent’s state is associated with more conservative immigration policy preferences.
They also examine respondents’ ancestral countries of origin and find that those from
Central America (including Mexico) tend to have more liberal immigration attitudes.

De la Garza and DiSipio (1998) report the results of several bivariate analyses of
surveys sampling Mexican-Americans in four U.S. states, including California. Their key
finding was that Mexican-Americans are much more likely than Anglos to support what
the authors call “incorporation” policies — those that help immigrants incorporate
themselves into American society. These specifically included language policies —

Mexican-Americans were, in general, very supportive of bilingual education programs
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and very opposed to Official English in comparison with other Anglos or African-
Americans.

More recently, both Sanchez (2006) and Branton (2007) have examined the effect
of “American acculturation” on Latino immigration policies. They find that as Latinos
become more acculturated to American society (as measured by number of generations
their family has been in the United States and their facility with the English language) the
differences between them and Anglos toward immigration policies decrease. In other
words, increased acculturation is associated with more conservative policy attitudes.

In this same vein, Rouse, Wilkinson, and Garand (2010) examine the competing
effects of American acculturation, economic competition, country of origin, and social
context on immigration policy attitudes among Latinos in the United States. Employing
an analysis of Pew survey data, they find support for Sanchez (2006) and Branton (2007)
in that acculturation is associated with more conservative policy preferences. They
further find that this factor exerts the strongest effect of the several variables they include
in their analysis. Other interesting results include a null finding on the economic
competition hypothesis, that Mexicans are more liberal in their policy preferences, and
that the presence of other Latinos tends to drive down support for liberal immigration
preferences.

It is important to note, however, that their analysis was conducted on a sample of
all Latinos in the United States, including immigrants and non-citizens as well as
citizens. Only 37% of the respondents in their data indicated that they were U.S. citizens
(this jumps to 48% if those who are currently applying for citizenship are included).
Indeed, as far as can be determined by this review of the literature, all these analyses have
examined the opinions of all Latinos in the United States and have not limited their
results purely to Latino U.S. citizens. Thus, the conclusions reached by their analyses

may not be representative of Latino-Americans specifically, who are the key group of
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interest when investigating the origin and effects of nativism, which by definition is
limited only to citizens of the United States.

In sum, this review of the literature reveals that while a number of factors unique
to Latinos have been investigated by these scholars (social context, country of origin,
linked fate, and acculturation), none of these studies has, as of yet, investigated the
determinants of nativism itself among American Latinos, nor has nativism been
incorporated into a model of immigration policy preferences among Latinos.
Furthermore, these studies have included non-citizens in their analysis of Latino
immigration attitudes which, for self-evident reasons, may bias the results in a pro-
immigrant direction and make it difficult to speak to the attitudes of native Latinos
toward immigrants. Additionally, other variables specific to Latinos, including
panethnicity and linked fate, have not yet been examined in the context of attitudes
toward foreigners or immigration policy in any great detail. This chapter seeks to address
these questions in an effort to shed more light on the relationship between ethnicity,

nativism, and immigration attitudes among Latino U.S. citizens.

Key Variables and Hypotheses

For the most part, this analysis will examine the same factors featured and
discussed previously in Chapter 3, in addition to several variables specific to Latino-

Americans.31

31 A number of variables from the Anglo model of nativist attitudes will not be included in this analysis,
such as nationalism, patriotism, and the various psychological traits of authoritarianism, social trust, etc.
This is simply due to limitations of the data set. Racism will also be excluded from this analysis, because
the vast majority of Latinos perceive themselves to be of the same race/ethnicity (notwithstanding the
academic disagreements as to definitions and the race/ethnicity distinction) as the bulk of the foreign-born
population currently in the United States. Thus, there is no theoretical reason to expect that racism is related
to Latino nativism and thus will not be included in the Latino analysis. Indeed, in the 2006 Immigration
Survey by the Pew Research Center, only 2% of Hispanics reported having “very unfavorable” views of
fellow Hispanics. Furthermore, a variable for cultural competition will not be included because even native
Latinos may still possess an affinity for Latin-American culture, as well as the fact that no satisfactory
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Economic competition. A perceived threat to American jobs and the economy
was shown in previous chapters to be an important factor in predicting attitudes toward
both nativism as well as immigration policy among Anglos. This perceived threat to jobs
might also exert a strong impact on the attitudes of Latino-Americans who are, on
average, in a lower socio-economic position than Anglos and thus are more likely to
compete for the same types of jobs.

There is historical precedent for this economic competition argument among
Latinos. César Chavez, one of the most prominent Latino activists in the history of the
United States, was strongly opposed to the Bracero Program (1942-1964) which brought
in millions of migrant workers from Mexico to work in agricultural firms. Chavez, and
the United Farm Workers (UFW) union, which he organized, took the position that
increased immigration of migrant workers into the United States would not only drive
down wages for farm workers but also severely harm the ability of Latino-Americans to
find agricultural jobs in the first place. This opposition only intensified as employers used
the Bracero migrants as strike-breakers when the UFW organized and carried out strike
campaigns. (Ferriss and Sandoval 1998)

Previous empirical research on this hypothesis has shown mixed results. Hood,
Morris, and Shirkey (1997) found that the economic threat hypothesis holds for Latinos
just as it does for Anglos. Rouse, Wilkinson, and Garand (2010), however find that the
effect of economic competition washes out when other important variables like
acculturation and social context are included in the model. Expectations for this variable
are therefore mixed. If this variable is significant, it is expected that it will affect Latinos
in a manner similar to Anglos, in that those with lower incomes or who perceive the

economy to be doing poorly are more likely to express more negative anti-immigrant

variable exists in the data set being used in this analysis (for a description, see the data and methods
section).
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nativist attitudes. With the presence of other variables in the model, however, it may end
up with a null result. Relevant variables will therefore be included to evaluate these
competing expectations.

Panethnicity. In regards to Latinos, the term “panethnicity” refers to when an
individual identifies primarily with a “Latino” or “Hispanic” ethnic group identity over a
particular nation-of-origin identity (Jones-Correa and Leal 1996). Masuoka (2006)
reports that Latino panethnicity is associated with higher levels of education, native-born
status, perceived discrimination, and more frequent involvement in politics. Regardless of
where it came from, however, panethnicity may, once present, play an important role in
driving nativist attitudes among Latino-Americans.

It is expected that native Latinos who possess higher degrees of a “panethnic”
identity will be less likely to express nativist sentiments than those who possess lower
degrees. This is because native Latinos who feel a strong panethnic identity will extend
their in-group circle to include all those of Latin American origin, including to those who
are foreign Latino immigrants and those who are from a different country than that of
their ancestors. The out-group threat from foreigners will then disappear once the foreign
immigrants are considered part of the in-group.

Sanchez (2006) provides evidence that can be applied to support this theory. He
shows that Latino group consciousness is associated with more liberal immigration policy
attitudes. Although group consciousness and panethnicity are not conceptually identical,
they are both similar in that each involves Latinos of different nationalities adopting a
unified, overarching group identity of being “Latino.” The primary difference is that with
group consciousness, a supremely Latino identity is promoted only instrumentally as an
agent of political mobilization, whereas panethnicity occurs more naturally and has
intrinsic worth (see definitions in Jones-Correa and Leal 1996 and Sanchez 2006, as well

as Padilla 1984, 1985).
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This hypothesis is disputed, however, by Jones-Correa and Leal (1996) who argue
and present evidence that panethnicity “does not have an influence on respondents’
attitudes toward other Latin American-origin groups.” Also, Sears, et al. (2003) argues
that ethnic identity is not associated with out-group disfavor, although social identity
theory (Tajfel and Turner 1986) argues that in-group favor is automatically accompanied
by out-group disfavor. Panethnicity will thus be included as a key independent variable in
this analysis in order to determine which of these views receives more support when it
comes to nativism and immigration attitudes.

American Acculturation. Latinos in the United States possess varying degrees of
“acculturation.” This is defined as the extent to which Latinos are “Americanized”, i.e.
speak English, consider themselves Americans before any other nationality, have families
who have been in the United States for several generations, etc. Branton (2007)
demonstrates that more American acculturation is associated with more conservative
immigration policy preferences among Latinos.

Rouse, Wilkinson, and Garand (2010) include several measures of “ethnic
attachment and assimilation” in their model of Latino immigration policy attitudes
including facility with the English language, experience with discrimination, U.S.
citizenship, and generations of family in the United States. They find that nearly every
measure of acculturation affects their factor index of “general immigration attitudes” (a
combined scale of three separate immigration policies), with the exception of personal
discrimination experiences and whether or not the respondent is a naturalized citizen.

It is thus expected that because Latinos who are more acculturated consider
themselves to be more “native” and more American than their recently-arrived
counterparts, they will have a higher interest in preserving traditional American customs,
culture, and way of life and will therefore exhibit higher levels of anti-immigrant

nativism. As with previous studies, different conceptualizations of acculturation will be
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included in this analysis, including American cultural assimilation, economic
assimilation, and number of family generations in the United States.

Linked Fate / Racial Solidarity. Although there is a degree of disagreement as to
how these terms should exactly be defined, the terms “linked fate” and “racial solidarity”
essentially refer to the perception that one’s self-interest is pegged to the interests and
success of the majority of one’s own ethnic group (Dawson 1995). Among African-
Americans, this is also known as “black identity, black separatism, black autonomy, or
even black nationalism” (Welch et al. 2001). Sniderman and Piazza (2004) argue that
“linked fate” is one form of racial solidarity. While this concept has been studied
extensively among African-Americans (Dawson 1995; Mindiola, Niemann, and
Rodriguez 2003; Sniderman and Piazza 2004; Simien 2005; White 2007), it has received
little to no attention among Latinos, as the focus has traditionally been on group
consciousness and panethnicity.

With this variable, it is expected that higher levels of “linked fate” among Latinos
will be associated with lower levels of nativism. This is because native Latinos who
perceive their personal success to be tied to the success of all Latinos in the United States
will be motivated to maintain attitudes that are more favorable to other Latinos, even if
they happen to be immigrants. They will thus take a more accepting view of the influence
of foreign immigrants on America’s culture and way of life.

Social context. While the effect of social context on nativism and immigration
attitudes has been examined both in this dissertation and in previous research (Giles and
Buckner 1993; Welch et al. 2001; Tolbert and Grummel 2003; Oliver and Wong 2003),
the relationship under examination has been the effect of the size of a minority racial
group on the attitudes of the white majority. Less clear is the effect of the size of a
minority racial group on the attitudes of other members of the same minority group. How
might the magnitude of the Latino population in an area affect the attitudes of other

Latinos toward immigrants and their subsequent effect on American society?
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Bledsoe, et al. (1995) and Welch, et al. (2001) identify three distinct hypotheses
about social context that could affect African-American attitudes. While these hypotheses
were not originally intended to explain Latino attitudes, they may still be of value
because the hypotheses are general enough to apply to virtually any minority group. First,
the social density hypothesis predicts that as percent black increases in an African-
American’s geographic area, feelings of black racial solidarity would also increase
because they feel emboldened by the larger size of their in-group. Second, the social
salience hypothesis predicts that racial solidarity increases as percent black actually
decreases because they are more frequently reminded of their out-group status and thus
strengthen their salient in-group identification (Tajfel and Turner 1986). Third, the
identity supremacy hypothesis posits that social context does not affect black feelings of
racial solidarity because group identity is so important that it transcends others
environmental factors and is not affected by the racial context of one’s geographic
vicinity.

These same hypotheses can be applied to Latino attitudes. The social density
hypothesis would predict that as percent Latino in an individual’s area increases, Latino
nativism would correspondingly increase. This is because the larger size of the salient in-
group (Latino-Americans) would reinforce in-group identity and serve to increase out-
group (immigrants and foreigners) hostility. The social salience hypothesis, on the other
hand, would predict that as the percent Latino increases, Latino nativism would decrease
because their in-group identity would not become threatened, thus negating the associated
increase in out-group hostility. Finally, the identity supremacy hypothesis would predict
that the percent Latino will not affect levels of Latino nativism because feelings of
American national identity are strong enough to overpower demographic environmental
factors. There has been some previous support for at least one of these hypotheses. While

not discussing their results within this theoretical framework, Rouse, Wilkinson, and
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Garand (2010) find support for the social density hypothesis in terms of the effect of the
size of the percent Latino population on Latino immigration policy attitudes.

There is a second dimension to consider, however, regarding the effect of social
context. While the hypotheses discussed above pertain to the effect of the size of the
native Latino population on the attitudes of other native Latinos, there is also the effect of
the Latino immigrant population to consider. The effect of social context may differ
depending on whether the relevant groups in question are comprised of native Latinos or
foreign-born Latinos. It is likely that, in a manner similar to Anglos (Rocha and Espino
2009), native Latinos might distinguish between fellow Latinos based on immigrant
status when forming their attitudes toward immigrants as well as immigration policy
preferences.32

Expectations for the effect of the percent foreign-born Latino population on
Latino nativist attitudes based on previous research are mixed. On one hand, Hood,
Morris, and Shirkey (1997) found that percent foreign-born (including immigrants from
all parts of the world, not just Latinos) is associated with higher levels of immigration
restrictionism among native-born Latinos. They argue that this finding supports the racial
threat hypothesis. A forthcoming article by Rocha, et al. (2010), on the other hand, finds
that the size of the foreign-born population does not affect Latino attitudes toward
immigration policy in Texas, but that a higher % native Latino population leads to more
liberal attitudes. Furthermore, both Welch, et al. (2001) and Bledsoe, et al. (1995) show
evidence in favor of the social density hypothesis among African-Americans, in that a

higher percent black leads to more racial solidarity (and thus logically more favorable in-

32 Although Rouse, Wilkinson, and Garand (2010) argue that Latinos do not distinguish between illegal
and legal immigration. They base this conclusion on the results of several associational tau-b statistic tests
of cross-tabulations of variables including affect toward legal and illegal immigration and policy
preferences. The relationship between the variables for legal and illegal immigration was significant at p <
0.0001.
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group evaluations of fellow African-Americans). This racial solidarity effect might also
apply to Latino-Americans, in that a higher percent Latino population might lead to more
favorable in-group attitudes toward other Latinos, even if they happen to be immigrants.

The question is whether or not the presence of all Latinos (including both foreign-
born and native-born Latinos) might invoke a feeling of racial solidarity (and consequent
positive evaluation) amongst Latinos, or whether it is simply the percent foreign-born
Latinos that would affect these attitudes. Both variables will be included, then, to test
these expectations and to determine the effect of both Latino groups (foreign-born and
native) on the attitudes of Latino-Americans.

Country of Origin. In a previous examination of this last variable, Branton
(2007) provides evidence that, all else being equal, Mexicans and Central Americans
have more liberal immigration policy preferences while Puerto Ricans and Cubans have
more conservative immigration policy preferences. Rouse, Wilkinson, and Garand (2010)
also show that Mexicans are more liberal in their attitudes toward immigration than
Latinos from other countries such as El Salvador, the Dominican Republic, Spain, Cuba,
or South or Central America. These findings can be profitably applied to derive
expectations for nativist attitudes among American Latinos.

