Introduction

The Research Agenda

Marcelo M. Sudrez-Orozco and Mariela M. Paex

During the closing decades of the twentieth century, the process of gradual
demographic transformation that had begun on the eve of World War 11
gained extraordinary momentum. At the end of the war, the population of
the United States was largely of white European origin. By the year 2000,
more than a quarter of the U.S. population was composed of members of
ethnically marked minorities, including African Americans, Latinos, and
Asian Americans, and the future augurs even more startling chzmgcs.l Ina
widely cited report, scientists at the U.S. Bureau of the Census concluded
that by the year 2050, some o percent of the U.S. population would
be members of cthnic minorities—making the term minority somewhat
anachromstic (Fig. I-1). This and other census projections are somewhat
uncertain. After all, the terms Latino and Astan American did not even exist
fifty years ago; who is to say the terms as they are now used will have cui-
rency fiftv vears from now? These data nevertheless suggest an unequivocal
social fact: the United States is now in the midst of unprecedented change.”

This increasingly obvious demographic reality makes it evident that the
United States is becoming a country that is no longer largely white and
of European origin (U.S. Census Bureau 19qgg). Indeed, the future ot the
United States will be in no small measure linked to the fortunes of a
heterogenecous blend of relatively recent arrivals from Asia, from the
Caribbean, from other parts of the world, and above all from Latin America.

At the dawn of the new century, the more than g5 million Latinos in the
United States make up roughly 12.5 percent of the total population. It is esti-
mated that in just two generations, the United States will have the second
largest number of Latinos in the world—after Mexico. More Latinos than
African Americans are currently attending U.S. schools. Indeed, Latinos may
already have surpassed African Americans as the nation's largest minority



MARCELO M. SUAREZ-OROZCO AND MARIELA M. PAEY

1o

™ Ej White
. Black
E J Hispanic

American Indian,
Eskimo, Aleut

71% —] Asian and
\\\ . / 1 Pacific Islander

12%

Figure L1, Resident Population Estimates ol the ULS. by Race and Hispanic
Origin: LS. Census Burcau, October 2000.

group. The VLS, Census Burcau claims that by the year 2o50, a full quarter
of the ULS. population will be of Latino origin; that is, nearly 100 million
people will be able to trace their ancestry to the Spanish-speaking, Latin
American, and Caribbean worlds.

This book brings together some of the feading minds in the scholarly
study ol the Latino population of the United States. Because of the extraor-
dinary dimensions and recentness of the phenomenon under considera-
tion—from 199o to 2ooo the Latino population grew by 58 percent—this
effort can serve only as an initial and somewhat tentative exploration. By
necessity, we must ask many more questions than we can possibly answer
with anv degree of certainty. We must heed Francis Bacon’s “double use”
of doubt.

Three general principles guided the making of this book. First, we
define Latino studies broadly as the scholarly study of the Latino popula-
tion of the United States and its transnatonal links to the Caribbean and
Latin American worlds. It is an emerging ficld that must tolerate—indeed
thrive—on ambiguities. We envision the field of Latino studies as a big tent
covering a broad range of social science and humanistic scholarship. Thus
the contributors to this volume include scholars who feel at home doing
positivistic social science with large data sets as well as scholars in cultural
studies who focus on post-modern theory and literary criticism.

Second, the book performs and telecasts a call for interdisciplinary work
as a matter of necessity. Interdisciplinary work can succeed when it slows
down—or, better yet, altogether stops—"the taken-for-granted practices
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that can burcaucratize disciplinary work. Interdisciplinary work imposes
certain mutial calibrations of theoretical models, methodological strate-
gies, and analytic perspectives. By defiition mterdisciplinary work subverts
the reductionistic impulses common o many disciplinary enterprises”
{Suarcz-Orozeo and Robben 2000, p. g). Although cach discipline must. of
course, cultivate 18 own garden, periodic disciplinary crossings can open
fertile new terrains. Something unique can happen when a psychoanalyst
and a political scientist come together and are encouraged to develop and
sustain a scholarly conversation. This volume brings together an unprece-
dented assembly of anthropologists, cducation scholars, health and med-
ical scientists, historians, “aguists, political scientists, psychoanalysts and
psychologists, sociolinguists, and sociologists who sharve a scholarly interest
in the Latino populaton of the United States.

Third, the book is comparative in nature. It examines the varieties of
the Latino experience by considering all the major subgroups that make
up the Latino population of the United States—Mexican. Puerto Rican,
Cuban, Central and South American, and Dominican. We examine Latinos
in context: the Florida experience (Stepick and Stepick, this volume) dif-
fers from that of New York (Smith, this voluime), and both differ from Cali-
fornia (Vigil; Gandara, this volume) and Texas (Chapa, this volume).

The Latno population of the United States 1s a highly heterogencous
population that defies casy generalizations. As Stepick and Stepick, Torves-
Saillant, and others in this volume suggest, the tived and facile “Latinos-
arc-a-big-familv™ glosses over the contradictions, (ensions, and fissures—
around class, race, and color—that often separate them. Indeed. most of
the authors in this book would reject any essentializing—that is, any attempt
to discuss all Latinos as one scamless whole. Bluntly, what does an English-
speaking third-generation uppersstatus white Cuban American in Florida
have in common with a Mava-spcaking recent innmigrant from Guatemalar
What, precisely, warrants collapsing their distinet histories, current socio-
cultural predicaments, and probable destinmes under the same rubricz To
complicate matters further, as Jorge Dominguez suggests (this volume),
Latinos are not from the other side of the moon: in some important
respects they are not parcticularly distinguishable from other Americans.
How, then, are we to proceed? Cautiously.

In this book we have opted for the broadest, most inclusive, and most
generous definition of Latinos: that segment of the ULS. population that
traces its descent to the Spanish-speaking, Caribbean, and Latin American
worlds. The term Latino is a new and ambiguous invention. Tt is a cultural
category that has no precise racial signification. Indeed, Latinos are white,
black, indigenous, and every possible combination thereof. Yet, as a num-
ber of authors in this book discuss, upon entering the United States, Lati-
nos undergo a rapid regime of racialization.
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The term Latino also lacks the specificity regarding national origin that
terms such as frish American and Italion American convey. Latinos come from
over a dozen countries as varied as Mexico, Colombia, and the Dominican
Republic (Fig. I-2). They also include Puerto Ricans, who may move frecly
between the island and the mainland as U.S, citizens. Nor does the term
Latino evoke any particular period in U.S. history. Latinos are among the
“oldest” Americans—the ancestors of some settled in the Southwest and
spoke Spanish, making it their home well betore there was a United States.
They did not come to the United States; the United States came to them.
Latinos are also among the “newest” Americans, for two-thirds of all Lati-
nos in the United States are either immigrants or the children of immi-
grants. Because the vast majority of Latinos in the United States come {rom
[.atin America—the number of Latinos from Central and South America
grew by over 100 percent between 19go and 2000 (U.S. Census Burcau
2001b)—we chose the term Latino over Hispanic-—a term that emphasizes
the population’s ink with “Hispania,” or Spain.

[.atinos have varied histories, cultural sensibilities, and current social
predicaments. The vectors of race and color, gender, socioeconomic status,
language, immigrant status, and mode of incorporation into the United
States shape their experiences. Latinos are a work in progress; they are a
people in the process of becoming as they settle, in unprecedented num-
bers, in the United States. The very term Latino has meaning only in refer-
ence to the ULS. experience. Qutside the United States, we don’t speak of
Latinos; we speak of Mexicans, Cubans, Puerto Ricans, and so forth. Lati-
nos are made i the USAL

Given this heterogeneity, this ambiguity, and these internal fissures, what
arguments can be advanced for a Latino panethnic construct? Are Latinos
in the United States poised to achieve Bolivar’s dream of unity that for cen-
turies escaped their brothers and sisters in Latin America? Or will each
Latino subgroup follow its own path-—Cubans in one direction, Mexicans
in another, and Dominicans in another stll? Is it not wiser, empirically
sounder, and more promising to keep our gaze on individual groups such
as Cuban Americans, Mexican Americans, Dominican Americans, and so
forthr Yes and no.