First, since Puerto Ricans are native Americans and have been for more than a
century (ever since the end of the Spanish-American War in 1898), they consider
themselves “natives” with claims on the native cultural resources and may thus possess
more nativist attitudes. Second, Cubans in America are ardently pro-American and
politically conservative because of the historical legacy of the U.S.-Cuban relationship,
and may thus possess more nativist attitudes as well. Third, because Mexicans and
Central Americans are more likely to have friends and family members who are among
the “immigrant foreigners”, or at least, know that they are not many generations removed
from that particular out-group themselves, they therefore should espouse lower nativist

sentiments.
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Data and Methods

The nature of nativism and associated immigration policy attitudes among Latinos
will be analyzed using data from the 2006 Latino National Survey conducted by Luis
Fraga, John Garcia, Rodney Hero, Michael Jones-Correa, Valerie Martinez-Ebers, and
Gary Segura. This survey was conducted between November 2005 and August 2006 on
Latino households nation-wide and has an N of 8,634.

Dependent variable. The dependent variable (nativism) is measured with the
following question: “Which comes closer to your own views? Immigrants today
strengthen our country because of their hard work and talents OR immigrants today are a
burden on our country because they take our jobs, housing, and health care.” This will
thus be a dichotomous variable coded “1” if the respondent preferred the second
statement and “0” if the respondent preferred the former.33

The other dependent variable in the two-stage model of immigration preferences
is a measure of preferences on immigrant worker policies. Respondents were asked:
“What is your preferred policy on undocumented or illegal immigration? Should there be:
1) immediate legalization of current undocumented immigrants, 2) a guest worker
program leading to legalization eventually, 3) a guest worker program that permits
immigrants to be in the country, but only temporarily, 4) an effort to seal or close off the

border to stop illegal immigration, or 5) none of these.” After excluding the respondents

33 In preceding chapters, nativism was operationalized by a number of different variables depending on
availability. Chapter 3 used the following question: “Would you say that America’s cultural life is
generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from other countries?” Chapter 4
employed the following: “Some people say that our American way of life needs to be protected against
foreign influence. Would you say you completely agree, mostly agree, mostly disagree, or completely
disagree with this?”” This measure of nativism from the LNS survey is less preferable than either of the
previous two measures, as it emphasizes attitudes toward immigrants over a perceived threat to a uniquely
American way of life from foreign influence. While this is less than ideal, it is the closest proxy measure
available. In the 2006 Pew Immigration Survey (referenced in previous chapters), this measure of nativism
correlates with the measure used in Chapter 4 at r = 0.34 among U.S. Latino citizens.
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who answered “none of these,” this variable was collapsed into a binomial variable coded
“1” if the respondents answered 3 or 4 and “0” if they answered 1 or 2. Thus, the variable
is a general measure of whether or not the respondent feels that undocumented
immigrants may remain in the United States permanently or must eventually return to
their home countries.

Independent variables. The economic competition hypothesis will be tested by
including a variable measuring a respondent’s views of the national economy (see Citrin,
et al. 2007) as well as a measure of household income levels. The social context
hypotheses will be tested by including both the percent Latino and percent foreign-born
Latino in a respondent’s state as of the 2000 U.S. Census. Latino panethnicity is
operationalized by responses to the question: “Of the three previous terms,
‘Latino/Hispanic’, ‘[nationality of country of origin]’, or ‘American’, which best
describes you?” If the respondent chose “Latino/Hispanic” over the other two identity
measures, this will be considered an indicator of panethnicity. The linked fate hypothesis
will be assessed using an ordinal measure created from responses to the question: “How
much does your ‘doing well’ depend on other Latinos/Hispanics also doing well?”
Respondents could choose between one of four options: nothing, little, some, or a lot.
Additionally, dummy variables will be included indicating whether or not the
respondent’s ancestry hails from Mexico, Puerto Rico, Cuba, or any Central American
country.

American acculturation is measured with three separate factor index scores of
various measures of integration into American society. The first contains combined
measures of cultural assimilation: native birth in the United States, proficiency with
English, and a strong association with American identity. The second contains combined
measures of economic integration: registered to vote, home ownership, and length at
current address. The third contains measures of the number of generations that the

respondent’s family (parents and grandparents) has been in the United States.
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Controls. Standard controls will also be included for sociodemographic
characteristics (age, gender, education, religion), as well as political partisanship in the
policy model. Theoretically, it is expected that these variables will exert similar effects
on nativism and immigration attitudes as observed among Anglos, with one important
exception. Hood, Morris, and Shirkey (1997) and Miller, Polinard, and Wrinkle (1984)
demonstrated that the effect of education on immigration attitudes works the opposite for
Latinos as opposed to Anglos. Whereas higher levels of education are associated with
more liberal immigration attitudes among Anglos, it was shown in these studies that for
Latinos, education is associated with more conservative immigration preferences. This
was attributed primarily to a version of the economic threat hypothesis — that more
highly-educated Latinos are more successful in a country’s economy and thus perceive an
increased threat to that economy from undocumented workers. It is likely, however, that
more education is associated with higher levels of integration and acculturation, and that
this is what explains that finding. Since variables for both economic threat and American
acculturation are included in the model, it is expected that the effect of education should
wash out in the presence of those other variables.

Method. Because both dependent variables are binomial, a logistic regression
method will be employed to evaluate two separate models: 1) the effect of determinants
of nativism among Latinos and 2) the effect of nativism on immigration policy attitudes
in comparison with other traditional explanations. Standard errors will be clustered by
state and the analysis will be limited to Latino U.S. legal citizens, as it would make little
sense to include Latino immigrants (be they documented or undocumented) in an analysis
of nativist attitudes or immigration preferences. The weighting variable is also applied to
make the analysis more representative of the nation at large. Table 6.1 presents basic
summary statistics of the various dependent, independent, and control variables to be

included in the analysis.



165

Analysis

Descriptive Statistics. Table 6.2 presents tabulations of native Latino support for
two immigration policies (immigrant worker and bilingual education) as well as nativist
anti-immigrant sentiments among respondents in the NLS 2006 study. As would be
expected, Latino attitudes toward immigrants and immigration policy are much more
liberal than among their Anglo counterparts. Only 13.4% of native Latinos say they agree
that immigrants are a burden rather than an asset to American society.34 This is nearly
40% lower than among non-Hispanic whites who were asked the same question in the
2006 Pew Immigration survey, as featured in previous chapters.35

In terms of policy, a full 32% of native Latinos support what is essentially an
unconditional amnesty for undocumented immigrants currently in the country and
another 44% support an earned pathway to citizenship. Only 24% support requiring
undocumented immigrants to return to their countries of origin, either immediately or
eventually. Again, contrast these figures with those among non-Hispanic whites: while
33% support an eventual path to citizenship for those currently in the country, a full 59%
favor requiring immigrants to return to their home countries (nearly half of those saying
they should leave immediately). Attitudes toward bilingual education are more diverse,
with 46.5% of native Latinos saying that they support ending bilingual education for
students after one year in the United States.

Predicting Nativism among Latinos. Moving on to the multivariate analysis,

Table 6.3 presents the results of a logistic regression model predicting anti-immigrant

34 Compare this figure with 30.3% expressing the same sentiment among 432 Latino-American
respondents from the 2006 Pew Immigration Survey. Compare also: 45.9% of 442 Latino-Americans in the
2006 Pew Immigration Survey expressed agreement with the statement: “Our American way of life needs
to be protected against foreign influence,” the measure of nativism in Chapter 4. The measure of nativism
used in this chapter is thus lower than similar measures from comparable populations in other surveys.

35 More precisely, 51.3% of non-Hispanic whites indicated agreement with the statement.
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nativist attitudes among Latino citizens. Coefficients, standard errors, and the substantive
impact of each variable (predicted probabilities) are displayed. The results displayed in
Table 6.3 show strong support for some of the key variables and no support for others.
First, the largest predictor of nativist attitudes among native Latinos is their level of
American cultural assimilation. Specifically, being born in the United States, having a
proficient command of the English language, and identifying strongly as an American
increase ones likelihood of professing anti-immigrant nativist sentiments by nearly 19%,
holding all other factors constant.36 Another measure of acculturation, family generations
in the U.S., is also significant, as those whose families have been in the U.S. for longer
amounts of time are roughly 5% more likely to express anti-immigrant nativist
sentiments.

There are some interesting findings in regards to the social context variables. All
other things being equal, native Latinos who have higher levels of other non-immigrant
Latinos in their geographical area are 11% more likely to profess nativist sentiments
while those who reside in areas with higher levels of foreign-born Latinos are 4% less
likely to agree to the same. Support for the foreign-born Latino finding is weaker,
however, as the coefficient for this variable is significant only at p=0.09. Even with this
softer standard of significance this is an important result in that it shows that Latinos
respond to the heterogeneity of the Latino community in the United States in varying
ways.

From these results, it seems that Latino-Americans respond to higher levels of
fellow Latino-Americans according to the social salience hypothesis. The more they

come into contact with fellow Latinos, the less positive they are in their evaluation of the

36 50 as not to overstate these results, the likelinood increases from 1.9% to 20.7%. Thus, even those who
are highly acculturated are still nearly 80% likely to say that immigrants strengthen American society as
opposed to imposing a burden.
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effect of immigrants on American society. However, the more Latino-Americans come
into contact with foreign-born Latinos, the more positive their evaluations are toward that
immigrant group. Not only is this contrary to how African-Americans respond to the
presence of fellow African-Americans (who generally act according to the social density
hypothesis, see Welch et al. 2001, 5), but also in a manner more similar to non-Hispanic
whites. Indeed, these results are generally consistent with the effects of the social contact
hypothesis, which has been shown to receive strong support among Anglos (see Welch et
al. 2001, 6 and Oliver and Wong 2003, e.g.).

We see varying support for the economic competition hypothesis. The variable
representing economic assimilation is not significant, nor is the variable measuring
evaluations of the United States national economy. Levels of household income,
however, appear to be weakly associated with stronger nativist attitudes. Those who
make less than $15,000 per year are 7.6% more likely to profess anti-immigrant nativist
attitudes than those who make more than $65,000 per year, although the significance
level for the coefficient is barely above the traditional standard 0.05 standard (p=0.06).
Combined, these results indicate only small support for the economic threat hypothesis,
in that native Latinos with lower incomes feel a stronger sense of threat from immigrants
who may compete for the same types of jobs.

Furthermore, there is no support for the panethnicity hypothesis, as those who
identify primarily as “Latino/Hispanic” as opposed to “American” or with their countries
of origin are neither more nor less likely to profess feelings one way or another regarding
the effect of foreign immigrants on American society. We do see, however, that those
whose families or ancestors hail from Mexico are 9% less likely to profess anti-
immigrant attitudes, and that those from Puerto Rico, Cuba, or Central America are
neither more nor less likely to have an opinion either way. With the exception of the age
variable (those who are 97 are 12% more nativist than those who are 18), all other

socioeconomic control variables are insignificant in the model.
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It is worth noting that the variable for education is insignificant, suggesting that
earlier findings on the effect of education on attitudes toward immigration (Miller,
Polinard, and Wrinkle 1984; Hood, Morris, and Shirkey 1997) were indeed tapping levels
of acculturation and assimilation, as proxied through levels of education. Once
acculturation and economic assimilation are accounted for, education plays no
independent role in shaping attitudes toward the effect of immigrants on American
society.

Predicting Immigration Policy Preferences among Latinos. Now that the
determinants of nativism among Latinos have been analyzed, we can turn our attention to
examining the role of nativism in driving immigration policy preferences among Latino-
Americans, focusing especially on the role of nativism. Table 6.4 presents the results of a
concise logistic regression model of Latino attitudes toward immigrant worker policies.3”
Again, positive values on the coefficients indicate a preference to require undocumented
immigrants to eventually or immediately return to their countries of origin.

Here, we see that anti-immigrant nativism is by far the single largest determinant
of conservative immigration policy attitudes among Latino-Americans. Those who feel
that immigrants are a burden on American society are 42% more likely to believe that
immigrants must return to their home countries. Furthermore, this effect is enough to “tip
the scales” of policy preferences, as those who possess anti-immigrant nativist sentiments
are 60.5% likely to agree that undocumented immigrants should be required to return to

their countries of origin, while the Latino non-nativists are only 18.5% likely to do so.38

37 The variables included in this model are those which have been consistently shown through numerous
research studies to affect Anglo attitudes toward immigration policy, with the addition of anti-immigrant
nativism.

38 |t should be noted that this finding could possibly be an artifact of the question wording for this
particular nativism measure, which is choosing the latter of: “Immigrants today strengthen our country
because of their hard work and talents OR immigrants today are a burden on our country because they take
our jobs, housing, and health care.” It is possible that this question taps a more negative bias toward
immigrants as opposed to a perceived threat to America’s culture and way of life. This would naturally be
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While the finding that anti-immigrant nativists are more likely to prefer more
conservative immigration preferences may not be overly surprising, the finding that
nativism is the largest determinant of conservative immigration attitudes among Latinos
certainly is surprising. It was shown previously that nativism is indeed lower among
Latinos than among Anglos in the United States. For those few nativist Latinos, however,
their immigration policy preferences are strongly driven by nativism as opposed to other
traditional factors. This stands in strong contrast to Anglo-Americans, for whom it was
shown in previous chapters that their policy preferences are shaped just as much by
racism, political conservatism, and economic competition as by nativism.

It is also interesting to see that several traditional determinants of nativism are not
significant in this model. We see that the percent foreign-born Latino is insignificant,
suggesting that while social context may drive native Latino nativist attitudes, it no
longer independently affects policy attitudes once nativism is incorporated as a key
intervening independent variable.

Furthermore, the economic threat variable is also insignificant. This suggests that
the perceived threat to “American” jobs from foreign immigrants also has no independent
demonstrable effect on driving immigration policy attitudes among native Latinos. It
should be noted, however, that one measure of economic threat is a significant predictor
of immigration policy attitudes. Latino-Americans with higher incomes are about 6%
more likely to express more conservative policy attitudes, suggesting that they feel
slightly threatened by the increased taxes they may have to pay to support government

services for an increased amount of undocumented immigrants in the United States. This

more likely to result in stronger anti-immigrant policy preferences. While ideal nativism measures in the
NLS study are not available (see the previous discussion), a replication of this same model using
comparable variables among approximately 400 Latino-Americans in the 2006 Pew Immigration Survey
revealed that nativism is still significant, but at a much weaker level — changing the likelihood of
supporting a mass deportation policy by only 12% (compare 5% for income, not significant, 18% for age,
significant at p=0.11, and 4% for partisanship, not significant).
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is also important because it was previously shown that those with higher incomes have
lower levels of individual-level nativism. Apparently, high-income Latinos feel no threat
to American society from foreign immigrants, but they do feel a threat to their
pocketbooks that might accompany more lenient immigration policies.39

Whereas it was shown in previous chapters that political conservatism exerts an
important independent effect on immigration policy preferences among Anglos, ideology
appears to exert no effect on Latino attitudes. Contrary to Anglo preferences on
immigrant worker policies, however, partisanship does appear to be a driving factor
instead of ideology. In this model, Republicans are nearly 8% more likely to support
conservative immigrant worker policies, even after controlling for nativism and
socioeconomic status.40

Finally, we see some interesting differences between Anglos and Latinos in terms
of sociodemographic characteristics. Like Anglos, older Latinos exhibit more
conservative immigration preferences than younger Latinos. Unlike Anglos, however,
gender and education are insignificant in the concise model. This is notable because
education is traditionally one of the strongest predictors of immigration attitudes among
non-Hispanic whites in the United States (Hoskin and Mishler 1983; Espenshade and
Calhoun 1993). It is also notable because it was shown to be associated with more

conservative policy preferences among Latinos (Miller, Polinard, and Wrinkle 1984;

39 Another possibility for this finding is that more affluent Latinos are simply better at masking their non-
socially desirable attitudes to telephone surveyors. They might be willing to admit preferences for
conservative immigration policies, but perhaps not willing to admit personal biases against a fellow ethnic
group. This is assuming, of course, that social desirability works to produce different answers among
different groups, depending on the target in question.