Systematic scholarly work at the subgroup level has generated important
empirical data and theoretical insight. The work by sociologist Alejandro
Portes and anthropologist Alex Stepick is a case in point (Portes and
Stepick 1994). By focusing on the somewhat unique features of the Cuban
ethnic enclave in Florida, they have broadened considerably our theoreti-
cal understanding of the dynamics of immigrant insertion into the U.S.
cconomy and society (Stepick and Stepick, this volume). Indeed, to date
the vast majority of the scholarship on Latinos has tended to focus on indi-
vidual subgroups.” It is now time to extend the conversation.
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Figure L2. Latinos, by Type of Origin: Current Population Survey, 2000.

The case for broader scholarly analysis at the panethnic level can be
made along at least three general principles: one based on politics, onc
based on theoretical considerations, and one based on sociohistorical
themes. At the political level, the panethnic construct has emerged as sig-
nificant. Latinos are entering the United States in large numbers at a time
when the nation’s ethos is dominated by a “culture of multiculturalism”
(Suarez-Orozco and Sudrez-Orozco 20o1; Glazer 1997). The social prac-
tices and cultural models that we have come to call mulaculturalism shape
the experiences, perceptions, and behavioral repertoires of immigrant and
native-born Latinos in ways not seen in previous eras of large-scale immi-
gration. A hundred years ago, there certainly was no culture of multicultur-
alism celebrating—however superficially and ambivalently—ethnicity and
communities of origin.' “Passing” was the name of the game. In the words
ot Berkeley cultural psychologist George De Vos, we have all noticed now
the “passing of passing” (De Vos 1¢492).

Latinos today are players in social spaces where racial and ethnic cate-
gories have high-stakes political and economic implications. The largest
wave of immigration in U.S. history—the wave responsible for the current
Latino-ization of the country—took place after the great struggles of the
civil rights movement.

One reason why racial and ethnic categories are relevant 1s that they
have become critical tools in the workings of the state apparatus. Nation-
states use these categories for varjous purposes, such as census enumera-
tion, taxation, and apportionment for political representation. Racial and
ethnic categories as generated by state policy are relevant to a variety of
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civic and political matters, including civil rights, alfirmative action, and
cqual opportunity; furthermore, such categories are appropriated and
used by various groups for their own emotional and strategic needs.”
Because all major federal agencies have chosen o employ the broader
pancthnic term and hecause of a powerful bureaucratic and market-driven
impulse to standardize and bomogenize (Torres-Saillant, this volume), 1t
is abundantly clear that in the context of the workings of the state appara-
s, the subgroup labels are generally quite secondary to the panethnic
construct.”

Another argument for scholarly reflection at the pancthnic fevel can be
articulated from the standpoint of theoretical considerations rather than
politics. Work at the broader panethnic level can generate more robust
conceptual understandings than work at the subgroup level. Our under-
standing of transnationalisin might be a case i point.

Caribbean Latinos, especially mainland Puerto Ricans and immigrant
Dominicans, have been depicted as paradigmatic examples of groups
engaged in deep transnationalism, an analytic concept thatis often used to
refer to economic, political, and cultural strategies articulated by diasporic
peoples across national spaces (Basch, Schiller, and Blanc 19g5; Smith and
Guarnizo 1g8). Significant numbers of Pucrto Ricans and Dominicans
are said to lead dual lives—engaging in double consciousness, cultivating
dual lovalties, living serially between their islands and the mainland.
Recent stadies, for example, suggest that Domimican immigrants have
developed political, economie, and cultural adaptations that involve high
levels of mansnationalisin. Thev remit large sums of money to their home-
land, they remain substanually engaged in political processes there, and
they return periodically with their children to nourish soctal and cultural
tes i their istand home (Levitt 1997, Guarnizo 19g4; Pessar 1995).
Rescarch on mainland Puerto Ricans suggests a slightly different version of
this general tansnavonal dynamic. Although they are less likely than
Dominicans to send dollars to the island,” mainland Puerto Ricans remain
socially, culturally, and at times politically involved in island affairs (Torre,
Vecchini, and Burgo 1gg4).

It seems clear that our theovetical understanding of transnationalism
might benetit from placing what the Caribbean pattern suggests in the con-
text of a larger Latino framework. H we examine the Caribbean experience
against the backdrop of, tor example, the Mexican experience, a more sub-
e understanding of transnationalism is likely to emerge.

Mexican immigration to the United States has over the last two decades
undergone a protound transformation. Historically, U.S. immigration poli-
cies, market forces, and the social practices of Mexican immigrants did not
cncourage their Jong-term integration into American society (Suarez-Orozco
1998). A sojourner pattern of largely male-initiated circular migration,
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characterized by efforts to earn dollars during a specific season, dominated
the Mexican experience for decades into the 1980s (Durand 1448). After
concluding their seasonal work, large numbers of Mexicans returned south
of the border, eventually to resume the cyele the following year In that con-
text, Mexican immigrants engaged in dual lives, displaving the Kinds of
proto-transhational behaviors now more fully developed among Caribbean
Latinos. Like Puerto Ricans and Dominicans today, the Mexican mmmi-
grants of vesterday lived both “here” and “there.”

Yet data on various aspects of Mexican iminigration suggest the intensiti-
cation, over the last two decades, of a trend toward permanent settlement
in the United States. Wayne Cornelius (1gg8) has argued that Mexican
immigrants are rapidly moving away {rom transnational strategics. For
example, over time and across generations, Mexicans tend to remit less
money, become less involved in Mexican politics, and visit there less often
(Cornelius 19g8). Will Dominicans, over time and across gencrations, fol-
low the Mexican pattern? Or will they adopt the Puerto Rican version of
transnationalism, which by some indicators has intensified rather than
decrcased over time (Bonilla 198¢g)» The answer is uncertain, butits impli-
cations for our theoretical understandings are significant.

In the context of the broader Latino framework, transnationalism tarns
out to be a more complex set of social adaptations, which scems to take dit-
ferent forms and serve different purposes. Furthermore, it becomes increas-
inglv obvious that transnational adaptations need to be systematically exam-
ined over time and across generations. This implies the value of a rescarch
agenda that would examine the varieties of transnationalism across sites,
social groups, and generations 1o track longitudinal as well as transgencra-
tional continuities and discontinuitces in behaviors and adaptations.

There ave other arguments for choosing a panethnic level of analysis. In
striking contrast to the other major new immigrant group, Asians, most
Latinos share a common language, Spanish.” Not all Latinos are Spanish
speakers, but the Spanish language has become ubiquitous. On Wednes-
day, September 14, 2ooo, CBS aired to a national audience of over 7.4 mil-
lion viewers several Spanish-language commercials—with English subti-
tes—during a prime-time show, the Latin Grammy Awards. In May 2001,
President George W. Bush made history when he delivered his weekly radio

address to the nation in Spanish
shrewd strategy to court Latino support and condemned by others as
encouraging linguistic and ethnic divisions. The president was surcly aware

a move that was applauded by some as a

that Spanish is now the nation’s second language, spoken by nearly 2o mil-
lion people. More important, it is itself a world language shared by over
26, million people. Thus although Latinos, like other groups, are divided
by factors such as race and color, class, and national origin, the Spanish lan-
guage generates a powerful gravitational field bringing them together.
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Studies of language mamtenance and shift suggest that Latinos, more
than any other ethnic group, tend to remain loval to their native lan-
guage, with Mexicans being the most comumitted Spanish speakers (Portes
and Rumbaut 1¢4go). Even third-generation bilingualism is relatively
higher among Latinos than among other ethnic groups (Portes and Rum-
baut 1940).