40 This could also potentially be at least partially attributable to a lower level of constraint between
ideology and partisanship among Latinos than exists among Anglos in the United States. The two are
correlated at r=0.49 among non-Hispanic white U.S. citizens and r=0.23 among Hispanics citizens in the
2006 Pew Immigration Survey.
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Hood and Morris 1997). Once nativism is accounted for, education again has no

independent effect.

Discussion

Table 6.5 presents a summary of the hypotheses for the effect of the various
independent variables on predicting Latino-American nativist attitudes, as revealed in this
analysis. We find mixed support for these hypotheses, with some receiving greater
support than others. The key finding is that, as has been shown in previous research
(Sanchez 2006; Branton 2007; Rouse, Wilkinson, and Garand 2010), levels of American
acculturation and assimilation are one of the strongest predictors of anti-immigrant
nativism among Latino-Americans. This analysis has also revealed that other factors are
important, including feelings of Latino racial solidarity, social context, and country of
origin (specifically Mexico). It is interesting that other more traditional determinants of
Latino attitudes, such as economic competition and panethnicity, are not significant
predictors of nativism among Latinos in the United States.

One important lesson to be learned from this analysis is that, despite conventional
wisdom on the matter, Latino attitudes toward foreign immigrants and immigration
policies are not monolithically liberal. While it is true that Latinos are more liberal on
these issues than Anglos, there is a non-trivial portion of the Latino population who view
immigrants as a threat to American society and would prefer a more punitive and “hard-
line” approach to immigration policy in the United States. Moreover, as is the case with
Anglos, Latinos also vary in their approaches toward different types of immigrant-related
policies. It was shown here that a majority of Latinos support a more liberal position on
immigrant worker policies, but that, surprisingly, nearly half of all Latino-Americans
support ending bilingual education programs for immigrant children after they have been

in the country for one year.
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Another important lesson from this analysis is that the effect of social contact is
just as important for driving Latino attitudes as it is for Anglo attitudes. Latino-American
attitudes toward foreign immigrants are driven just as much by the size of the Latino
population as by demographic characteristics like age, income, or country of origin.

Further, this analysis demonstrates that it is important to distinguish between
relevant demographic groups when assessing the effect of social context on political
attitudes. We not only see here that Latinos react to the presence of foreign-born Latinos
and native Latinos differently, but that the effect is opposite for each group. More native
Latinos in one’s area lead to more anti-immigrant sentiments among Latino-Americans.
This suggests, contrary to the predictions from news pundits and commentators, that as
the population of the United States grows more racially and ethnically diverse it will not
necessarily adopt increasingly liberal immigration policy preferences. Indeed, it is
possible that Latinos will actually become more conservative on immigration in coming
decades as the proportion of Latino-Americans continues to increase relative to the
proportion of undocumented Latino immigrants in the United States.

Perhaps the most important lesson from this analysis comes from the finding that
anti-immigrant nativism is the single largest predictor of conservative immigration
attitudes among Latino-Americans. This effect far outweighs the effect of nativism on
Anglo immigration attitudes as demonstrated in Chapter 4. While a clear minority (only
about a quarter) of native Latinos feel that more restrictive immigration policies are
appropriate, it seems that among this minority these preferences are driven mostly by
concerns to protect American society. Indeed, native Latinos who are the most integrated
into American society are also the most likely to perceive that their society is coming
under threat from foreign immigrants.

To restate the point, it is possible that Latino-American attitudes toward
foreigners, their effect on American society, and immigration policy attitudes will

continue to grow more conservative as Latinos become increasingly more assimilated and
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“mainstream” in American society. As Branton (2007) predicted, Latino immigration
attitudes may even eventually become indistinguishable from those of the American
population at large, even if those attitudes relate to policies that happen to affect

foreigners of the same racial/ethnic status.

Summary and Conclusion

The introduction to this chapter posed the following question: “Will native-born
Latinos, because of their shared ethnicity and common ancestry, feel a sense of sympathy
with immigrant foreigners which would cause them to oppose anti-immigrant legislation
and also those who support it? Or will native-born Latinos eventually assimilate into the
broader American culture and thus feel just as threatened by foreigners as native-born
Anglos?”

This chapter’s analysis revealed that anti-immigrant nativism among Latino-
Americans is driven primarily by levels of American cultural assimilation and social
context, with more modest effects exerted by linked fate and country of origin. It was
also revealed that even though a clear minority of Latinos support conservative
immigration policy preferences, those that do so are driven predominantly by nativism
and at a rate much higher than among Anglos.

These results imply that there are two answers to the original question posed at
the outset of this chapter. For now, it seems that a shared ethnicity and common ancestry
encourage most Latino-Americans to view foreign immigrants and their effect on
American society and culture in a generally positive light. However, these results also
suggest that this will not always be the case. A growing native Latino population and
rising levels of Latino cultural assimilation may eventually lead to a greater incidence of
negative evaluations of the effect of immigrants on American society. The pro-immigrant

bias of the Latino population in the United States may eventually disappear altogether.
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While this analysis of Latino-American attitudes has been enlightening, we still
have yet to examine nativist attitudes among the nation’s second-largest (yet historically
most salient) minority group: African-Americans. The proceeding chapter will take up
this question and analyze the determinants of nativism among blacks as well as the
degree to which nativism drives immigration policy attitudes in comparison with other

traditional factors.
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Nativism | 3,291 | 0.13 | 0.34 0 1 1.00
Immigration policy | 3,007 | 2.06 | 0.89 1 4 0.38* 1.00
Economic threat | 3,291 | 2.35 | 0.77 1 3 -0.02 -0.07*
% Hispanic | 3,291 | 0.19 | 0.11 | 0.03 | 0.42 | 0.07* 0.03
% foreign-born Hispanic | 3,291 | 0.08 | 0.04 | 0.01 | 0.15 0.01 -0.01
Panethnicity | 3,291 | 0.35 | 0.48 0 1 -0.04 -0.10*
Linked fate | 3,291 | 2.74 1.16 1 4 -0.11* | -0.19*
Cultural assimilation | 3,291 | 0.62 | 090 | -1.32 | 1.50 | 0.22* 0.32*
Economic assimilation | 3,291 | 0.02 | 095 | -2.20 | 3.36 | 0.06* 0.13*
Generational assimilation | 3,291 | 0.15 | 1.09 | -0.77 | 2.61 | 0.13* 0.15*
Mexican | 3,291 | 0.59 | 0.49 0 1 -0.03 -0.05*
Puerto Rican | 3,291 | 0.18 | 0.38 0 1 0.05* 0.07*
Cuban | 3,291 | 0.06 | 0.24 0 1 0.00 0.03
Central American | 3,291 | 0.10 | 0.29 0 1 -0.04* | -0.07*
Age | 3,291 | 43.26 | 15.88 | 18 90 0.08* 0.08*
Female | 3,291 | 0.53 | 0.50 0 1 -0.01 -0.07*
Education | 3,291 | 4.34 | 1.76 0 7 0.02 0.12*
Income | 3,291 | 4.24 | 2.07 1 7 0.00 0.13*
Church attendance | 3,291 | 3.28 | 1.29 1 5 -0.02 -0.07*
Catholic | 3,291 | 0.68 | 0.46 0 1 0.00 -0.06*
Republican | 3,291 | 0.23 | 0.42 0 1 0.04* 0.13*
Independent | 3,291 | 0.18 | 0.39 0 1 -0.05* | -0.08*

* Correlation significant at p < 0.05, limited to U.S. citizens, cases restricted to those with

non-missing values

Source: 2006 Latino National Survey
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Table 6.2. Frequency Tabulations for Latino-American Attitudes toward Foreign
Immigrants and Immigration Policy

Which comes closer to your own views? Immigrants today strengthen our country
because of their hard work and talents, OR Immigrants today are a burden on our
country because they take our jobs, housing, and health care.
Immigrants strengthen country | 86.57%
Immigrants are a burden | 13.43%
N | 4,856

What is your preferred policy on undocumented or illegal immigration? Should there
be: Immediate legalization of current undocumented immigrants, a guest worker
program leading to legalization eventually, a guest worker program that permits
immigrants to be in the country, but only temporarily, or an effort to seal or close off
the border to stop illegal immigration?
Immediate legalization | 32.05%
Guest worker program, eventual legalization | 43.99%
Guest worker program, eventually leave | 15.25%
Seal the border | 8.7%
N | 4,321

I 'm going to ask you about some policy issues. Please tell me how strongly you support
or oppose the following policies. Your response can be: strongly support, support,
oppose or strongly oppose.... Replace multi-year bilingual instruction in schools with
instruction only in English after one year.
Strongly support | 21.47%
Support | 24.99%
Oppose | 26.56%
Strongly oppose | 26.98%
N | 2,161

Source: 2006 Latino National Survey.

Note: Limited to U.S. citizens.
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Table 6.3. Logistic Regression Estimation of Latino-American Nativism

(SI?E) Predicted Prob.
Economic threat (8 ggg) -0.009
% Hispanic 2(8?531*89;* 0.115
% foreign-born Hispanic (3?)%2? -0.044
Panethnicity (8 1050f) 0.000
_ ok
Linked fate ?01(;1;0) -0.041
—
Cultural assimilation 0(8?’1010) 0.188
Economic assimilation (gg%g) -0.035
*
Generational assimilation ?(5.104536) 0.049
_ >k
Mexican ?093?36) -0.098
Puerto Rican (8 ;gf’) -0.034
Cuban ('gffg) -0.005
Central American ((? 3?3?56) -0.032
Age 0 (8.1060*5’;* 0.122
Female (81155) -0.015
Education (885250) -0.013
Income (%%Zg;f -0.043
Church attendance ( g 8516) -0.010
Catholic (8:%2) 0.007
_ ——
Constant 1(8 Z_)% 0) -0.009
N 3,291
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Table 6.3 — continued

| Pseudo R?| 0.107

#p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
Source: 2006 National Latino Study
Dependent variable: Latino-American anti-immigrant nativism

Note: Limited to U.S. citizen respondents. Standard errors are sample weighted and
clustered by geographic region.

Cell entries in the second column are predicted probabilities based on logit estimations of
the effect of each variable in the model on the dependent variable, holding all other
variables constant at their mean.

This model was replicated substituting an estimation of the size of the undocumented
immigrant population the respondent’s state (Pew Hispanic Center 2006) for the %
foreign-born Latino variable derived from Census data. The results remain substantively
the same, with the following exceptions: the coefficient for the social context variable (%
undocumented immigrant) is insignificant, Puerto Rican now negative and significant at
p=0.091.
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Table 6.4. Logistic Regression Estimation of Latino-American Immigration Policy

Attitudes
B Predicted Prob
(SE) '
Nativism 1(801872) 0.420
Economic threat (8 ggf) -0.028
% foreign-born Hispanic (1022302) -0.015
0.014***
Age (0.004) 0.185
-0.236
Female (0.147) -0.041
] -0.013
Education (0.038) -0.016
0.057*
Income (0.023) 0.059
Ideology (conservative +) (88;2) 0.020
. 0.423***
Republican (0.129) 0.078
-0.255
Independent (0.156) -0.042
-2.091***
Constant (0.327) 0.420
N 2,115
Pseudo R* 0.115

#p<0.10,* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p < 0.001

Source: 2006 National Latino Study

Dependent variable: Latino-American immigrant worker policy attitudes

Note: Limited to U.S. citizen respondents. Standard errors are sample weighted and
clustered by geographic region.

Cell entries in the second column are predicted probabilities based on logit estimations of
the effect of each variable in the model on the dependent variable, holding all other
variables constant at their mean.
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This model was replicated substituting an estimation of the size of the undocumented
immigrant population the respondent’s state (Pew Hispanic Center 2006) for the %
foreign-born Latino variable derived from Census data. The results remain substantively
the same, with the following exceptions: the coefficient for household income is
significant at 0.10, Independent partisanship is negative and significant at p=0.058.



Table 6.5. Summary of Findings

Expected
Independent variable Direction Results

Economic competition +/0 (+)
Panethnicity - %)

American acculturation + +

Linked fate / racial solidarity - -

% Latino +/-10 +

% foreign-born Latino +/- )

Country of origin — Mexico - -
Country of origin — Central America - %)
Country of origin — Cuba + %)
Country of origin — Puerto Rico + %)
Education + 1]

Note: results presented in parentheses indicate only weak support for the

finding, as the result was significant at p<0.10, but not p<0.05.
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CHAPTER 7: NATIVISM AND IMMIGRATION POLICY PREFERENCES AMONG
AFRICAN-AMERICANS

Introduction

The previous chapter focused on the prevalence and determinants of nativism and
immigration policy preferences among Latino-Americans. This chapter will focus on
these same questions among the nation’s second-largest, but traditionally most salient,
racial minority group: African-Americans4l. The causes and consequences of nativism
among African-Americans are important to understand because the ability of African-
Americans and Latinos to form coalitions in order to achieve political goals largely
depends on their mutual perceptions of each other and, to a certain extent, the amount of
“good will” that they have toward working together (Kaufmann 2003). African-
Americans with strong nativist attitudes may find it more difficult to foster this good will
toward Latinos who often support more liberal immigration policies and generally
support a more accommodating stance toward immigrants in the United States,
hampering their ability to work collectively in the political arena.

This chapter will thus introduce, discuss, and attempt to solve competing
expectations for the determinants of African-American nativism. Some might predict that
because of their relatively lower socio-economic status, African-Americans should be
more nativist than Anglos because they are more often in direct competition with
foreigners for economic resources such as jobs and government benefits. Others might
argue, however, that because of their distinct minority status, African-Americans should
be less nativist than Anglos because they themselves constitute a separate ethnic/cultural

group and do not perceive their “native” cultural resources to be threatened by foreigners.

41 The terms “African-Americans” and “blacks” will be used interchangeably throughout this chapter.
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They also may perceive a common minority group status with immigrant groups, thus
mitigating out-group disfavor. This analysis will attempt to determine which of these two
views is correct, and will also introduce and test certain determinants of nativism which
are unique to African-Americans, namely, racial alienation and “linked-fate.” This
analysis will also determine the extent to which nativism drives African-American
attitudes on immigration and other immigration-related policy preferences, compared to
other traditional factors.

To briefly preview the main findings, it will be shown that blacks are at once
slightly more nativist and restrictionist in their policy preferences than either Anglos or
Latinos, but also more liberal in terms of policies toward immigrants who are already in
the United States. It will also be shown that African-American nativist attitudes are
driven primarily by economic concerns, with additional influence from social context,
anti-Hispanic affect, and racial alienation. Finally, as was shown previously to be the case
with Anglos, evidence will be presented in support of the argument that nativism is an
important, but not exclusive, cause of conservative immigration policy preferences

among African-Americans.