Indeed, Latino families are distinct in their extensive use of Spanish at
home. Recent data show that in their homes, about 84 percent of immi-
grant Latino youth use their native language primarily or exclusively; the
comparable figure for immigrant Asians is 68 percent. Among native-born
Latino youths of foreign-born parents, 58 percent still speak primarily
Spanish at home; the figure is about 44 percent for native-born Asians
with immigrant parents. Some 59 percent of Latino native-born youths of
native-born parents report speaking only English at home, whereas 82 per-
cent of their Asian counterparts do so. These patterns suggest that Latino
families are more likely to retain their native language than other groups,
such as Asians (Kao 1999).

Language is intrinsically involved in the processes of education, includ-
ing literacy development, and identity formation (Darder, Torres, and
Gutierrez 19g7). Within the last two decades, language in education has
become a subject of heated debate among government officials, policy
makers, educators, parents, and concerned citizens. Most recently bilingual
education—ever controversial in the United States—has been under a
microscope as new initiatives for English-only instruction have been pro-
poscd throughout the nation (Gandara; Moll and Ruiz, this volume).
Indeed, language is at the core of the Latino educational experience in this
country, but as many of the authors in this volune point out, discussion of
cducating Latino vouths should not be reduced to issues of language
alone. It requires a tull understanding of the social, political, cultural, and
racial context in which language is embedded (Zentella; Moll and Ruiz,
this volume).

Like Latinos themselves, the language of Latinos in the United States
presents a complicated picture. There are many dialects, intonations, and
varieties of Spanish, “Spanglish,” and English. For many Latinos Spanish is
a lingua franca, but specific words, folk sayings, and accents often produce
different meanings and values within the different Latino communities.
Language varieties act as a way of signifying subethnic identifications and
marking subgroup identities (Zentella, this volume). Language is also
implicated in the social construction and conditions that shape class, racial,
gender, and sexual identities. Thus the Spanish language in all its varieties
plays a central role in the construction and transtormation of the Latino
community in the United States. Will Spanish follow the path of previous
immigrant languages such as German, Italian, and Japanese and be asphyx-
iated in the United States? (Lieberson, Dalto, and Johnston 19%75). Or will
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it be the exception to the ruler Will the sheer force of Latino demo-
graphics—the fact that there is now a highly elaborate social infrastructure
to support the Spanish language, the availability of new information tech-
nologies, and the C(mtimling flows of Latin American immigr;lri()n—pn)—
vide the oxygen needed for Spanish to flourish in the United States? If
Spanish does endure here, will its persistence be an asset or a hindrance for
Latinos? Will globalization give an edge to Latino bilinguals? These broad
questions set the stage for the theoretical and empirical work discussed in
various chapters in this book (Pearson; Zentella; Gandara; Carlo and Snow,
this volume).

Language is only one of the cultaral building blocks crucial to any
understanding of Latino identities. Latinos also tend to share cultural mod-
els, social practices, and religious sensibilities that shape and give meaning
to their lives. Peggy Levitt (this volume) examines how Latino immigrants
are transforming the nature of organized religion in the United States.
They are now the largest ethnic group in the Catholic Church, making up
over two-thirds of all Catholics in Florida, Texas, and New Mexico. She
explores how their involvement in religion in turn shapes their social and
political incorporation into the United States. Related to their Catholic
affiliation is the 1mportance of fictive kinship patterns (compadrazgo and
comadrazgo—godparenthood) in structuring social relations among Latinos.

SOCIOHISTORICAL TITEMES

The most robust case for the analytic use of the panethnic Latino construct
emerges trom various shared sociohistorical processes that are at the heart
of the Latino experience in the United States (see Sanchez, this volume).
This book identifies three such themes: the experience of immigration; the
changing nature of U.S. relations with Latin America; and the processes of
racialization as Latinos enter, and complicate, the powertful “black-white”
binary logic that has driven U.S. racial relations. In the words of Silvio Tor-
res-Saillant (this volume), “We share the experience of being uprooted by
large socioeconomic forces from our original homelands. We come from
socteties with a history of unequal association with the United States, a
country that has influenced and sometimes even dictated political behavior
in Latin America.”

Immagration
The Latino experience in the United States has been profoundly shaped by
immigration (Cornelius; Hondagneu-Sotelo; Falicov, this volume). The vast
majority of Latinos are either immigrants or the children of immigrants. In
1980 there were roughly 14 million Latinos in the United States (Delgado
and Stefancic 1998, p. xvii). Twenty years later, there were over g, million,
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most ol them new imumigrants. Largesscale immigration from Mexico,
Central and South America, and the Caribbean has been the backbone
of what U.S. scholars of immigration now call “the new immigraton”
(Sudrez-Orozeo and Suavez-Orozco zooti; Edmonston and Passel 199.4;
Hing 1993).

According to Suiarez-Orozco (199q), three distinct social formations lie
at the heart of an emerging Inter-American Iimmigration Systemn (I1S): (1)
more or less uninterrupted flow of large=scale legal (as well as undocu-
mented) mmigration from Mexico, which rapidly mtensified after 1980
and is suuctured by powertul cconomic forces and sociocultural practices
that seem unaflected by unilateral policy initiatives; (2) more time-limited
“waves” (as opposed to uninterrupted “flows”) of large-scale immigration
from Central and South America—Dby the early 1980s, El Salvador and
Guatemala replaced Cuba as the largest source of asylum seckers arriving
from the Spanish-speaking world; and (g) a Caribbean pattern of mtense
circular migration typificd by the Puerto Rican and Dominican experi-
cnces in New York, where Dominicans are now the largest immigrant group.

By the 1ggos, there were more legal immigrants from Mexico alone
than from all of Europe combined. By the end of the twentieth century,
well over seven mitlion Mexican immigrants resided in the United States
(Gonzalez Baker et al. 1998). More than onc-fourth of all Mexican immi-
grants to the United States arrived in the first halt of the 1ggos (Binational
Study on Migration 19¢7, p. it). Mexican mnmigrants constitute nearly half
of the total Mexican origin population of the United States.

The history of Mexican immigration makes it quite distinet from other
immigration to the United States: Most remarkable 1s the “immigration”
that occurred when Mexico lost roughly half of its northern territory to the
United States. Consider also the joint U.S.-Mexican border, the critical
mass of Mexican citizens and Mexican Americans now residing on the U.S.
side of “the ine,” and their heavy concentration in a handful of states. The
farge number of undocumented Mexican immigrants (it is estimated that
nearly 4o percent of illegal immigrants in the U.S. today are Mexicans) also
sets them apart from other immigrant groups—although perhaps not from
the experiences of Central Americans.

By the carly 1g30s, the intensification of cold-war tensions in Central
America and increased direct US. involvement in the conflict generated
unprecedented population displacements and new migratory flows. Dur-
ing the 1960s, and again briefly in 1980,” Cubans had dominated the Latin
American refugee experience in the United States, but the 1980s were
characterized by large-scale emigration from war-torn areas in El Salvador,
Guatemala, and Nicaragua. By the year 2000, some 1.7 million Central
Americans made the United States their home (U.S. Census Burcau 2001b,
3). By one account “one in every six Salvadoreans now lives in the United
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States” (Mahler 1995, p. 37; sce also Mahler 19gab). Also, the escalation of
the wayr in Colombia and the sharp intensification of U.S. involvernent in
the contlict revealed the beginnings of a large-scale migratory wave as
growing numbers of Colombians began feaving their warravaged country,
many of them to head north to the United States (Krauss 2000, p. 1),
Indeed, Colombians are the largest group of the “new, new Latinos” origi-
nating in South America; approximately hall a million Colonbians now
live in the United States.

The Dominican-Caribbean experience is paradigmatic of what sociolo-
gists and anthropologists of immigration have called wransnational migra-
tory circutts (Hondagneu-Sotelo, tus voluine; Basch, Schiller, and Blanc
1995). This pattern of immigraton is typified by mtensive back-and-forth
movemett, not only of people but also of goods and information, princi-
pally between the islands of Hispaniola and Manhattan. Although the 3.4
million Puerto Ricans who live on the mainland are U.S. citizens and thus
not considered mmmigrants, their sociocultural and linguistic adaptations
resemble those of immigrant Latinos. Puerto Ricans, too, display intense
levels of transnationalisin; in the felicitous worlds of Luis Rafael Sanchez,
many of them live “en la guagua aérea” (the ai-bus) (Sanchez 1gg4: Torre,
Vecochind, and Burgos 19q4).

Another relevant feature of the new transnational hramework is that
even as Latinos enmesh themselves in the social, economic, and political
life of thenr new lands (Cornelius 19g8; Durand 19g8), they remain power-
ful protagonists in the economie, political, and cultural spheres in the
countries they left behind. Latinos are emerging as “hemispheric citizens.”
faiimo remittances and mvesunents have become vital to the ecconomies of
varlied countries of emigraton, such as the Dominican Republic, Mexico,
and El Salvador 1n the latter country, remittances in the 19gos became the
targest source of foreign exchange, averaging over a billion dollars a vear.
Likewise, the Binational Study on lInnnigration estimates that remittances
to Mexico were “equivalent to 57 percent of the foreign exchange available
through direct investment in 1ggn, and 5 percent of the total income sup-
plicd by exports” (Binational Study on Migration 19¢7, p. vii)."

Politically, Latinos are also becoming increasingly relevant actors with
imfluence in political processes both “here” and “there.” Some observers
have noted that the outcomes of Dominican elections are routinely deter-
mined in New York City, where Dominicans are the largest group of new
immigrants (Pessar 19gn). Likewise, Mexican politicians have recently “dis-
covered” the political value of the more than seven million Mexican immi-
grants living in the United States. Mexican President Vicente Fox under-
scored a new oftficial attitude toward expatriates when he toured the border
region i December 2000 to welcome back personally a few of the estimat-
ed one million Mexicans traveling south for Christimas. The new Mexican
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dualnatonality initiative, whereby Mexican immigrants who become nation-
alized ULS. citizens would retain a host of political and other rights m Mex-
ico, is also the product of this emerging transnational framework.

Culturally Latinos not only are significantly reshaping the ethos of their
new communities but also ave responsible for significant social transforma-
tions in their countries of origin. Peggy Levitt (1g9497) has argued that
Dominican and Brazilian “social remittances” affect the values, cultural
models, and social practices of those left behind. Immigrant Latinos today
are more likely to be at once “here” and “there,” bridging increasingly
unbounded national spaces (Basch, Schiller, and Blanc 1995), and in the
process to transform both home and host countrices.

Several features characterize the new Latin American immigration to
the United States. First, a growing body of rescarch suggests that the eco-
nomic restructuring and sociocultural changes taking place in the Ameri-
cas virtually ensure that Latin American immigration to the United States
will be a long-term phenomenon. Globalization and economic restructur-
ing have intensified inequality in Latin America, generating unemploy-
ment and underemployment—and hence new migratory waves (Dussel
2000). Beyond Mexico and Central America, the contours of a large-scale
South American exodus became increasingly clear by the end of the year
2000 when large numbers of Ecuadorians, Peruvians, Venezuelans, and
Argentineans headed north (Washington Post 2000, p. A1) (see Table 1.1).

On the USE side of “the hine,” there 18 a voracious and enduring
demand—indecd, addiction might be a more appropriate term—for immi-
grant workers in both the service sector and the knowledge-intensive sector
of the cconomy (Cornelius 1998). The extraordinary Latino population
growth in Nevada, Georgia, Arkansas, and North Carolina during the
19gos (sec Table L) is tied to the explosion of new jobs in the construc-
tion, service, meat, and poultry industries in thosc states (New York Times
2000, 15). It is likelv that the extremely high flows of Latin American immi-
gration to the United States during the last two decades will eventually
decrease (Binational Study on Migration 1997), but itis safe to assume that
Latin Americans will continue to dominate immigration to the United
States over the next decades.

Second, new data suggest that the immigration moementum we are cur-
rently witnessing cannot be easily contained by unilateral policy initiatives,
such as the various border control efforts and theatrics that have inten-
sified over the last decade (Chavez 2001; Andreas 2000). Transnational
labor-recruiting networks, tamily reunification, and wage ditlerentials con-
tinue to act as a powerful impetus to Latin American immigration to the
United States.

Third, new data suggest that Latin American immigrants are in the Unit-
cd States to stay. Today’s Latin American immigrants, especially Mexicans



TABLE 1.1. Hispanic Population by Type: 2000

Subject Number Prycent
Hispaziic or Latino Origin
Total population 281,421,906 100.0
IHispanic or Latino (of any race) 35,305,818 12.5
Not Hispanic or Latino 246,116,088 87.5
Hispanic or Latino by Type
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 35,305,818 100.0
Mexican 20,640,711 h8.5H
Puerto Rican 3,406,178 9.6
Cuban 1,241,685 3.5
Other Hispanic or Latino 10,017,244 28.4
Dominican (Dominican Republic) 764,915 2.2
Central American (excludes Mexican) 1,686,937 1.8
Costa Rican 68,588 0.2
Guatemalan 372,487 1.1
Houduran 217,569 0.6
Nicaraguan 177,684 0.5
Panamanian 91,723 0.3
Salvadoran 655,165 1.9
Other Central American 103,721 0.3
South American 1,303,562 3.8
Argentinean 100,864 0.3
Bolivian 42,068 (.1
Chilean 68,849 0.2
Colombian 470,684 1.3
Ecuadorian 260,559 0.7
Paraguayan 8,769 0.0
Peruvian 233,926 0.7
Uruguavan 18,804 0.1
Venezuelan 91,507 0.3
Other South American 57,532 0.2
Spaniard 100,135 0.3
All other Hispanic or Latino 6,111,665 17.3
Checkbox only, other Hispanic 1,733,274 49
Write-in Spanish 686,004 1.9
Write-in Hispanic 2,454,529 7.0
Write-in Latino 450,769 1.3

Not elsewhere classified 787,089 2.2

source: ULS. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, May 2001.
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and Central Americans, are more likely to settle permanently in the United
States than those who arrived in the previous cras of immigration (Cor-
nclius 19g8). Latinos, therefore, are an enduring, rather than a transient,
feature of the new American soctal landscape.

The Latino presence in the United States is largely defined by immigra-
tion. The vast majority of Latinos have been directly or indirectly touched
by the experience of immigration. It is part of a shared experience and his-
tory that brings together the various distinct paths Latinos have taken in
their journey to the United States. Although there have been differences in
modes of incorporation and patterns of immigration, every Latino sub-
group shares the experience of settling in this country and engaging in a
process of social, economic, and cultural adaptation.

Dangerous Liaisons: U.S. Relations with Latin America

The cclipse of European ascendancy and dominance in the Americas as
the nineteenth century came to a close and the parallel rise of the United
States as the hemisphere’s unrivaled hegemonic nation figured promi-
nently in the making of the Latino experience in the United States. The
story of the Latino population of the United States can be fully articulated
only against the backdrop of the historical, political, and economic rela-
tionships between the United States and Latin America. The United States
and Latin America have never been equal partners. U.S. relations with
Latin America can be characterized as an asymmetrical liaison between a
dominant power and a weaker, often reluctant partner. The history of
U.S.~Latin American relations is, of course, complex and beyond the scope
of this introductdon (Smith 19g6; Schoultz 1998; Bulmer-Thomas and
Dunkerley 1499). We must, however, brietfly mention a few themes that are
especially relevant to an understanding of the Latino experience.