Previous Research

There is a plethora of research focusing on describing and explaining the
relationship between African-Americans and Latinos in the United States (Falcon 1988;
Hero 1992; Jackson, Gerber, and Cain 1994; McClain and Karnig 1990; Meier and
Stewart 1991; McClain and Tauber 1998; Mindiola, Niemann, and Rodriguez 2003;
Kaufmann 2003; Meier et al. 2004; Gay 2006) While these studies are certainly not
unimportant, the remainder of this review will focus specifically on literature seeking to
explain African-American attitudes specifically toward foreigners and United States

immigration policy.
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While there have been fewer investigations into the determinants of African-
American attitudes toward immigration policy, there has been more development in this
area than is the case with Latino immigration attitudes, as discussed in the previous
chapter. Generally speaking, these studies investigating black immigration policy
attitudes have made arguments that fall into one of two camps. Either blacks feel
positively toward Latino immigrants because of their shared minority status, or they feel
negatively toward Latino immigrants because they compete for the same jobs,
government benefits, and political positions.

In the first camp (positive inter-racial relations), Jackson, et al. (1994), examine a
1988 survey of African-Americans in Los Angeles (the “Los Angeles Racial Group
Consciousness” (LARGC) study, N=489). They show descriptive statistics indicating
that 83.3% of blacks in Los Angeles perceive themselves to be either very or fairly close
to Latinos (compare 62.4% for Asians, 69.7% for Jews, and 84.7% for whites). In
contrast, however, only 16.9% of black respondents indicated that they believe that
Latino immigrants have changed Los Angeles “for the better” (compare 24.9% for Asian
immigrants).

Thornton and Mizuno (1999) analyze data from the 1984 Black Election Study
and find that, in general, blacks are more supportive and positive in their evaluations of
foreign immigrants than whites. Espenshade and Hempsted (1996) further find that
blacks are more liberal in their immigration policy preferences than their white
counterparts in the United States. Morris (2000) examine African-American voting on
California proposition 187 and finds that a slight majority of blacks (53%-46%) voted
against cutting off government benefits to undocumented immigrants in the state. Finally,
McClain, et al. (2008) examine at the effect of black elite opinion on black residents of
Durham, North Carolina toward the issue of illegal immigration. They find that, in

general, black elites perceive immigration to be more of a problem than among those they
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represent. African-Americans in Durham were found to be fairly positive in their views
of foreign immigrants in the community.

In contrast to these more optimistic findings, Diamond (1998) conducts a
historical analysis of the relationship between African-Americans, immigrants, and
immigration policy in the United States that stretches from the early 19" century to the
present. He explains that blacks and immigrants have been competing since the 1820s —
each group began to move into urban areas in the country and began to compete for the
same types of jobs. This competition was further exacerbated throughout the 19" century
as most European immigrants monolithically supported the pro-slavery Democratic Party.
This led to strong anti-Catholic and anti-Chinese sentiments among most blacks in the
United States. Black elites, however, were fairly supportive of immigrants in the United
States, seeing the inconsistency of opposing other minority groups when they themselves
were seeking more fair and equal treatment in American society.

This pattern continued into the 20™ century, as black leaders, fresh from the civil-
rights conflicts, strongly supported other minority groups in America, including Latino
immigrants and refugees. Even today, African-American representatives in the U.S.
Congress and state legislatures are some of the most reliable pro-immigrant votes, as
voting on Latino interests and immigration tends to split along partisan lines (Knoll
2009b), and nearly 100% of African-American representatives are Democrats. According
to Diamond (1998), however, the growing numbers of Hispanic immigrants continue to
create antagonism among the black “masses” as they continue to compete for jobs and

political influence in American cities.#2

42 There are numerous other studies which focus on the economic competition between blacks and Latino
immigrants, but they will be discussed in the next section where the key hypotheses (including economic
competition) are identified.
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As was the case with the previous section, the bulk of these studies have focused
on black attitudes toward either Latinos as a racial group or toward political preferences
on immigration levels or access to government services. To date, these studies have
overlooked or excluded nativism, the perceived threat to a uniquely American culture and
way of life, in their analyses. They have also subsumed Latino-Americans and Latino
immigrants under the same umbrella, thus obscuring any differences that might emerge
based on reactions to these particular groups. Thus, the remainder of this chapter will
seek to answer the following questions: 1) how prevalent is nativism among African-
Americans in the American public?, 2) what drives nativism among African-Americans?,
and 3) to what extent does nativism drive immigration policy preferences among African-
Americans, in comparison with other traditional factors, especially economic

competition?

Hypotheses

As was the case in the previous chapter, this analysis will examine some of the
same variables introduced and discussed in the previous chapters on the determinants of
nativism and policy preferences among Anglos, with the addition of theoretical variables
specifically hypothesized to affect African-Americans.

Economic Competition. In a review of the determinants of racial public policy
preferences in the United States, Krysan (2000) argues that “group conflict” is the only
major theory that can explain attitudes of racial minorities toward racial public policies.
This is because symbolic racism and principled philosophical objections cannot be
applied to in this context. While arguments could certainly be made that this may not be
the case when discussing Latino-specific policy attitudes, the main point remains
important: African-Americans make up the chief social group in American society that

regularly competes with Latino immigrants for material and positional goods.
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While one branch of the research discussed previously paints a rather positive
view of blacks’ perceived competition with Latino immigrants, numerous scholars have
also argued that economic competition is the chief determinant of anti-immigrant
attitudes among African-Americans. For example, Miles (1992) describes how black
labor unions in Los Angeles throughout the 1980s fiercely criticized liberal immigration
policies and the influx of Latino immigrants into California, as it was believed to result in
fewer jobs and a lower availability of government welfare benefits. Without specifically
examining whether or not this is actually the case, Johnson and Oliver (1992) report that
a strong majority of blacks at the very least believe that undocumented immigrants take
away their jobs. Thus, even if empirical studies were to show evidence to the contrary, it
is the perception of job competition that drives the anti-immigrant attitudes.

Johnson, Farrell, and Guinn (1997) further describe the results of a 1994 Los
Angeles survey in which a majority of both whites and blacks say that they believe that
they would have less political and economic influence if immigration continued at its
current rate. They also find that a majority of blacks perceive a zero-sum world in that
“more good jobs” for Latinos and Asians would result in fewer good jobs for blacks.

Mindiola, Niemann, and Rodriguez (2003) qualify this economic competition
argument by tying it to the size of the immigrant population in the area. Based on a series
of surveys in Houston, Texas, they indeed find that blacks perceive Latino immigrants to
be taking away jobs. Yet they also find that blacks in general do not become upset about
it until there are enough Latinos in their vicinity to be perceived as actually threatening
the availability of those jobs. Gay (2006) qualifies this hypothesis in another way,
arguing that blacks actually react to the economic status of Latinos instead of themselves
or fellow blacks. She shows evidence that when blacks live in areas with Latinos that are
more economically affluent, they tend to adopt more anti-Latino attitudes.

More recently, Rouse, et al. (2008) examine African-American attitudes toward

foreign immigrants, immigration policies specifically, and affect toward Latinos and
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Asians in the United States. They find evidence in favor of the inter-racial economic
competition hypothesis. Blacks who perceive the national economy or their personal
economic situation to be doing poorly are more likely to adopt more anti-immigrant
attitudes.

This view does have its detractors, however. Citrin, et al. (1997), for example,
find that while economic concerns are important to driving immigration attitudes in the
United States, these concerns are no more likely to influence blacks than they are whites.
In essence, they argue that economic competition does not affect blacks any differently
than other racial groups. In fact, Morris (2000) finds evidence that economic threat
indeed drives black attitudes on immigration, but in a manner opposite than expected. He
reports that it is the higher-income blacks who were more likely to vote in favor of
California Proposition 187. Those with higher incomes feel more of a threat to their
pocketbooks through the increase in government services of which immigrants are
perceived to have taken advantage. Finally, Sniderman and Piazza (2004) argue that since
African-Americans largely share the same commitment to traditional American values as
Anglos, there is no longer an effect of economic competition over scarce resources
between blacks and Latinos.

These competing expectations will be tested, then, by analyzing the effect of
economic competition on nativism and immigration policy attitudes among African-
Americans. Findings from Miles (1992), Johnson, Farrell, and Guinn (1997), and
Mindiola, Niemann, and Rodriguez (2003) would all predict that those with lower
evaluations of the national economy or with lower incomes would have heightened levels
of nativism. They would also predict that because of the salience of inter-group economic
competition to minority groups, the effect of economic competition should be stronger
for African-Americans than for Anglos. On the other hand, Morris (2000) would predict

that higher nativism levels are instead a result of higher levels of income and more
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favorable views of the economy. Finally, Sniderman and Piazza (2004) would predict that
economic competition and nativism and/or immigration attitudes are unrelated.

Social Context. For African-Americans, the expectations are similarly mixed
regarding the % immigrant variable for the same reasons (racial threat vs. social contact)
which were explained in-depth in previous chapters. (Morris 2000; Rouse et al. 2008)

There is an additional contextual variable that may also affect African-American
nativism: the proportion of African-Americans in the community. It is expected that for
African-Americans, a higher percent black in one’s immediate geographic area will be
associated with higher levels of nativism. This is because of a combination of Bledsoe, et
al.’s (1995) racial solidarity hypothesis, Blumer’s (1958) group position hypothesis, and
Turner and Tajfel’s (1986) social identity theory. (Welch et al. 2001) Both Blumer (1958)
and Bledsoe, et al. (1995) argue that when African-Americans constitute a majority of the
population in an area, they are more likely to experience more intense feelings of racial
solidarity, i.e. pro-black in-group identification. Social identity theory predicts that as in-
group identification increases, out-group antagonism also increases because individuals
are motivated to maintain positive in-group evaluations, which are formed only in
comparison with other relevant out-groups. This may result in increased out-group
hostility toward foreigners, especially those of a different racial background.

As with the economic competition variable, expectations for the effect of social
context are therefore mixed. The racial threat hypothesis (Giles and Buckner 1993;
Tolbert and Grummel 2003) would predict that a higher percent foreign-born Latino in
one’s geographic area will be associated with stronger nativist attitudes among African-
Americans. The social contact hypothesis (Welch et al. 2001) predicts the opposite.
Furthermore, it is also expected that a higher percent black in one’s geographic vicinity
will be associated with stronger nativist attitudes among blacks as well.

Racial Alienation. This is defined by Bobo and Hutchings (1996) to be the

perception that members of one’s group are facing unfair treatment in the larger social
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order. Schuman, et al. (1998) show that African-American perceptions of discrimination
(racial alienation) have been persistent throughout the last several decades. Racial
alienation may be associated with higher levels of nativism among blacks. This is
because, as found by Bobo and Hutchings (1996), that an increased feeling of racial
alienation among African-Americans is associated with an increased perception of inter-
group competition between themselves and other racial minority groups, especially
Hispanics. It is therefore expected that African-Americans who feel alienated and
oppressed are more likely to hold nativist sentiments than those who do not because they
perceive a heightened sense of inter-group competition with foreign immigrants.

Linked Fate / Racial Solidarity. As was discussed in the previous chapter,
linked fate is the perception that one’s self-interest is pegged to the success of one’s
ethnic group’s interests (Dawson 1995). It was shown that linked fate among Latinos is
significantly associated with lower nativist attitudes. In terms of its effect on African-
Americans, however, expectations are again mixed. Mindiola, et al. (2003) and
Sniderman and Piazza (2004) all argue that linked fate among African-Americans
increases in-group favor but does not affect out-group disfavor. This would argue that
linked fate has no affect on African-American nativism. In contrast, social identity theory
(Tajfel and Turner 1986) predicts that in-group favor automatically leads to increased
out-group disfavor, for reasons discussed previously. Thus, increasing levels of linked

fate should be associated with increased nativism among African-Americans.

Data, Methods, and Analysis

This portion of the analysis will employ data from three separate sources.
Unfortunately, no single data source currently exists (to the author’s knowledge) that
contains acceptable measures of nativism, immigration policy preferences, racial
alienation, and linked fate. Therefore, the key variables will have to be analyzed

separately using data containing measures for that particular variable without
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incorporating them into one comprehensive model. Of course this solution is less than
ideal, but is believed to be preferable to any alternative option given the data currently
available.

The effects of economic threat and social context will be analyzed using the 2006
Pew Immigration Survey, as described in previous chapters. This survey sampled nearly
700 non-Hispanic blacks in the United States and contains good measures for both
nativism and associated policy attitudes. Racial alienation and its relationship to nativism
will be analyzed with the “2007 Values Update Survey” by the Pew Research Center for
the People and the Press. This poll was in the field from December 12, 2006 — January 9,
2007 and has an N of 175 non-Hispanic blacks. Racial alienation and its relationship to
immigration policy preferences will be analyzed with the “October 2007 Race Survey”
also by the Pew Research Center. This poll was in the field from September 5 — October
6, 2007 and has an N of 1,007 non-Hispanic blacks. Finally, the relationship between
linked fate and immigration policy preferences will be analyzed with 1996 National
Black Election Study (Tate 1996). This survey was completed between September 9,
1996 and January 6, 1997 and has an N of 1,216.

Descriptive Statistics. This portion of the analysis will analyze responses from
the 2006 Pew Immigration Survey. Before delving into the multivariate statistical
analysis, it would be useful to first examine some frequency distributions of the
prevalence of nativism and conservative immigration preferences among African-
Americans. The nativism and policy measures are similar to those used in previous
chapters using the Pew Survey.43 The distributions for these variables are presented in

Table 7.1.

43 Nativism is measured with a binomial variable constructed from a question measuring whether or not
the respondent agrees or disagrees that: “our American way of life needs to be protected against foreign
influence.” The policy variables measure opinions toward prospective immigration levels, immigrant
worker policies, and immigrant access to social services.
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Here, we see that 56.8% of non-Hispanic blacks either mostly or completely agree
that the American way of life needs to be protected against foreign influence. That is only
6% higher than among non-Hispanic whites in the same survey, but it is a statistically
significant difference at p=0.004. We see also that blacks are only slightly more liberal
than Anglos when it comes to guest-worker policies, as they are only about 1% less likely
to express a preference for a mass deportation policy and only about 5% more likely to
prefer an earned pathway to citizenship (these differences are significant only at a less
restrictive degree of significance, p=0.07). Blacks also appear to be more liberal than
Anglos when it comes to access to government benefits. 64.5% of blacks say that
immigrants should not be eligible to receive government welfare benefits. While this
constitutes a majority on the conservative side of the question, it is 13% lower than
among Anglos.

Despite being more liberal on immigrant worker policies, blacks appear to be
much more conservative when it comes to prospective immigration levels. Nearly half of
all black respondents (49.3%) say that immigration into the United States should be
decreased while only 17.9% say increased (compare to 36.9% and 19.5% for Anglos). It
seems that blacks are slightly more likely than Anglos to oppose immigration into the
United States and to perceive a threat to a uniquely American culture and way of life.
However, once the immigrants are here, they are much more likely than Anglos to
support more liberal pro-immigrant policies such as providing a pathway to citizenship
and granting access to government benefits.

It would be profitable to briefly examine one final comparison to add to our
understanding specifically of the economic competition hypothesis. When asked whether
they think that immigrants take jobs that Americans do not want or rather if immigrants
take jobs that Americans do want, 21.4% of non-Hispanic whites and 34.8% of non-
Hispanic blacks reported that they think that immigrants take jobs away from Americans.

While it seems that a majority of both blacks and whites feel that immigrants fill jobs that
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Americans do not want, this sentiment is about 13% lower among blacks, suggesting that
they do perceive more direct economic competition with immigrant workers than do
Anglos.