The first theme involves U.S. territorial expansion, a phase in U.S. rela-
tions with Latin America that historian Peter Smith (19gb) has argued is
best characterized as “imperial” in nature. It is at the heart of the nation-
building process by which the United States emerged from the original
thirteen colonies to become the continent’s sole transoceanic power. This
nation building was driven by an ideological apparatus with equal parts of
pseudoscientific racism and cultural arrogance (laced with a good dose of
Puritan zeal), along with a voracious appetite for Latin American land and
other resources. It was achieved, largely via direct military confrontation
and a scries of territorial annexations, appropriations, and purchases
(including the 1803 Louisiana Purchase for 15 million dollars and the
Florida Purchase from Spain in 1819). But the choice prize of this imper-
ial campaign surely was the territory that is now the U.S. Southwest. The
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aftermath of the 1846-1848 Mexican War resulted in the annexation of
roughly halt of Mexico’s territory.

The transter of lands stretching west of Texas all the way to the Pacific
Ocean—formally decreed in the 1848 treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo—is the
most obvious example of how this expansionist phase was implicated in
the making of the Latino population of the United States (Chavez 198.4;
McWilliams 1g68; Acuna 198 1; Anaya 1976; Montejano 1990; Weber 1g79).
Without taking a step Mexicans residing north of the Rio Grande found
themselves hiving in a different country. Similarly, the seeds for the making
of the mainland Puerto Rican community were planted in 1898 when
the island of Puerto Rico became a U.S. possession in the attermath of the
Spanish American War (Silén 198g).

By the beginning of the twentieth century, relations with Latin America
would no longer be dominated by U.S. territorial expansionist impulses.
They gave way to a new set of dynamics and policy objectives. The well-
known history of U.S. economic and cultural hegemony in the region—
including countless direct and indirect military interventions in Latin
American affairs—is at the heart of events during this era. It is beyond the
scope of this introduction to examine systematically this phase in U.S. vela-
tions with Latin America. It has been extensively treated in the scholarly lie-
erature within the frameworks of Marxist theory, dependency theory, and
world systemns theory (see, for example, LaFeber 1g84; Cardoso and Faletto
107¢9; Wallerstein 2000).

But there is no question that various U.S. milita.y interventions in Latin
America and the Caribbean during the twenticth century have substantally
contributed to the making of the Latino population of the United States.
Likewise, U.S. economic and cultural hegemony have contributed to
uprooting Latinos from the Caribbean and Latin American contexts and to
their resettlement in the United States.

In the aftermath of World War II, the Cold War came to drive U.S. inter-
vention in Latin America. Whereas in the earlier era, hemispheric relations
were shaped by a U.S. ideology of racism and cultural superiority, by the
mid-twentieth century a relentless—at times fanatical—anticommunism
dominated U.S. policy toward Latin America. Harvard political scientist
Jorge Dominguez (1998, p. 44) has argued that the Cold War emerged

as significantly distinctive in U.S. relations with Latin America because ideo-
logical considerations acquired a primacy over U.S. policy in the region that
they had lacked at carlier moments. From the late 1g4os untl about 1g6o,
ideology was just one of the important factors in the design of U.S. policy
towards Latin America. The victory and consolidation of the Guban revolu-
tionary government changed that. In its subsequent conduct of the key
aspects of its policy towards Latin America, the US. government often
behaved as if it were under the spell of ideological demons.
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Chasing its demons Jed the United States to intensily overt and covert
military interventions in the Caribbean and in Central and South America
from the 19508 untl the dismantling of the Berlin Wall in 1989, Cold War
tensions in the Latin American context took the form of various msurgency
and countermsurgency campaigns stretching south of the US. border all
the way to Patagonia. They left sequelae of deatly, displacements, and dey-
astationt. In Central America alone, there were some 100,000 politically
motivated killings in Guatemala and 75,000 n El Salvador, much of the
killing taking place in the 1g30s.

United States involvenment in these conflicts intensified them, swelling
the ranks of new refugees and immigrants. A decade after ULS. interven-
tion, one million asylum seckers, refugees, and immigrants from that arca
of the world had fled Central America and now make the United States
their home (Suarez-Orozeo 198q). (This situation can be compared to the
effects of the carlier U.S. involvement in Vietamn.'!') The intensification of
the Soviet-American contlict during the Cold War also contributed to the
development of a robust Cuban diaspora to the United States numbering
over one million people. Likewise, earlier (1gbos) interventions in the
Dominican Republic and elsewhere fed migration to the United States.
That is why many Latinos of Guatemalan, Salvadoran, Nicaraguan, and
other origin can tell their American friends, “We are here because vou
were there, !

The end of the Soviet Union—and with 1t, the Cold War—ushered in

a new set of priorities i ULS. relations with Latin America, except for
Cuba. USOmilicary interventions would no longer be driven by fear of com-
munisin and competition with the Soviet Union. New sccurity concerns
cmerged: drugs, undocumented immigration, and after September 11,
2001—terroristy, and economic restructuring (Bulmer-Thomas and Dun-
kerley 1g99). The 199gos saw a remilitarization of U.S. policy in Latin Amer-
ica (Dominguez 199g). The new focus was drugs, with extraordinary
mereases in US. military involvement in Colombia by the year 2000,
The militarized antinarcotics effort is likely to deepen the upheaval in
Colombia, where over two million citizens have been displaced from their
homes—more than the war in Kosovo displaced (Krauss 2000). It is
safe to predict that the size of the Colombian diaspora to the United
States will grow exponentially as U.S. policy intensifics the conflict in their
natve land.

Ongoing concerns about undocumented imumigration from Latin Amer-
ica and the Caribbean led o a slightly different militarized front pertinent
to UL.S.—Latin American relations. The 1ggos saw an unprecedented secu-
rity buildup at the southern sector of the U.S. international border—
now the most heavily guarded border i the world (Chaver 2oo1;
Andreas 2000). Tt is designed to deter drug traflicking and, especially,
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undocumented mmmigration from Latin America. A related effore was
the 1994 U.S. military intervention in Haiti, theoretically executed to stabi-
lize the country but actually the first ULS. military intervention ever under-
taken o contain undocumented immigration—specifically, the growing
number of Haitian rafters arriving on the shores of Florida in the early
1QQOS.

The end of the Cold War, along with the development of new informa-
tion and communication technologies, intensified the US-led globaliza-
tion that had been taking place over the course of the century {(Sen 2000).
It is now clear that globalization made US. hegemony more overwhelming
than cver (Suarcz-Orozco zoot). Indeed, some French intellectuals now
call the United States the world’s only “hyperpower.” How will this new
hyvperpower atfect Latin America?

In Latin America, globalization, economic liberalization, and restructur-
ing have directly contributed to deepening incquality and the intensifica-
tiont of migratory flows. New regional trade agreements have also con-
tributed to this process. The recent Mexican experience with the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFIA) 15 a case in point. The theory
behind NAFTA was that the tiberalizaton and restructuring of the Mexican

economy—along with massive foreign investiments taking advantage of raw
materials and cheap labor—would generate economic growth, creating
new jobs inexport manufacturing and increasing wages. It was assumed
that the growth generated by these economic restructuring and liberaliza-
ton strategies would reduce the pressures for Mexicans to migrate to the
United States i search of betier jobs at better wages. In practice, the liber-
alization of the Mexican economy bhas so far produced mixed results.
Growth has been uneven, with some regions of Mexico and some sectors of
the economy beneliting much more than others. There has also been a
rapid growth in mequality (Dussel 2000},

The recent Mexican experience also suggests that an increase in wages
may paradoxically increase rather than decrcase migratory pressures. As
Johin Coatsworth (1998, 76) has noted, “Over the course of the twentieth
century, the proporton of the Mexican population ecarning enough to
cover [migratory] expenses [has] increased substantially. Should Mexican
wages begin to rise again in the coming years, rates of undocumented
migration to the United States will probably increase . . . as more people
This is in part because an