Social Context and Economic Competition. In order to analyze the
determinants of African-American nativism, Table 7.2 reports the results of the logistic
model estimation containing a concise multivariate model predicting nativism. The
analysis is limited to non-Hispanic black U.S. citizens and the data is weighted by a
sample weighting and standard errors are clustered by geographic region to account for
over-sampling in several large metropolitan areas. Due to the binomial nature of the
dependent variable, a standard binomial logistic regression method is used.

Three variables are significant, and all in the expected direction. First, the variable
representing levels of family income is significant and negative, indicating that those
with lower incomes are more likely to espouse nativist attitudes. Specifically, those with
very low incomes (less than $10,000 per year) are nearly 34% more likely to express
nativist attitudes than those making more than $150,000 per year. This is in line with the
economic competition hypothesis, and supports the findings of Rouse, et al. (2008) who
show that economic concerns are a strong predictor of anti-immigrant sentiments among
African-Americans. This finding can also be contrasted with Citrin, et al. (1997) who
show that levels of personal income are not significant predictors of immigration attitudes
among Anglos, but rather perceptions of the national economy. For blacks, it seems that
income rather than sociotropic economic evaluations are chiefly associated with a
perceived threat to the American way of life from foreign immigrants.

Second, the only social context variable that achieved significance is that of
percent foreign-born Latino in a respondent’s zip code. Higher levels of Latino
immigrants in one’s community are associated with higher levels of individual-level
nativism. In Chapter 3 it was shown that in one survey, this same variable is associated

with lower levels of nativism among Anglos. Social context apparently exerts an opposite
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effect among blacks than Anglos. Whereas the social contact hypothesis seems to work
for Anglos in regards to foreign immigrants, the racial threat hypothesis holds true for
blacks. Again, this is in line with previous research (Morris 2000; Rouse et al. 2008). It is
also interesting to note that neither the growth rate of the immigrant population nor the
percent black variables are significant in this model.

Finally, the anti-Hispanic affect variable is significant and in the expected
direction. Blacks who have an unfavorable view of Hispanics are more likely to perceive
a threat to the American way of life. Perhaps most interesting, however, is that while the
effect of racism is strong, it is no stronger than the effect of the other two significant
variables in the model. Blacks who have very unfavorable views of Hispanics are 22%
more likely to express nativist attitudes. Not only is this significantly less than the 59%
observed for this same variable among Anglos using the same survey in Chapter 3, but it
is less than the effect of either social context of personal income (33.7% and 25.3%,
respectively). It appears that while anti-Hispanic affect is an important determinant for
nativism among African-Americans, its effect is much smaller than among Anglos, and
exerts a smaller effect in comparison with other factors than is the case among Anglos as
well.

To summarize: economic competition, social context, and anti-Hispanic racism
work together at to explain African-American nativism. Economic competition affects
those with lower incomes but not negative national economic evaluations, social context
works in a way opposite that of Anglos (racial threat instead of social contact), and anti-
Hispanic racism is a relatively small factor in driving nativism as compared to Anglos.

Predicting Immigration Policy Preferences among African-Americans. We
can now turn our attention to analyzing the extent to which nativism drives immigration
policy preferences in comparison with other traditional factors. Table 7.3 presents the
results of a concise logistic regression model predicting attitudes on two different

policies: immigrant-worker preferences and prospective immigration levels. These results



195

indicate that nativism is an important predictor of conservative immigration policy
attitudes among blacks, but at a rate no stronger than the effects of anti-Hispanic racism,
political conservatism, or economic competition. In the first model, levels of nativism are
associated with a 28.3% increase in the likelihood of preferring a mass deportation policy
option and a 23.4% increase in the likelihood of saying that future immigration to the
United States should be decreased.

Anti-Hispanic affect is significant, but only at a less strict standard of p=0.07. If
we were to use the more strict standard of p=0.05, we could conclude that racism exerts
no independent effect on immigration policy attitudes among blacks once accounting for
nativism, ideology, and economic competition. Either way, as with nativism, its effect is
smaller than among Anglos (27.4% and 26.5% for the two policies in question, compared
to 34% for the same type of policies examined among Anglos in Chapter 4).

Political conservatism drives black attitudes toward immigrant worker policies
but not future immigration levels. Those who are strong conservatives are 25.3% more
likely to favor a mass deportation policy than strong liberals. This effect is similar to the
effect of ideology on Anglos (compare results in Chapter 4). Finally, economic
competition exerts a strong independent effect on black attitudes to prospective
immigration levels but not immigrant worker policies. Those who perceive the national
economy as doing poorly are 30.3% more likely to say future immigration into the United
States needs to be decreased. This is stronger than the effect of either nativism or anti-
Hispanic affect in this model. It is interesting to note that individual income levels drive
nativist attitudes, but sociotropic economic evaluations are what effect immigration
policy attitudes (Citrin et al. 1997).

Racial Alienation. As stated in the previous chapter, racial alienation is the
perception that members of one’s group are facing unfair treatment in the larger social
order. It has been previously demonstrated that racial alienation among blacks is

associated with a higher perception of inter-group competition with Hispanics (Bobo and
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Hutchings 1996), which may be associated with higher levels of nativism and/or more
conservative attitudes toward immigration. Unfortunately, ideal data to analyze this
hypothesis is not currently available, but data from existing Pew surveys can be used to
offer an exploratory answer to this hypothesis.

We can first examine this relationship from a bivariate perspective, using data
from the Pew “2007 Values Update Survey.” Racial alienation is measured by asking
respondents whether they agree or disagree that “in the past few years there hasn’t been
much real improvement in the position of black people in this country” (Bobo and
Hutchings 1996). The nativism measure asks respondents whether they agree or disagree
that “The growing number of newcomers from other countries threaten traditional
American customs and values.” Among the 175 non-Hispanic blacks sampled in this
survey, nativism and racial alienation are positively correlated at r=0.21 (p=0.067). A
chi-square test from a cross-tabulation of these two variables further reveals evidence of a
positive relationship (y°= 21.83, p=0.009).

With only 175 usable cases, the Pew “2007 Values Update Survey” does not
contain sufficient responses to conduct a desirable multivariate analysis of the effect of
racial alienation on either nativism or immigration attitudes. We can, however, profitably
examine the Pew “October 2007 Race Survey.” This survey has an N of 1,007 non-
Hispanic blacks, contains perfectly appropriate measures of racial alienation, and also has
an adequate general measure of immigration attitudes (but not nativism). As a measure of
racial alienation, respondents are asked “how often do you think blacks are discriminated
against when they apply for a job / try to rent an apartment or find a house to buy / apply
to a college or university / eat at restaurants and shop in retail stores? Almost always,
frequently, not too often, or hardly ever?”” Responses to these four questions were
combined into a factor index score of perceived discrimination (values range from -2.45

to 1.83 with a mean of 0.04 and a standard deviation of 0.97).
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Attitudes toward immigration are measured by responses to the following
question: “how big a problem is illegal immigration to your local community — a very big
problem, a big problem, a small problem, or not a problem at all?” (31% of non-Hispanic
blacks reported that illegal immigration is either a big or very big problem). While this
question admittedly does not directly measure the respondent’s preferred immigration
policy option, it can safely be assumed that those who view illegal immigration as a
larger problem are also more likely to have conservative preferences on the issue
(Neiman, Johnson, and Bowler 2006; Knoll, Sanborn, and Redlawsk 2009). To aid in
substantive analysis and interpretation, this variable will be collapsed into a binomial
variable coded “1” for “big problem” or “very big problem” and “0” for “small problem”
or “not a problem.”

Results of a multivariate model of immigration attitudes among non-Hispanic
black U.S. citizens are presented in Table 7.4. Additional variables are included to
measure the economic competition hypothesis (whether or not the respondent agrees or
disagrees that “black Americans would have more job opportunities if there were fewer
immigrants™), racial affect (“is your overall opinion of Hispanics very favorable, mostly
favorable, mostly unfavorable, or very unfavorable?”), social context (percent foreign-
born Latino and percent black in respondent’s zip code), as well as standard
socioeconomic and partisan controls.

First, we can observe in Table 7.4 that levels of racial alienation (as measured by
perceived discrimination) do indeed exert a positive and significant effect on immigration
salience among non-Hispanic blacks in the United States. The likelihood of viewing
immigration as a big problem (thus also more likely also to take a conservative view on
the issue) increases by 36% as levels of racial alienation move from their smallest to
largest value, holding all others constant at their means. Second, we can see that
economic competition, anti-Hispanic affect, and social context all exert an effect on

immigration salience similar to that observed previously, although in differing
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magnitudes (in this model, social context is the largest factor while economic competition
is the smallest).

By any measure, then, it seems that there is moderately strong evidence in support
of the contention that when African-Americans perceive their group to be facing unfair
treatment in American society (i.e. more racial alienation), they are more punitive in their
evaluations of immigrants and their effect on the American culture and way of life.

Linked Fate. It was previously discussed that “linked fate” or “racial solidarity”
refers to the perception that one’s self-interest is pegged to the success of the ethnic
group to which an individual belongs. It was also previously discussed that expectations
for the effect of linked fate on black nativism and immigration attitudes are mixed
because while some (Mindiola, Niemann, and Rodriguez 2003; Sniderman and Piazza
2004) argue that although linked fate effects evaluations of fellow blacks, it does not
affect attitudes toward other racial groups. On the other hand, social identity theory
(Tajfel and Turner 1986) would predict that linked fate would be associated with more
negative views of out-groups, including foreign immigrants.

This hypothesis will be analyzed using data from the 1996 National Black
Election Study (Tate 1996). Linked fate is measured with responses to the following
question: “do you think what happens generally to Black people in this country will have
something to do with what happens in your life?” (Questions QV1 and QW1). If
respondents answer “yes,” they are then asked to indicate whether they believe this is the
case “a lot,” “some,” or “not very much.” These questions were combined into a single
index measure of linked fate (“no,” “yes, not very much,” “yes, some”, and “yes, a lot”).
Unfortunately, this survey contains no adequate measure of nativism, but it does contain
two immigration policy questions. The first asks if “allowed immigration should be
increased a little, increased a lot, decreased a little, decreased a lot, or left the same as it is
now” (recoded so that higher values correspond with a preference to decrease prospective

immigration levels). The second asks whether or not immigrants, in regards to
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government services, should be “eligible as soon as they come here” or should they “have
to wait a year (or more)” (recoded so that higher values indicate a preference to have
immigrants wait).

From a purely bivariate perspective, linked fate is not significantly correlated with
either policy preference (r=0.27 and r=0.50, respectively). To briefly examine this
relationship from a multivariate perspective, Table 7.5 presents the results of two models
predicting attitudes toward these two immigration policy questions. In addition to linked
fate, variables are also included for the economic threat hypothesis (perception of the
state of the national economy) and racial affect (a 100-point feeling thermometer toward
Hispanics). Standard socioeconomic and political variables are also included.

Again, we see that individual levels of linked fate among African-Americans have
no relationship with their views on immigration policy preferences (although we again
see support for the racial affect variable as well as the economic competition hypothesis
when it comes to government services). This confirms the findings of Mindiola, et al.
(2003) and Sniderman and Piazza (2004) in that higher levels of linked fate (a form of
racial solidarity) amongst African-Americans apparently do not lead them to hold any

more conservative positions on immigration policies.

Discussion and Conclusion

This chapter was originally framed as an examination of two competing
arguments. On one hand, it is reasonable to predict that African-Americans should exhibit
stronger anti-immigrant attitudes because of the competition they provide for government
services and low-income jobs. On the other hand, arguments can be made that African-
Americans should actually be pro-immigrant because of their shared racial/cultural
minority status in American society. Rather than answer the questions definitely one way
or another, the analysis presented in this section presents evidence in favor of both

perspectives.
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First, in terms of their attitudes toward the effect of foreign influence on
American society and foreign immigrants, it seems that, in general, African-Americans
are only slightly more nativist than Anglos and are also slightly more restrictionist in their
immigration preferences. Once immigrants are here, however, African-Americans are
actually more likely than Anglos to favor pro-immigrant policies. It seems that blacks,
when considering the effects of immigration in the abstract, are largely influenced by the
possibility of competition that these immigrants might provide. It has also been shown
that as more and more immigrants exist in the community, blacks are driven to express
stronger nativist sentiments.

However, it has also been shown that blacks are more liberal in their attitudes
toward government action regarding undocumented immigrants once they arrive in the
country. They are more likely than Anglos to support an earned pathway toward
legalization and more supportive of giving immigrants access to government benefits.
Based on this evidence, it is not unreasonable to conclude that, even though blacks might
not welcome immigrants as neighbors with open arms, they understand that, as a fellow
minority group, they are in similar political situations in the United States and that what
is good for one group will be good for the other.

In terms of what drives African-American attitudes toward immigrants and their
effect on American culture, the traditional explanation of inter-group conflict (economic
threat) seems to hold sway in this case. It has been shown that economic threat is a strong
predictor of black nativist attitudes, in addition to the racial threat social context
phenomenon and simple anti-Hispanic racial affect. These factors are also useful in
explaining Anglo nativist attitudes as well, but to a different degree. For Anglos, racial
affect exerts a much stronger effect than among African-Americans. And economic
competition, while present, works at a much weaker level than among African-

Americans. Also, social context works in a manner opposite for Anglos than for blacks.
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While being around more Latino immigrants make Anglos less nativist, it serves to make
blacks more nativist.

It has also been shown that nativism is an important predictor of black
immigration policy attitudes, but to a degree no stronger than anti-Hispanic affect,
philosophical conservatism, or economic competition. This is similar to what was
previously shown to be the case among Anglos, where nativism is definitely an
important, but not exclusive, factor in driving conservative immigration preferences. In
this, Anglos and blacks are more similar.

Finally, an exploratory analysis was conducted on the effects of two variables
unique to African-Americans: racial alienation and linked fate. There is preliminary
evidence to support the conclusion that when blacks perceive a greater amount of
discrimination by society as a whole, they react with more negative views of immigrants
and their effect on American society. This is in line with previous psychological research
on scape-goating, where individuals seek for a salient out-group to blame for their
personal circumstances (Willis 1981; Duckitt 1992; Oliver and Mendelberg 2000).
Additionally, it seems that levels of African-American “linked fate” have no
demonstrable relationship with their attitudes toward immigration policy.

To conclude, black attitudes toward the influence on American culture from
foreigners present a difficult dichotomy to reconcile. These results suggest that so long as
the African-American community and immigrant community continue to occupy a
similar disadvantaged situation in American society, blacks will continue to be torn
between viewing immigrants as a competitor for economic and political status and
viewing immigrants as an important ally in gaining recognition and influence in the
political system. Indeed, given the history of inter-racial conflict in the United States, this
represents no easy choice and will continue to shape American race relations for years to

come.
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Table 7.1. Frequency Tabulations for African-American Nativist Attitudes and

Immigration Policy Preferences

completely disagree with this?

Some people say that our American way of life needs to be protected against foreign
influence. Would you say you completely agree, mostly agree, mostly disagree, or

Completely agree

23.34%

Mostly agree

33.43%

Mostly disagree

25.90%

Completely disagree

17.32%

N

664

permanently? ]

Should illegal immigrants be required to go home, or should they be granted some
kind of legal status that allows them to stay here? [ Should it be possible for some
illegal immigrants to remain in the U.S. under a temporary worker program under
the condition that they would eventually go home, or don 't you think so? / Should
they be allowed to stay only as temporary workers who must eventually return to
their home countries, or should it be possible for them to stay in the U.S.

Stay permanently

38.08%

Stay temporarily

33.12%

Leave permanently

28.80%

N

625

increased or decreased?

Should LEGAL immigration into the United States be kept at its present level,

Increased

17.90%

Kept at present level

32.81%

Decreased

49.29%

N

637

Should illegal immigrants who are in the U.S. be eligible for social services provided
by state and local governments, or should they not be eligible?

Eligible

64.46%

Not eligible

35.53%

N

332

Source: 2006 Pew Immigration Survey

Note: Limited to non-Hispanic black U.S. citizens.
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Table 7.2. Logistic Regression Estimation of African-American Nativist Attitudes

B .
(SE) Predicted Prob.
Female (82:”;11) -0.087
0.008
Age (0.014) 0.121
Education (88%% 0.015
Income (%(1)3;%? -0.253
Economic threat (8322_‘)) 0.208
% foreign-born Latin American (31'158623’; 0.337
. 1.334
I t growth rat 0.337
mmigrant gro rate (0.954)
-0.075
% black -0.018
o blac (0.365)
. . 0.305*
Anti-H ffect 0.221
nti-Hispanic affec (0.129)
Constant ( 12512(%
N 273
Pseudo R® 0.056

#p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p <0.001
Source: 2006 Pew Immigration Survey

Dependent variable: Nativism (“Our American way of life needs to be protected against
foreign influence.”)

Note: Limited to non-Hispanic black U.S. citizen respondents. Standard errors are sample
weighted and clustered by geographic region.

Cell entries in the second column are predicted probabilities based on logit estimations of
the effect of each variable in the model on the dependent variable, holding all other
variables constant at their mean.
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Table 7.3. Logistic Regression Estimation of African-American Immigration Policy
Attitudes

Model 1 Model 2
B Predicted B Predicted
(SE) Prob. (SE) Prob.
Nativism (065289103 0.283 (06.311395 0.234
Economic threat ('8 219551) -0.072 0(321?)3* -0.303
Wi | o | 8% | oo
Anti-Hispanic affect 26428698;% 0.274 ?d3270(1§ 0.265
Ideology '0(-3%;2;* -0.253 ((())1282; 0218
Republican (8:;312) 0.023 (8:223) 0.207
Independent 1(0151?3;* -0.164 ((()) 22165) -0.065
Female ('gfgg) 10.002 (8:22% 0.023
Age (%%312; -0.303 (8:88% 0.135
Education ('g-olsg) 0.144 (80181(?) 0.174
Income (g:cl)ég) 0.161 ('gggf) -0.069
Constant (1117 3:,[50) ( 10 611352)
N 249 254
Pseudo R 0.116 0.085

#p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p <0.001

Source: 2006 Pew Immigration Survey

Dependent variables: Model 1 — support for requiring that all undocumented immigrants
immediately return to their country of origin. Model 2 — support for decreasing

prospective legal immigration levels.

Note: Limited to non-Hispanic black U.S. citizen respondents. Standard errors are sample
weighted and clustered by geographic region.
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Table 7.3 — continued

Cell entries in the second column are predicted probabilities based on logit estimations of
the effect of each variable in the model on the dependent variable, holding all other
variables constant at their mean.
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Table 7.4. Logistic Regression Estimation of Effect of Racial Alienation on African-
American Immigration Policy Salience

(SI?E) Predicted Prob.
Racial alienation %‘fi; 0.360
Economic competition ?6.218153: 0.175
Anti-Hispanic affect (203?2;; 0.255
% foreign-born Latin American ‘Efgg;‘ 0.522
% black (85329) 0123
Female (82222) 0.039
Education ((? (;)62(?) -0.046
Age _?6(.3015(:)* -0.237
Income (886113) -0.021
Church attendance ((? (())6773) -0.074
Party ID (Republican +) (8(?715) -0.017
Ideology (conservative +) ((? 115) -0.124
Constant ((? ggg)
N 509
Pseudo R 0.124

#p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p <0.001
Source: 2007 Values Update Survey

Dependent variable: “How big a problem is illegal immigration to your local community
—a very big problem, a big problem, a small problem, or not a problem at all?”

Note: Limited to non-Hispanic black U.S. citizen respondents. Standard errors are sample
weighted and clustered by state.
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Table 7.4 — continued

Cell entries in the second column are predicted probabilities based on logit estimations of
the effect of each variable in the model on the dependent variable, holding all other
variables constant at their mean.
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Table 7.5. Logistic Regression Estimation of Effect of Linked Fate on African-American
Immigration Policy Preferences

Model 1 Model 2
B Predicted B Predicted
(SE) Prob. (SE) Prob.
. 0.097 -0.030
Linked fate (0.083) 0.072 (0.076) 0.012
. 0.120 0.222#
Economic threat (0.151) 0.060 (0.129) 0.060
. . 0.010# 0.017*
Anti-Hispanic affect (0.005) 0.251 (0.007) 0.193
. -0.012 0.029
Education (0.050) 0.024 (0.075) 0.032
0.014** 0.014**
Age (0.006) 0.314 (0.007) 0.165
0.467* 0.150
Female (0.197) 0.116 (0.171) 0.021
0.050 0.055
Income (0.035) 0.125 (0.047) 0.073
-0.091 0.158
Ideology (0.133) 0.046 (0.166) 0.043
0.058 0.345
Party ID (0.172) 0.029 (0.272) 0.080
-1.714** -1.051
Constant | 1 634 (0.721)
N 515 501
Pseudo R? 0.027 0.035

#p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p <0.001
Source: 1996 National Black Election Survey

Dependent variables: Model 1 — “Allowed immigration should be increased a little,
increased a lot, decreased a little, decreased a lot, or left the same as it is now”. Model 2 —
In regards to government services, should immigrants be “eligible as soon as they come
here” or should they “have to wait a year (or more)”?

Note: Standard errors clustered by state.
Cell entries in the second column are predicted probabilities based on logit estimations of

the effect of each variable in the model on the dependent variable, holding all other
variables constant at their mean.
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CHAPTER 8: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION — IMPLICATIONS FOR
ACADEMICS, CITIZENS, AND POLICY-MAKERS

Nativism and Immigration Policy Attitudes among Anglos

The primary objective of this dissertation has been to provide an in-depth analysis
of the causes and consequences of nativism among Americans. Because of their dominant
status in American society, the first several chapters focused specifically on non-Hispanic
whites. Chapter 2 began with the argument that nativism, as an individual-level attitude,
has traditionally been conflated with conservative immigration policy preferences by
political scientists. It was shown, both conceptually and empirically, that nativism is a
distinct attitude from restrictive policy preferences and that nativism should instead be
modeled by researchers as an independent variable driving policy attitudes. This chapter
also set forth a working definition of nativism (“an individual-level attitude that 1)
identifies a distinctly “American” culture and way of life which, in turn, is 2) threatened
by something distinctly “foreign”) and presented evidence that Latino immigrants are the
primary target of nativist attitudes in contemporary American society.

Chapter 3 examined the determinants of nativism in the American public, i.e. why
it is that some people feel that their American way of life needs to be protected against
foreign influence. The key finding of this chapter was that contemporary American
nativism is largely a result of right-wing authoritarianism, social distrust, and anti-
Hispanic affect. To a lesser extent, nativism is also driven by perceived threats to the
American economy, an aversion to multiculturalism, a feeling of national superiority, and
the size of the immigrant population in one’s vicinity (more immigrants being associated
with less nativism, but a more rapid immigrant growth rate being associated with more
nativism). Also, certain demographic characteristics like age and levels of education play
an important role. This chapter also argued and presented evidence that racism is

theoretically prior to nativism and should be modeled as such. Ultimately, this chapter
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showed that American nativism is more a product of static individual personality traits
than variable environmental or political factors.

Having examined the causes of contemporary American nativism, Chapter 4
turned to its consequences, specifically toward immigration policy attitudes in the
American public. To what extent are immigration restrictionists driven by nativism as
opposed to other important factors? The results of this chapter indicate that nativism is
indeed associated with more conservative policy preferences, but that anti-Hispanic affect
and principled political conservatism are just as important. Thus, it seems that there are
certainly many Americans who oppose liberal immigration policies out of a concern to
maintain America’s traditional culture and values, but there are also many others who do
so simply because of a negative opinions toward Hispanics, and still others because of
conservative political concerns (like rule of law or fiscal approach to welfare spending).
It was further shown in this chapter that some of the traditional determinants of
immigration policy attitudes (like education and social context) exert their effect on
policy attitudes only indirectly through the mediating variable of nativism.

Chapter 5 extended the findings of Chapter 4 by introducing a measurement of
“implicit nativist attitudes”, or subconscious preferences for traditional American cultural
symbols over Latino-American cultural symbols (i.e. American culture “blended” with
foreign influence). It was shown that, while not everyone possesses explicit nativist
preferences, most people do possess at least some degree of implicit nativism. It was also
shown that people are generally not hesitant or embarrassed to admit their explicit
nativist opinions. Indeed, despite conventional wisdom on the matter, a concern about a
perceived foreign threat to the traditional American culture is not a “socially undesirable”
attitude, but rather is quite “main-stream” in America today.

Thus, perhaps the most important finding of this chapter concerns the “principled
objectors,” those who hold conservative immigration policy preferences, but not because

of racism or nativism, but rather because of more “legitimate” motives like concerns
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about the economy, national security, etc. The findings of Chapter 5 indicate that these
“principled objectors” are indeed being honest, and not simply masking their “socially
unacceptable” biases. Apparently, there are immigration restrictionists who are racists,
those who are nativists, and those who are neither racists nor nativist, but simply

ideologically conservative.

Nativism and Immigration Attitudes among Latino- and African-Americans

The first portion of this dissertation focused specifically on the Anglo (non-
Hispanic white) population in the United States and their attitudes toward protecting a
traditional version of American culture against foreign influence and immigrants.
Chapters 6 and 7 focused instead on the two largest racial/ethnic minority groups in the
United States, i.e. Latino-Americans and African-Americans. Tables 8.1 and 8.2
summarize the effect of certain independent variables examined throughout this
dissertation and their effect on nativism and conservative immigration attitudes,
respectively, among Anglos, Latinos, and African-Americans.

As can be seen, there are some important similarities and differences among each
racial group. Generally speaking, Latinos are less nativist and more liberal in their
immigration preferences than either Anglos or blacks. They are least likely of the three
groups to be affected by economic concerns. Latinos are also most likely to be affected
by their attitudes toward co-ethnic individuals. Unlike the effect of African-American
context on other African-Americans, Latinos are affected by the presence of other
Latinos, as well as their perception of the degree to which they share a common interest
(“linked fate”) with the Latino population at large.

Perhaps most interestingly, the few Latino-Americans who do possess more
conservative immigration preferences are driven predominantly by nativism, whereas
nativism is but one factor among many for Anglos and African-Americans. Further, when

it comes to actual policies, Latinos are affected by economics in a manner opposite that
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of Anglos or blacks. Lower-income Latinos actually favor more liberal immigration
preferences while lower-income Anglos and blacks favor more conservative policies.

These chapters also showed that blacks, generally speaking, are more nativist and
more restrictionist in their policy attitudes than either Anglos or Latinos, but they are
more likely than Anglos to support more liberal policies toward the immigrants who are
already in the United States. Their attitudes are influenced by the economy and concerns
about jobs at a rate higher than among either Anglos or Latinos, and they are driven less
by anti-Hispanic racism than are Anglos. Interestingly, social context works opposite for
blacks than for Anglos or Latinos. Being around more foreign Latino immigrants tends to
drive blacks to take a more negative view of the effect of immigrants on American
culture, while this leads to more positive evaluations from Anglos and fellow Latinos.
Finally, when African-Americans perceive themselves to be discriminated by society at
large, they tend to react by increasing out-group disfavor toward the competing
immigrant social group instead of reaching out to this group, which in many respects is in
a similar situation to their own.

All in all, these results present both an optimistic and pessimistic view of inter-
racial immigrant relations in the United States. Pro-immigrant optimists can take heart
that as the Latino immigrant population continues to grow in the United States, it will
likely produce increasingly favorable attitudes among Anglos and other Latinos, who
collectively comprise nearly 90% of the entire U.S. population (assuming that the Latino
immigrant population does not grow too quickly — it was also shown in Chapter 3 that
nativism intensifies among Anglos as the immigrant population growth rate also
increases). Optimists can also be encouraged by the finding that Latinos and African-
Americans both have a more liberal view toward government policy regarding
undocumented immigrants and that as these minority groups continue to gain political
clout they will have an increasing ability to shape government policy affecting

immigration and immigrants.
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Pro-immigrant pessimists, however, will be quick to note that as Latinos become
increasingly accustomed to life in the United States, their memories begin to fade and
they begin to increasingly identify with other American citizens instead of immigrant
newcomers, even if they do share a common ethnicity. The results of this dissertation
would also suggest that it may also prove difficult for blacks to adopt more pro-
immigrant attitudes if the immigrant population continues to grow at a rapid pace or if

they continue to view themselves as victims of an “oppressive” American society.

Implications for Academics and Political Science

The results presented in this dissertation yield a number of important implications
for political science research. First and foremost, the evidence presented in these chapters
provides strong evidence that researchers should stop conflating nativism with
conservative immigration policy preferences. Nativism should be considered
conceptually and empirically distinct from public policy preferences and included as
either a key independent or control variable in any multivariate analysis of immigration
policy attitudes in the American public. Should the appropriate question wording not be
available, researchers should make every attempt to find a suitable proxy variable which
measures (at least to some extent) a perceived threat to American culture from foreigners,
perhaps with a general variable measuring general support for multiculturalism.

Second, these findings contribute to the debate between the “symbolic racism”
(Sears et al. 1980, 1997; Sears, Sidanius, and Bobo 2000) and “principled objector”
(Sniderman and Piazza 1995; Sniderman, Crosby, and Howell 2000) camps in explaining
support for racial public policies. The key argument in this debate has been whether
individuals oppose pro-black policies (like welfare or affirmative action) simply because
of racial prejudice, or instead, out of concerns for the proper role of government
intervention in spending and social policy. The weight of the evidence seems to support

the contention that “modern” or “symbolic” racism accounts for most of the variation in
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racial public policy support, although Sniderman and his colleagues continue to
vehemently disagree, citing principled philosophical objections to racial public policy
preferences. Indeed, recent studies on symbolic racism (Sears, Sidanius, and Bobo 2000;
Tarman and Sears 2005) show that coefficients representing ideological conservatism do
not completely lose their significance in models predicting racial policy attitudes, even
when symbolic racism is included.

This dissertation has applied the theories and expectations of this debate to help
explain support for Latino public policies (or more specifically, immigrant-related public
policies). These findings provide evidence in favor of both perspectives. The symbolic
racism argument is that personal aversion to blacks no longer is based on opinions of
biological inferiority, but rather that blacks do not conform to traditional American
values of the Protestant work ethic and self-discipline. In a way, the nativism argument is
similar — some may hold negative opinions of immigrants because they do not conform to
traditional American customs or values like speaking English, belonging to a Protestant
religious denomination, or participating in one’s democracy. This dissertation has
provided evidence that some Americans oppose pro-immigrant policies for all three key
reasons: nativism, racism, and principled political conservatism. All three must be
recognized in any comprehensive explanation of support for Latino public policy
preferences.