»

manage Lo save what they need to immigrale.
increase in wages “stimulates consumerism and consumption and raises
expectations regarding the standard of living . . . [which,] combined with
casy access to information and migration networks, in turn create tremen-
dous pressure for emigration” (Zhou and Gatewood 2000, 10). In short,
there is reason to suspect that globalizaton will continue to be closely asso-
clated with large=scale immigration flows.!”
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Globalization is now the dominant vector structuring U.S. velations with
Latin America. It is a postideological, market-driven process of economic
and regional integration and interdependence. It is at the core of the
“complex and interlocking forms of interdependence emerging between
the United States and Latin America, involving the movement of capital,
modes of industrialization, trade, migration, and growing incquality”
(Bonilla et al. 1998, p. x). This new phase represents a continuation of the
asymmetrical relationship between the most powerful country in the world
and its poor neighbors to the south. But in contrast to the previous two
phases, Latinos today are emerging as significant actors in contemporary
U.S. relations with Latin America. It will be an important item in the schol-
arly program of the next generation of scholars of U.S-Latin Ammerican
relations to examine how, if ac all, the Latino factor mediates the new U.S.-
Latin American agenda.

Racialization

Much of the scholarly work on minoritics in the United States has centered
cither on the concept of ethnicity or, conversely, on the concept of race.
The theoretical work on ethnicity has tocused largely on the study of white
European immigrants and the transgenerational process of change as their
children became “white ethnic” Americans (Doucette-Gates, Brooks-Gunn,
and Chase-Lansdale 1998). A parallel current of theoretical work bas
examined the experiences of African Americans in the United States
within the paradigm of race, exploring their unique experiences with the
Jegacy of slavery, segregation, and “the one drop rule.”™ These two inde-
pendent scholarly projects proceeded along parallel lines without much
systematic and meaningful cross-fertihzation. As Nathan Glazer ascutely
observed (1ggg). the vast majority of scholarly work on immigration and
the making of white ethnics failed to consider the preexisting racial polar-
ization so central to any understanding of American social structure. The
new imimigration, a human wave dominated by Latinos and other immi-
grants of color, is finally bringing the two conceptual paths together
(Waters 1ggq). Will the experiences of Latinos best be captured by the par-
adigm of ethnicity or by the paradigm of racer Will they follow the pattern
of vesterday’s white European ethnics or will the process of racialization
lead to a remaking of the color line? The jury s still out.

We can envision several different long-term scenarios for Latinos. One
scenario is that Latinos simply replicate the Furopean immigrant experi-
ence and, over the course of a few generations, become, en masse, a ver-
ston of vesterday’s “white ethnics.”

Another scenario would have the ractally heterogencous Latinos follow
different paths as a function of skin color, human and “social capital.” In
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this scenario, lighter-skinned Latinos who are able to settle in integrated
neighborhoods maximize their opportunities for status mobility and, over
the course of two or three generations, “disappear,” becoming de facto, if
not de coewr, sociologically white (that is, like whites in terms of major demo-
graphic and social mdicators). In the census of 2000, roughly half of all
Latinos self-identified as “white” (U.S. Census Bureau 2001a, p. 10). Con-
versely, poorer and darker skinned Latinos, who settle in highly segregated
neighborhoods culturally dominated by African Americans tend, over the
generations, to disappear in the other direction, joining the black side of
the U.S. “color line.”

In yet a third scenario, Latinos, by the sheer force of their numbers,
finally break the black-white binary mold. Unlike previous waves of (Euro-
pean) immigrants, Latinos prove able, in the long term, to maintain cer-
tain vital cultural sensibilities and social practices via the replenishment
generated by ongoing immigration, proximity to Latin America, and new
communication and information technologies. In this scenario, Latinos
manage to create a sociocultural space of their own. New Latino immi-
grants may be able en masse to articulate new strategies of adaptation
beyond the tired old model of straight-line or unilineal assimilation driven
by the “either/or” logic of acculturation (Suarez-Orozco 2000). As Falicov
(this volume) perceptively argues, Latinos are pursuing and performing
“both/and” identity styles and cultural adaptations. In the process they are
redefining double consciousness, interacting with the institutions of the
mainstream culture, and with their coethnic cultures in the United States,
and acting transnationally by maintaining linguistic, social, economic,
political, and cultural links with their relatives and other compatriots in
Latin America and the Caribbean.

No one can say which of these tentative scenarios will prove most accu-
rate in the long term, but three themes in the racialization process Latinos
now face are likely to shape their future. These are (1) long-held stereo-
types that mainstream Americans have of Latin Americans, (2) the low
levels of education and skill of many Latin Americans as they join a thor-
oughly globalized U.S. economy, and (g) the intense forms of segrega-
tion—in schools, in neighborhoods, and in the workplace—that Latinos
are experiencing. What are the dominant contours of these concurrent
processes?

Negative Stereotypes.  In his exquisite history of U.S. policy toward Latin
America, Lars Schoultz has argued that U.S. political elites have long
held the “pervasive belief that Latin Americans are an inferior branch
of the human species” and, furthermore, that the “belief in Latin Amer-
ican inferiority is the essential core of United States policy towards Latin
America.”
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Here is a sampling of quotations through which Schoultz traces the way
the United States related to Latin America for over two centuries. From
John Quincy Adams: “The people of South America are the most ignorant,
the most bigoted, the most superstitious of all Roman Catholics™ (quoted
in Schoultz 1998, p. 5). From Senator John Clarke: “To incorporate such a
disjointed and degraded mass into even limited participation with our
social and political rights, would be fatally destructive to the institutions of
our country. There is a moral pestilence attached to such a people which is
contagious—a leprosy that will destroy” (quoted in Schoultz 1998, p. 14).
From Joel Poinsett, the first U.S. proconsul to Latin America—the man
who brought the poinsettia to the United States from Latin America:
“[Mexicans are] an ignorant and immoral race...[in] constant inter-
course with aborigines, who were and still are degraded to the very lowest
class of human beings” (quoted in Schoultz 1998, p. 19). From President
Teddy Roosevelt: “[Colombians are] contemptible little creatures .. jack-
rabbits . . . foolish and homicidal corruptionists. . . . [T]o the worst charac-
teristics of 17th Century Spain, and of Spain at its worst under Phillip 11,
Colombia has added a squalid savagery of its own, and it has combined with
exquisite nicety the worst forms of despotism and anarchy, of violence, and
of fatuous weakness, of dismal ignorance, cruelty, treachery, greed, and
utter vanity” (quoted in Schoultz 1998, p. 164). From Assistant Secretary of
State Huntington Wilson: “Nature, in its rough method of uplift gives sick
nations strong neighbors” (quoted in Schoultz 1998, p. 205). From Secre-
tary of State John Foster Dulles: “You have to pat them a little bit and make
them think you are fond of them” (quoted in Schoultz 14998, p. 432).

Schoultz’s data suggest that U.S. opinion makers and leaders have been
remarkably consistent in their views on Latin Americans from colonial
times up to the present. In this ideological structure, Latin Americans are
depicted as racially and culturally inferior, ignorant, degraded, filthy, child-
like, and essentially unable to govern themselves.