Third, we have observed a great deal of heterogeneity in the nativist and
immigration policy attitudes of racial minorities: Latinos and African-Americans. Most
analyses of racial public policy preferences account for racial minorities with a straight-
forward dummy variable, assuming that all (or most) Latinos or African-Americans will
monolithically feel the same on a given issue. This dissertation has shown that this is an
overly simplistic view of things, and that, ideally, each racial sub-group should be
analyzed separately to uncover the differences and similarities of support for racial policy

preferences among these different groups.
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Fourth, these results would argue that psychological traits are important in driving
racial policy attitudes and should be included more routinely as independent variables in
predictive multivariate models. While measures for authoritarianism, social trust, and
“Big Five” personality characteristics (like emotional instability) are not often included in
public opinion surveys, every effort should be made to include them where available, and
to acknowledge the possible effect of their omission where not available. Further,
researchers should seek to include relevant psychological measures when designing
survey questionnaires, as they are essential to understanding the antecedents of socio-

political attitudes in the American public.

Implications for Citizens and Policy-Makers

These findings also carry implications for members of the American public as
they seek to contribute to public discourse on appropriate government policies dealing
with immigrants and immigration levels. These findings also carry implications for
policy-makers as they write and shape government legislation on the matter.

First, pro-immigrant activists should not merely assume that their opponents are
purely anti-Latino bigots or racists. There are, of course, those who are motivated out of
negative racial attitudes, but there are also many who have principled concerns about the
effect of immigration on the nation’s economy, the ability to afford funding increased
welfare spending that accompanies increased immigration to the United States, or
concerns about national security. Pro-immigrant supporters would do well to give their
opponents the benefit of the doubt and also give appropriate attention to their concerns
(when they are not racially motivated) and adjust their arguments accordingly.

Second, anti-immigrant activists, for their part, should be willing to admit that
racism and nativism often do drive more restrictive immigration preferences. To continue
pretending that everyone in their camp has only the noblest of motivations is naive, to say

the least. Anti-immigrant activists, then, should make an effort to shape and tailor their
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arguments (as well as their own attitudes) to avoid prejudiced or racial motivations of any
kind, instead focusing on the more legitimate concerns to the economy and national
security. They should loudly condemn their colleagues who do make racist or bigoted
justifications for opposing increased immigration or for proposals to provide a pathway to
citizenship for those immigrants already in the United States.

There are also important implications for policy-makers. As of the time of this
writing, the Obama administration has sent signals that it intends to move forward with
comprehensive immigration reform legislation sometime during 2010. It was shown in
Chapters 3 and 4 that the perceptions that immigrants harm the economy and take
American jobs is an important independent predictor of both nativist attitudes and
conservative immigration policy preferences. This would suggest that, should the Obama
administration wish to garner public support for an immigration reform bill, they might
consider pushing such legislation only after the current economic recession is over.
Alternatively, they must make a concerted effort to address the economic concerns of the
American public in any reform legislation proposal. Indeed, these findings suggest that
high unemployment figures and the shortage of job openings in the United States may
hamstring public support for any immigration reform plan.

Additionally, the findings of this dissertation would suggest that, should the
Obama administration or Congress decide to act on a comprehensive immigration bill,
they should be sure to address the various motives of opposition to their efforts, either in
the bill itself or in their public persuasion efforts. In addition to addressing the economic
consequences of the bill, they will also have to speak to the cultural consequences of
immigration reform. It has been shown in this dissertation that approximately half of the
United States public holds a nativist concern about threats to a distinctly American way
life from foreign influence and foreigners. Thus, government leaders will somehow need

to address these concerns if they wish to gain public support for this bill. This might
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include provisions to help immigrants more quickly assimilate into American culture

(perhaps increased funding for English-learning community courses).

Toward a Solution: Can We “Temper” Nativism?

One cannot use the word “solution” without implying that a problem exists. This,
in turn, would imply that nativism is a negative thing, normatively-speaking. The
evidence presented in this dissertation (see Chapter 5) suggests that nativism is not
considered to be a socially unacceptable attitude by many Americans. These individuals
would likely argue that wanting to protect their traditional American culture from foreign
influence is, in fact, a very “positive” thing.

However, there are also many who would argue that nativism is not a noble
opinion, but rather something that should be denounced. Linda Bosniak (1997), in fact,
argues that one cannot call something “nativist” without simultaneously condemning it.
We have seen in this dissertation that nativism is often provoked by anti-Hispanic racism,
and to many Americans nativism carries strong racial overtones. Additionally, nativism is
commonly viewed in an unfavorable light in the historic sense, as there is common
agreement that the Alien and Sedition Acts, the Chinese Exclusion Act, and the anti-
Catholic populism of the late 19™ century were not chapters in American history of which
we should be proud.

Assuming that we adopt the latter position and identify nativism as something to
be resisted, the question then arises: what can be done to “temper” nativism in
contemporary American society? Based on the findings of this dissertation, a cynic might
reply: “very little.” Consider that nativism has existed in some form or another since the
beginning of the American republic. Anti-French sentiments during the Adams
administration ran rampant. The Chinese, Irish, Germans, Japanese, and now Hispanics
have, at one point or another, been on the receiving end of nativist hostility. Indeed, as

John Higham put it, “from the Garden of Eden to [the present day], no age or society
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seems wholly free from unfavorable opinions on outsiders” (1955). Because nativism has
perpetually existed throughout history, it seems unlikely that such a perspective can be
eliminated within a single generation, or even several centuries.

Cynics might also point to the results found in Chapter 3, where it was shown that
nativism is primarily the result of personality traits such as authoritarianism and social
trust. These personality characteristics are formed at an early age and are relatively stable
throughout the life-span (Digman 1990, 432-434; Costa and McCrae 1988). If
authoritarianism and distrust cannot be eliminated, it would suggest that nativism cannot
be totally eliminated either. It could be argued that nativism and the fear of outsiders is
simply part of the human condition. If this is indeed the case, there is little hope for
tempering, let along eliminating, nativism in contemporary American society. Robert
Altemeyer, one of the foremost researchers on right-wing authoritarianism, said as much
in one of his summary works on the subject (Altemeyer 2007, Chapter 7). He argues that
it is very unlikely that authoritarians can be “converted”, and so he recommends a more
productive strategy of trying to understand the authoritarian point of view and then to
politely, but constructively, offer alternative viewpoints, especially in the public sphere.

Optimists, however, can certainly take heart with some of the findings presented
in this dissertation. For example, personal education has routinely been shown in
previous studies to exert a “tempering” effect on conservative immigration attitudes. This
dissertation has shown that higher levels of education are associated with significantly
lower levels of nativism. Unlike personality characteristics (which are relatively stable),
education is something that can be changed in America. Making higher education more
accessible and promoting post-high school education is one important thing that society
could do to lower levels of nativism in the United States. Promoting education would also
further the goal of maintaining American competitiveness in a globalized economy.

Furthermore, this dissertation has presented evidence in favor of the social contact

hypothesis (Welch et al. 2001; Oliver and Wong 2003). When individuals have more
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interaction with foreigners and immigrants, they become less hostile toward them and
individual levels of nativism correspondingly decrease (at least, this is the case among
Anglos and Latinos). Government and social institutions alike could conceivably create
opportunities for increased interaction between natives and foreigners in the United
States. Colleges and universities could allocate more resources to study abroad and
international exchange programs that would promote more interaction with foreigners.
Local governments could provide more opportunities for social interaction between
people from various neighborhoods in a community, especially from those
neighborhoods where immigrants tend to be concentrated. Churches and synagogues
could form more racially integrated congregations and promote inter-racial service and
volunteer opportunities. The list goes on.

Finally, it was shown in Chapter 5 that most people have at least a slight level of
implicit nativism, a sub-conscious preference for a traditional version of American
culture. These implicit preferences are formed early in life and it has been shown that
they have an independent effect on immigration policy attitudes. A concerted effort could
potentially be made by government, institutions, and parents to provide an environment
where small children are presented with a more “inclusive” version of American culture.
If children are taught from the beginning to value and appreciate the contributions of all
cultures to the American social fabric, they might potentially develop lower levels of
implicit nativism and thus also exhibit less explicit nativism as they grow and develop

into participating American citizens.

Conclusion

Despite the future potentials of “tempering” nativism in the United States,
nativism remains a very real and prevalent attitude in American society at this point.
Citizens and elected officials alike must recognize and respond to this fact if they hope to

effect any change in the status of immigrants or influence immigrant-related legislation
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and policies in local, state, and national governments. Hopefully, the findings of this
dissertation can help with this goal, as it has shed some light on the nature and effects of
nativism in the American public. Further research on this topic is certainly warranted, as
it will help continue to illuminate our understanding of this important issue. For the way
with which we as a nation respond to newcomers and foreigners will strongly influence

how effective America will be as a world leader and global citizen of the 21 century.
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Independent Variable Anglos Latinos Blacks
Economic competition + DI+ +
Context - % foreign-born Latino D/ - - +
Context - % Latino +
Context - % black %)
Anti-Hispanic affect ++ +
Latino panethnicity %)
American acculturation +
Country of origin — Mexico -
Racial alienation +
Linked fate / racial solidarity -
% Nativist 50.8% 45.9% 56.8%

Note: Summary results for Anglos from Chapter 3 of this dissertation, Chapter 6 for
Latinos and Chapter 7 for African-Americans.
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Table 8.2. Determinants of Conservative Immigration Policy Attitudes: Anglos, Latinos,

and African-Americans

should decrease

Independent Variable Anglos Latinos Blacks
Nativism + ++ +
Economic competition D+ - +
Social context - % foreign-born Latino D/ - %) %)
Anti-Hispanic affect ++ +
Conservative ideology + %) +
Republican partisanship + + %)
Racial alienation +
Linked fate / racial solidarity %)
% agree that undocumented immigrants
must eventually return to country of 58.7% 26.6% 53.0%
origin
% agree that future immigration into U.S. 36.9% 30.5% 49 3%

Note: Summary results for Anglos from Chapter 4 of this dissertation, Chapter 6 for

Latinos and Chapter 7 for African-Americans.
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APPENDIX A: CHAPTER 3 VARIABLE CODING

Data sources
This appendix contains a more detailed explanation of how the variables in the
2005 Citizenship, Involvement, and Democracy Survey” (Howard, Gibson, and Stolle

2005) were coded for the analysis found in Chapter 3.

Question wording

Racial prejudice. This is an index of questions based on negative stereotypes of
Hispanics: “I find it difficult to understand the customs and ways of Hispanics.”; “It is
hard to imagine ever being friends with a Hispanic.”; “More than most groups, Hispanics
are likely to engage in crime.”; “Hispanics are untrustworthy.”; “Hispanics are selfish,
and only look after the interests of their group.”; “Generally speaking, Hispanics are too
lazy for their own good.”

Each survey question is thus incorporated into a single index variable with each
component variable given equal weighting. The final variable is a 1-5 Likert scale index
with higher values corresponding with higher degrees of prejudice.

Economic competition. This variable is measured by a question asking for the
respondent’s evaluation of their personal economic situation: “Which ... comes closest to
how you feel about your household’s income nowadays?” The response categories are:
“living comfortably on present income, coping on present income, finding it difficult on
present income, finding it very difficult on present income.” This is thus a four-point
ordinal scale with higher values indicating more difficult economic situations.

Classical Liberalism. The classical liberalism variable is an index of three
separate variables measuring the respondent’s commitment to the philosophy of classical
liberalism over multiculturalism. The three variables that make up this index are: “It is

better for a country if almost everyone shares the same customs and traditions.”; ““It is
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better for a country if there are a variety of religions among its people.”; “Of all the
different philosophies that exist in the world there is probably only one that is correct.”

The responses to each variable are on a five-point Likert scale and the three
responses were averaged with equal weight to create a single 1-5 scale measure. Higher
values indicate disagreement with questions 1 and 3 and agreement with question 2.

Immigrant inflow is the % change in the foreign-born Latino population in a
respondent’s state from 1990-2006 as per the U.S. Census and related American
Community Survey.

Social context is the percent foreign-born individuals from Latin America in a
respondent’s state as per the 2000 U.S. Census.

Nationalism is measured by an index variable constructed from the following two
survey items: “Requiring that high school teachers defend America’s policies in order to
promote loyalty to our country” (this is a 4-point Likert scale of agreement) and “When
America is at war, people should not criticize the government” (this variable is a 5-point
Likert scale of agreement.) Note that these are not simple patriotism measures along the
lines of “it makes me proud to be called an American.” De Figueiredo and Elkins (2003)
found that nationalism, but not patriotism, leads to more negative evaluation of
immigrants in the United States. They argue that nationalism variables must capture a
feeling beyond simple affection for one’s country, but involving a more chauvinistic
belief in the superiority and infallibility of one’s country. This attitude is captured
reasonably well by the variables described above.

Patriotism is constructed from the following two survey items: “It makes me
proud to be called an American” (a 5-point Likert scale of agreement) and “Being an
American is a very important part of how | see myself” (this is also a 5-point Likert scale
of agreement). Both the nationalism and patriotism variables are thus a 0-1 scale variable
with each component variable given equal weighting. Higher values indicate a greater

degree of nationalism or patriotism, respectively.
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Authoritarianism is an index of responses to the following variables which are
based on previous measures of authoritarianism (Altemeyer 1998): “What our country
needs is one political party which will rule the country.”; “The party that gets the support
of the majority ought not to have to share political power with the political minority.”;
“What young people need most of all is strict discipline by their parents.”; “Most people
who don’t get ahead just don’t have enough willpower.””; “Our country would be better
off if we just outlaw all political parties.”; “A few strong leaders could make this country
better.”; “An insult to your honor should never be forgotten.”; “The U.S. Supreme Court
gets too mixed up in politics.”

The responses to each variable are given on various Likert scales of different sizes
and the eight variables were incorporated into a single 1-5 index variable with each
variable weighted equally. Higher values indicate agreement with the component variable
questions. The Cronbach’s alpha statistic is 0.68 among non-Hispanic white citizens.

Emotional instability, as measured by feelings of worry, anxiety, and insecurity,
is an index of responses to the following variables: “It is usually unwise to trust people
before getting to know them.”; “No matter where you are, it is important to be cautious to
avoid being harmed.”; “Something really terrible can happen to any of us at any given
time of day.”

The responses to each variable are given on various Likert scales of different
lengths and the three variables were incorporated into a single 0-4 index variable with
each variable weighted equally. Higher values indicate agreement with the component
variable questions.

Social trust is an index of the following variables: “Generally speaking, would
you say that most people can be trusted, or that you can’t be too careful in dealing with
people?” (This is the (Uslaner 2002)measurement of social trust.); “Do you think that

most people would try to take advantage of you if they got the chance, or would they try
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to be fair?”; “Would you say that most of the time people try to be helpful or that they are
mostly looking out for themselves?”

The responses to each variable are given on various Likert scales of ten points
each and the three variables were incorporated into a single 0-10 index variable with each
variable weighted equally. Higher values indicate agreement with the component variable

questions.
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APPENDIX B: CHAPTER 4 VARIABLE CODING

Data sources

The primary data source for this chapter is the “2006 Immigration Survey.” Two
additional data sources were used for the variables featured in this chapter’s analyses.
The first is the “2007 Values Update Survey,” a nation-wide telephone survey
administered by the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press. This poll was in
the field from December 12, 2008 through January 9, 2007 and has an N of 2,007. The
second is the “Citizenship, Involvement, Democracy” survey conducted for the Center
for Democracy and Civil Society at Georgetown University (Howard, Gibson, and Stolle
2005). This door-to-door survey was conducted throughout 36 American states from May

16 through July 19, 2005 and has an N of 1,001 adults.