It is not surprising, then, that in U.S. public opinion polls, Latinos rank
among the least favored ot all new Americans (Cornelius, this volume).
Princeton University  sociologists Thomas Espenshade and Maryann
Belanger (1998, pp. 470-371) examined data on American public opinion
about immigration basing their conclusions on surveys by twenty different
organizations over a thirty-year period. They found that

Latin American and Caribbean immigrants in general, and Mexican immi-
grants in particular, rank somewhere near the bottom in terms of how Amer-
icans view immigrants from different parts of the world. European immi-
grants are most favored, and Asians fall in the middle. In comparison with
Latin American immigrants, Asian immigrants are perceived as less likely to
use welfare or to comuit crimes, and more likely to work hard, to have strong
family values, and to do well in school.
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Wayne Cornelius (this volume) advances an “ethno-cultural” hypothesis
to account for the specifically anti-Latino sentiment found in public
opinion surveys and other data. According to Cornelius, the anti-Latino
sentiment cannot be explained by the usual cconomic factors. Theorists
of the anti-immigrant sentiment have argued that the best predictor of
jits intensity is the state of the macroeconomy—most specifically, the
unemployment rate (Espenshade and Belanger 1998, p. 36%7). When the
cconomy is weak and unemployment is high, public opinion generally
turns against immigration. According to Cornelius’s hypothesis, there is an
“ethno-cultural objection to the most recent wave of Latino immigration
that underlies persistent U.S. public concern about immigration levels,
regardless of the state of the macroeconomy” (Cornelius, this volume).
Cornelius focuses his analysis on American objections to Latino ethnicity,
language, and culture—along with their growing numbers—as an explana-
tion for the persistence of such “ambivalent reception.”

The pervasive view, found among policy leaders as well as the general
public, that Latin Americans in general are inferior and specifically are
more likely to “commit crunes and take advantage of welfare, and less likely
to work hard, do well in school, and have strong family values” (Jones-Cor-

rea 1998, p. 407) powerfully shapes the Latino experience in ways that we
are only recently beginning to understand (C. Suarez-Orozco 2000, pp.
1g.q—226). Most at risk are Latino youths who struggle o develop a healthy
idenuty and sense of self in the context of such toxic attitudes and belicfs,
an obstacle that further complicates the already arduous task of adapting to
the institutions of American society.

Poverty.  Over the past century, Latinos have been leaving a continent
rich in culture, natural resources, and beauty but poor in terms of eco-
nomic and social development (see Table [.g). It is also a continent of star-
thing inequalities. Social and economic indicators reveal the breadth of the
“distribution of sadness” south of the Rio Grande (Vélez-Ibanez 19g96). For
example, in 1995 the GNP per capita was $2,521 for Mexico, $1,671 for El
Salvador, $1,438 for the Dominican Republic, and $37¢9 for Nicaragua,
compared (o $27,550 for the United States (see Table Lg, Wilkie, Alemdn,
and Ortega 2000). It has been estimated that the “average U.S. cat eats
more beef than the average person in Central America” (Barry and
Preusch 1986, p. 142). In 1995, life expectancy was 67.8 years for males
and 79.9 years for females in Mexico, 0.7 years for males and 64.9 years
for females in El Salvador, and 67.6 years for males and 71.7 years for
females in the Dominican Republic, compared to 72.2 years for males and
78.8 years for females in the United States (Wilkie, Aleman, and Ortega
2000). Over 6o percent of the Guatemalan population, over half of the
Nicaraguan population, 40 percent of the Dominican population, and over
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TABLE 1.9. Selected Demographic Characteristics
for Latin American Countries,* 19¢5

Highest
Level
Laife Attained
GNP Lxpectancy Postsecondary  No Schooling¥ Hhteracy
Population per Male/ (% of total (% of total (% of total
(millions) capita Female population) population)  poprulation)
Mexico 83.226 2521 67.8 /739 6.5 21.4 10.4
Dominican
R(fpul)li(' 7.110 1,438 67.6/71.7 1.9 40.1 17.9
Cuba 10.628 2,068 72.9 /768 5.9 3.7 4.3
El Salvador 5.110 1,671 50.7 / 63.9 5.3 38.5 28.5
Colombia 34,970 2,107 66.4 /723 10.3 11.8 8.7
Peru 21.5649 2.363 62.7 / 66.6 18.2 23.4 11.3
Guatemala 8.749 1,387 551 /594 1.2 61.6 444
Ecuador 10.264 1,476 67.3 /725 11.1 1.8 9.9
Nicaragua 3 827 379 64.8 / 67.7 — 53.9 34.3
Honduras 4.879 672 65.4 /70.1 3.3 3305 27.3

United States 249907 27,550 72,2 /788 44.6 0.6 —

*The selected countries correspond to the top ten countries in number of immigrants
coming to the United States. The countries are listed in descending order. That is, the
highest number of Latin American immigrants who entered the United States in 1999
were from Mexico.

tData for "No Schooling” correspond to ditterent vears: Mexico, 1ggo; Dominican
Republic, 19770; Cuba, 19815 El Salvador, 1gg2; Colombia, 1994; Peru, 1gg3; Guatemala,
193 1; Ecuador, 19go: Nicaragua, 19751; Honduras, 1984,

20 percent of the Mexican population have had no schooling, compared to
0.6 percent of the US. population (Wilkic, Aleman, and Ortega 2000).
Increasing inequalities, coupled with the extraordinary burden of meeting
forcign debt payments, have meant that “most of Latin America was stll stag-
gering” at the beginning of the new century (Skidmore and Smith 1992)

As a consequence, new Latino arrivals tend to be poorly educated and
litde skilled. A comparison of the average years of schooling for the top
three immigrant groups reveals significant differences. In 1ggo the average
Mexican immigrant to the United States had 7.6 years of schooling, the
average Filipino had 12.9 vears of schooling, and the average Chinese had
12.8 vears of schooling (Statistical Yearbook of the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service 167, pp. 27-28). By the vear 2000, inequalities had
intensified: only 11.2 percent of the U.S. population of Latin American ori-
gin had a bachelor’s degree or higher, compared to 44.9 percent of the
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TABLE L.4. Selected Characteristics of
Hispanic and Non-Hispanic Population

Hispanic Non-Hispanic Non-Hispanic Whites

Total Population

(millions) 35.8% 240.1 193.1
Median Age (years) 26.1 36.1 37.5
Educauonal Attainment

Less than high school 43.9% 13.8%, 12.3%

High school or more 56.1% 86.2% 87.7%

Bachelor’s degree or more 10.9% 26.7% 27.7%
Percentage in Labor Force

Male 78.4% 73.3% 74.3%

Female 55.8% 60.7% 60.3%
Percentage of unemploved 6.7% 4.3% 3.6%
Median earnings: 1998

Male $18,430 $30,468 $31.,486

Female $12.910 - $18,510 $18,987
Houschold Income: 1998 $28,330 $40,251 $42.,439

(median income in dollars)

Type of Family

Married couple 68.0% 77.5% 82.2%

Female-headed 23.7% 17.2% 13.0%

Male-headed 8.29% 5.3% 4.8%
Familics below the

Poverty Line: 1998 22.7% 8.6% 6.1%
Children below the

Poverty Line: 1998

34.4% 32.4% 10.6%

source: U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, March 19gg.
*ULS. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, May 2001.

U.S. population of Asian origin. Because all U.S. workers other than those
with college degrees have been losing ground in terms of real wages, Lati-
nos today earn substantially lower salaries than other Americans.

As noted in Table 1.4, Latino males on average carn $18,430, compared
with an average of $31,486 for non-Hispanic whites. More worrisome 1s the
prevalence of poverty in the Latino population. Despite the high percent-
age of labor force participation, 227 percent of Latino families live below
the poverty line. For non-Hispanic whites, the corresponding number is
6.1 percent. In addition, some g4.4 percent of all Latino children now



20 MARGELO M. SUAREZ-OROZCO AND MARIELA M. PAKYZ

live below the poverty line, compared 1o 10.6 percent of non-Hispanic
whites. Deep and concentrated poverty is powerfully implicated in a vari-
ety of long-term educational, social, and health outcomes (Massey and
Denton 19g3).