Question wording: Pew 2006 Immigration Survey, selected independent variables

National economic perception: “How would you rate economic conditions in
this country today... as excellent, good, only fair, or poor?”” Higher values correspond
with poorer economic evaluations.

Social context — percent foreign-born: Amount of foreign-born individuals
living in the respondent’s zip code, as indicated in the 2000 U.S. Census.

Social context — foreign-born rate of change: This was calculated as the factor
increase in the amount of foreign-born individuals living in the respondent’s state from
1990 to 2006, according to the 1990 U.S. Census and 2006 American Community Survey
which is administered by the U.S. Census Bureau. While a more localized geographic
area would be desirable, such information is not available from the 1990 Census.

Anti-Hispanic affect: “Would you say your overall opinion of Hispanics is very

favorable, mostly favorable, mostly UNfavorable, or very unfavorable?”
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Nativism: “Some people say that our American way of life needs to be protected
against foreign influence. Would you say you completely agree, mostly agree, mostly

disagree, or completely disagree with this?”

Question wording: Pew 2006 Immigration Survey, dependent variables

Prospective immigration levels: “Should LEGAL immigration into the United
States be kept at its present level, increased, or decreased?”

Immigrant worker policies: This variable was constructed from a series of three
questions: (1) “Should illegal immigrants be required to go home, or should they be
granted some kind of legal status that allows them to stay here?” If the respondent
answers “required to go home” they are then asked: (1a) “Should it be possible for some
illegal immigrants to remain in the U.S. under a temporary worker program under the
condition that they would eventually go home, or don’t you think so?” If the respondent
answers “granted some kind of legal status” they are then asked: (1b) “Should they be
allowed to stay only as temporary workers who must eventually return to their home
countries, or should it be possible for them to stay in the U.S. permanently?” From these
responses, a three-level ordinal variable was created, assuming that the reform measures
could be conceptualized as being more or less “liberal”, mass deportation being least
liberal and earned legalization being most liberal. Value of “0” — Respondent favors
simple deportation (answered “required to go home” in question 1 and “don’t think so” to
question 1a). Value of “1” — Respondent favors a guest-worker program (answered
“required to go home” in question 1 and “temporary worker program” in question 1a;
answered “granted some kind of legal status” in question 1 and “temporary worker
program ... eventually return” in question 1a). Value of “2” — Respondent favors an
earned legalization (liberal/comprehensive) program (answered “granted some kind of
legal status™ in question 1 and “possible for them to stay in the U.S. permanently” in

question 1b).



229

Eligibility for social services: “Should illegal immigrants who are in the U.S. be
eligible for social services provided by state and local governments, or should they not be
eligible?”

Birthright citizenship: “Would you favor changing the Constitution so that the
parents must be legal residents of the U.S. in order for their newborn child to be a citizen,
or should the Constitution be left as it is?”

Support for the Minutemen: “There are now some groups of people called
‘Minutemen’ who are looking for illegal immigrants along the Mexican border in order to
report them to authorities. Do you approve or disapprove of what these groups are doing,

or haven’t you heard anything about them?”

Question wording: Pew 2007 Values Update Survey

Nativism: “The growing number of newcomers from other countries threaten
traditional American customs and values.” “Please tell me if you completely agree with
it, mostly agree with it, mostly DISagree with it, or completely disagree with it.”

Immigrant workers: “One proposal would allow undocumented immigrants who
have been in the U.S. for several years to gain legal working status and the possibility of
citizenship in the future. Would you favor or oppose this proposal?”

Border fence: “Would you favor or oppose building a fence along 700 miles of

the border with Mexico?”

Question wording: 2005 Citizenship, Involvement, and Democracy Survey

Nativism: “Would you say that America’s cultural life is generally undermined or
enriched by people coming to live here from other countries?” This is a ten-point Likert
scale variable with higher values indicating an increasing agreement that America’s

culture life is undermined by people coming here from other countries.
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Official English: “For each of the following statements please tell me how
important you think it is in deciding whether someone born and raised outside of the
United States should be able to live here. Use a scale from 0 to 10 where 0 means
extremely unimportant and 10 means extremely important. How important should it be
for them to be able to speak English?”

Prospective immigration levels: “Do you think the number of immigrants from
foreign countries who are permitted to come to the United States to live should be
increased a lot, increased a little, left the same as it is now, decreased a little, or decreased

alot?”
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APPENDIX C: CHAPTER 4 BLOCK RECURSIVE MODELS - FULL REPORTING
OF STATISTICAL RESULTS

Table C.1 Block Recursive Model Predicting Support for Requiring All Undocumented
Immigrants to Immediately Leave the Country (corresponds to Table 4.5)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B B B
(SE) (SE) (SE)
Female -0.152 -0.098 -0.054
(0.136) (0.132) (0.151)
0.000 -0.005 -0.007
Age (older+) | 5 905) (0.005) (0.006)
: . -0.154*** -0.064 -0.027
Education (higher +) (0.035) (0.053) (0.054)
Income (higher +) 0.023 0.037 0.043
(0.039) (0.037) (0.040)
Economic threat 0.180* 0.235** 0.254**
(0.086) (0.086) (0.099)
Church attendance (higher +) (%%i‘rg -?61()1??8) 0(01?(’):237)
Catholic 0.015 0.088 0.063
(0.150) (0.131) (0.152)
Jewish -0.340** -0.632* -0.624#
(0.421) (0.467) (0.452)
: -1.321 -1.238 -1.082
Latter-day Saint (0.507) (0.565) (0.569)
% Foreign-born Latino (11(?6?5) ((';ngf) (8532067)
. . 0.060 0.057 0.076#
Foreign-born Latino change rate (0.043) (0.045) (0.044)
* k% **k*
Anti-Hispanic affect 0(821705) 0('350995)
: -0.380** -0.308*
Ideology (liberal +) (0.124) (0.129)
Reoublican 0.226 0.180
P (0.199) (0.244)
Independent 0.166 0.113
P (0.156) (0.165)
. 0.450***
Nativism (0.101)
Constant 0.452 -1.282* -2.160**
(0.442) (0.649) (0.701)
Pseudo R-squared 0.027 0.090 0.111
N 1,446 1,414 1,394
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Table C.1 — continued
#p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p < 0.001
Source: 2006 Pew Immigration Survey

Note: Limited to non-Hispanic white native-born U.S. citizen respondents. Standard
errors are sample weighted and clustered by geographic region.
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Table C.2. Block Recursive Model Predicting Support for Making Undocumented
Immigrants Ineligible to Receive Benefits from State and Local Governments

(corresponds to Table 4.6)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B B B
(SE) (SE) (SE)
Female -0.187* -0.067 -0.035
(0.084) (0.089) (0.099)
0.008 0.004 0.001
Age (older +) | 006) (0.005) (0.004)
: : -0.228*** -0.118 -0.076
Education (higher +) (0.043) (0.077) (0.079)
Income (higher +) 0.081** 0.081** 0.091**
g (0.030) (0.032) (0.031)
Economic threat -0.236# 0.021 0.014
(0.126) (0.092) (0.073)
Church attendance (higher +) (8832) (%%ig) (%%ig)
Catholic 0.307* 0.377# 0.312
(0.148) (0.197) (0.225)
Jewish -1.449*** -1.100* -0.983*
(0.418) (0.532) (0.471)
. 0.908** 0.521 0.499
Latter-day Saint | 4 555y (0.422) (0.393)
, : -3.523*** -3.250*** -3.213***
% Foreign-born Latino (0.514) (0.731) (0.906)
: . -0.031 -0.050 -0.022
Foreign-born Latino change rate (0.059) (0.061) (0.063)
**k* **
Anti-Hispanic affect 0&391421) (2.03156)
: -0.706*** -0.607***
Ideology (liberal +) (0.111) (0.111)
Republican 0.594*** 0.577***
(0.097) (0.089)
Independent 0.077 0.077
P (0.169) (0.175)
Nativism 04577
(0.1112)
Constant 1.329 0.738 -0.300
0.522 0.564 0.779
Pseudo R-squared 0.064 0.154 0.175
N 1,508 1,474 1,450

#p<0.10,* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table C.2 — continued
Source: 2006 Pew Immigration Survey

Note: Limited to non-Hispanic white native-born U.S. citizen respondents. Standard
errors are sample weighted and clustered by geographic region.
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Table C.3. Block Recursive Model Predicting Support for Amending U.S. Constitution to
End Birthright Citizenship for Children of Undocumented Immigrants (corresponds to

Table 4.7)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B B B
(SE) (SE) (SE)
Female -0.097 0.002 0.041
(0.146) (0.157) (0.159)
0.009* 0.006 0.004
Age (older +) | 4 noa) (0.006) (0.006)
. : -0.205*** -0.146*** -0.092*
Education (higher +) (0.043) (0.038) (0.038)
Income (higher +) 0.009 0.023 0.028
(0.026) (0.027) (0.025)
Economic threat -0.073 0.003 0.001
(0.062) (0.068) (0.069)
Church attendance (higher +) (8 83?58) (8 (())f(?) ('8 (()Z:)
Catholic 0.089 0.114 0.105
(0.097) (0.102) (0.093)
Jewish -0.690 -0.485 -0.296
(0.456) (0.517) (0.490)
. 0.400 0.238 0.322
Latter-day Saint | 5 550 (0.366) (0.343)
% Foreign-born Latino (11015367) (89758(‘?) (8929117)
: . 0.044 0.052 0.087*
Foreign-born Latino change rate (0.031) (0.035) (0.043)
**k* **k*
Anti-Hispanic affect 0&811015) 0('301922)
: -0.278*** -0.192***
Ideology (liberal +) (0.047) (0.034)
Renublican 0.344* 0.291#
P (0.160) (0.169)
Independent 0.274 0.258
P (0.169) (0.190)
Nativism 0('880%*57;*
Constant 0.311 -1.167 -2.427
0.435 0.469 0.448
Pseudo R-squared 0.028 0.073 0.110
N 1,518 1,488 1,462

#p<0.10,* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table C.3 — continued
Source: 2006 Pew Immigration Survey

Note: Limited to non-Hispanic white native-born U.S. citizen respondents. Standard
errors are sample weighted and clustered by geographic region.
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Table C.4. Predicting Support for Requiring All Undocumented Immigrants to
Immediately Leave the Country, by Education (corresponds to Table 4.9)

Less than a 4-year
college degree

4-year college
degree or more

B B
(SE) (SE)
Female 10033 g
(0.213) (0.235)
-0.005 -0.012#
Age (older +) (0.007) (0.006)
. 0.062 0.069
Income (higher +) (0.046) (0.062)
Economic threat (00'200974; ?(5312336;
Church attendance (higher +) 0(01%(3)1 4) ((()) f;(:;’)
. 0.073 -0.030
Jewish 20047 o
(0.502) (0.718)
Latter-day Saint (_g §98 4?) ((()) 525316)
% Foreign-born Latino (_8 887953) ((2)82;)
Foreign-born Latino change rate (8812) (8322)
**k
Anti-Hispanic affect 0('381603) (822411)
_ -0.2384# -0.471%*
Ideology (liberal +) (0.134) (0.159)
Republican 0.120 oo
P (0.284) (0.218)
Independent 0.066 00
P (0.278) (0.300)
Nativism 03847 Sy
(0.109) (0.159)
Constant 21897 e
(0.748) (0.855)
Pseudo R-squared 0.100 0.098
N 713 681

#p<0.10, * p <0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

Source: 2006 Pew Immigration Survey
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Table C.4 — continued

Note: Limited to non-Hispanic white native-born U.S. citizen respondents. Standard
errors are sample weighted and clustered by geographic region.
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APPENDIX D: CHAPTER 5 VARIABLE CODING

Data sources

This chapter analyzed data collected from the 2009 “Personality and Immigration
Attitudes” survey conducted by the author. This survey was conducted from October 12
through December 11, 2009, and sampled undergraduate, graduate, and professional
students at the University of lowa in lowa City, lowa. Respondents were recruited for this
survey via a mass-distribution email that was sent to all students at the institution.
Incentive to participate was provided in the form of the option to be entered into a
random drawing for a $50 prize upon completion of the survey. A follow-up reminder
was sent three weeks after the initial recruitment email was distributed. A total of 834

individuals completed the survey.

Question wording: 2009 Personality and Immigration Attitudes Survey

Immigration policy preference index: This is an additive index constructed
from responses to the following questions: “Should LEGAL immigration into the United
States be kept at its present level, increased or decreased?”, “Which comes closest to your
view about what government policy should be regarding ILLEGAL immigrants currently
residing in the United States? Should the government: 1) deport all undocumented
immigrants 2) allow undocumented immigrants to remain in the U.S. as guest workers for
a limited time 3) allow undocumented immigrants to become citizens if they meet criteria
like learning English and paying their back taxes 4) allow undocumented immigrants to
become permanent residents with no requirements?”, “Should illegal immigrants who are
in the U.S. be eligible for social services provided by state and local governments, or
should they not be eligible?”, “Should the children of illegal immigrants who are in the
U.S. be permitted to attend public schools, or don’t you think so?”, “Would you favor

changing the Constitution so that the parents must be legal residents of the U.S. in order
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APPENDIX E — IMPLICIT NATIVISM IAT PROCEDURE

The implicit nativism test procedure was designed using the basic flower-insect
IAT template included with the computer program “Inquisit version 3.0.3.2” distributed
by Millisecond Software (http://www.millisecond.com). Two separate Inquisit scripts
were used in the survey, one containing the IAT procedure and the other containing the
survey questions. The scripts were hosted on Millisecond Software’s servers and data
was collected online rather than through laboratory computers. Although this resulted in a
self-selection effect in the respondents who participated, it also facilitated the completion
of over 800 surveys in a relatively short time-frame.

After viewing the consent language at the beginning of the survey, respondents

were presented with the following instructions:

Put your middle or index fingers on the E and | keys of your
keyboard. Pictures or words representing ‘American culture’ and
‘Latino-American culture’ will appear one-by-one in the middle of
the screen. When the item belongs to a category on the left, press
the E key; when the item belongs to a category on the right, press
the I key. Items belong to only one category. For example, a
picture of the American flag corresponds with ‘American culture’
while a picture of the American and Mexican flags together
represents ‘Latino-American culture.” If you make an error in
matching the words with the images, an X will appear - fix the
error by hitting the other key. This is a timed sorting task. GO AS
FAST AS YOU CAN while making as few mistakes as possible.
Going too slow or making too many errors will result in an
uninterpretable score. This task will take about 5 minutes to
complete.

Respondents were then required to press either the “E” or “I”” keys to sort the
images (as shown in Figures 5.1 and 5.2) into the categories of either American culture or
Latino-American culture. After this “block” of sorting trials, the categories were replaced
with “Good” and “Bad” and respondents were required to sort the following words into
each category: “Marvelous”, “Superb”, “Pleasure”, “Beautiful”, “Joyful”, “Glorious”,
“Lovely”, “Wonderful”, “Tragic”, “Horrible”, “Agony”, “Painful”, “Terrible”, “Awful”,

“Humiliate”, and “Nasty”’.
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