Latinos, we must again emphasize, are not a monolith (see Table Lg).
Significant differences exist in these broad demographic characteristics
and social conditions. In terms of education and socioeconomic standing,
Cubans tend to have an advantage over all other groups. Stepick and
Stepick (this volume) eloquently examine the social origins of the Cuban
advantage. They document how the unprecedented investment of fed-
eral, state, and local resources by a U.S. government bent on rewarding the
foes of a communist regime enabled Cubans in exile to develop an extraor-
dinarily powerful economic, social, and political base. Partly as a result of
the largest investment ever made by the U.S. government in a refugee
group, Cubans today are the best educated and wealthiest of all Latinos.
For example, whereas r0.3 percent of all Mexican Americans have less
than a high school education, only 29.7 percent of Cuban Americans have
not completed high school. Nearly one in four Cuban Americans has a
bachelor’s degree or more, whereas only 7.1 percent of Mexicans have
comparable cducational credentials. Whereas nearly 25 percent ot all Mex-
ican familics live below the poverty line, the corresponding number for
Cubans is 11 percent. Note that Puerto Ricans have the highest rate of
poverty of any Latino group; fully 49.5 percent of Puerto Rican children
live below the poverty line. It is worth noting that Mexicans have one of the
highest labor force participations of all groups. They nevertheless face dif-
ficult odds as they try to penetrate the better-rewarded sectors of the U.S.
cconomy.

Over the last twenty vears, Latino immigrants have been entering a
country that is economically unlike the country that absorbed—however
ambivalently—previous waves of European immigration. Economically, the
previous large wave of immigrants arrived on the eve of the great industnal
expansion, in which immigrant workers and consumers played a significant
role (Higham 1975). European immigrants got into an elevator that was
going up fast: a U.S. economy that was in the process of raising the stan-
dard of living for all workers. By contrast, recent immigrants are actors in a
thoroughly globalized and rapidly changing economy that is increasingly
taking an “hourglass” shape. The elevator now has two destinations: “up” to
the top of the hourglass and “down” to its bottom. Well-educated, highly
skilled immigrants are moving into well-remunerated, knowledge-intensive
industries at a heretofore unprecedented rate (Waldinger and Bozorg-
mehr 1gg6). Nearly 40 percent of all new businesses in California’s famed
Silicon Valley are owned by immigrants. On the other hand, low-skilled
immigrants, many of them Latinos, are finding themselves sinking into the



TABLE 1.55. Sclected Characteristics of Hispanics by Type of Origin

Total Population
{millions) 35 3k

Median Age

(years) 26.1
Educational
Attainment

[ess than

high school 43.99%

High school
or more 56.1%
Bachelor’s

10.9%

Oor more

Percentage in
Labor Force

Male 78.4%
Female 55.8%
Percentage of
Unemployed 6.7%
Median Famings:
1998
Male $18,430
Female 412910
Household
Income: 1998
(inedian income
in dollars) $28,330

Type of Family
Married couple
Female-headed
Male-headed

68.0%
23.7%
8.2%

Families below
the Poverty

Line: 1998 22.7%

Children below
the Poverty
Line: 1998

source: LS. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, March 199q.

20.7

Hispanic Mexican

24.2

50.8%
49.7%

71%

80.4%

55.2%

7.0%

$17,395
$11,995

$27,361

69.9%
21.3%
8.7%

24.4%

35.4%

43.5%

Puerto

Rican Cuban
3.0 1.4

27.5 41.3

36.1% 20.7%

63.9% 70.3%

11.1% 24.8%
66.3% 73.4%
52.6% 49.2%
7.3% 4.9%
$22.711 $22,864
$16,444 $20.673
$26,365 $32.375
56.7% 79.2%
37.2% 17.0%
6.1% 3.7%
26.7% 11.0%

16.4%

*U.S. Census Bureau, Current Population Survey, May 2001.

South/
Central

American

4.5

29.9

36.09%
64.0%

18.0%

80.8%
61.8%

5.9%

$18,961
$13.309

$31,636

66.6%
23.7%
9.7%

18.5%

Other
Hispanic

28.9%
71.1%

15.0%

72.3%

,
57.1%

6.4%

$21.146
$14,832

$30.463

61.7%
30.6%

7.8%
18.2%

31.6%
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low-wage sector. And some scholars have argued that, unlike the low-skilled
industry jobs of yesterday, the jobs now typically available to large numbers
of low=skilled Latino immigrants offer little prospect of upward mobility
(Portes 19g6).

Segregation.  Another important feature of the Latino experience is the
increasingly segregated concentration of large numbers of Latinos in a
handful of states in large urban areas polarized by racial tensions. By the
year 2000, hall of all Latinos lived in two states, California (11 million) and
Texas (6.6 million) (see Table L2). Over 70 percent of all Mexican Amer-
icans reside in three states (California, Texas, and Illinois). A number of
distinguished sociologists have argued that as a result of an increasing seg-
mentation of the economy and of society, many low-skilled Latino immi-
grants “have become more, not less, likely to live and work in environments
that have grown increasingly segregated trom whites” (Waldinger and
Bozorgmehr 1996, p. 20). Quite alarming are the recent findings of the
Harvard Civil Rights Project, which established that Latino children are now
facing the most intense segregation (by race and poverty) of any ethnic and

»

racial group in the United States: “American schools continue the pattern of
increasing racial segregation {or black and Latino students. . . . Latino seg-
regation by both measures has grown steadily throughout the past 28 years,
surpassing the black level in predominantly non-white schools by 1980 and
slightly exceeding the proportion in intensely segregated schools (9o-100%
minority) in the 1ggos. . .. [S]chool segregation statistics show that the next
generation of Latinos are experiencing significantly less contact with non-
Latino whites; 45% of Latinos were in majority white schools in 1968 but
only 25% in 1996” (Orficld and Yun 1999, p. 1.4). Indeed, by 1999 over 31,
percent of all Latino students were enrolled in schools where go to 100 per-
cent of thelr peers were other minority students.

School segregation is strongly linked to inequalities in schooling oppor-
wunities, processes, and outcomes. Forced to attend inferior schools, living
in deep poverty and in heavily segregated neighborhoods, many Latino
children struggle educationally against the odds (Moll and Ruiz, this vol-
ume). Most worrisome is the unacceptable rate of school dropout. In 1993,
20.¢ pereent of Latino youths dropped out of high school, compared to 7.7
of white, non-Latino youths and 14.8 percent of African American youths
(ULS. Department of Education 2000). The future looms even more trou-
bling, as schools throughout the country are instituting achievement tests
as a prerequisite for graduation. Recent data suggest that large numbers of
Latino youngsters are failing these tests. For example, in 199g over one-
third of all Latino students failed the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assess-
ment System (MCAS). Of course, whether or not achievement tests are
administered, Latino youngsters who are leaving school without the skills
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demanded by an increasingly unforgiving global cconomy face dim pros-
pects on the job front.

Latinos, we claim, are the offspring of these three broad sociohistorical
processes: large-scale immigration, U.S-Latin American relations, and
racialization. These momentous social and historical vectors have shaped
the experiences of Latinos in the United States. Although each Latino sub-
group—indeed, cach Latino individual—is unique, the lives, struggles,
dreams, and deeds of Latinos in the United States can be fully understood
only in reference to these formations and their enduring legacies.

ABOUT THE BOOK

The origin of this book was a three-day conference under the auspices of
the David Rockefeller Center for Latin American Studies and the Harvard
Graduate School of Education. With the generous support of the Spencer
Foundation, the Hewlett Foundation, the David Rockefeller Center for
lLatin American Studies, the Harvard Graduate School of Education, and
the Office of the Provost at Harvard University, more than fifty scholars
from around the country convened at Harvard to examine the state of
research in the emerging field of Latinos in the United States. The Harvard
conference identified and named the major themes in the scholarly study
of Latinos in the United States. It also established general parameters for
charting an agenda for new basic research on Latino studies. All of the
authors included in this volume presented original, heretofore unpublished
materials.

This volume is unique. First, unlike previous publications, the chapters
in the present volume were all commissioned to follow rather strict the-
matic guidelines. Two broad questions were at the heart of the original invi-
tation: What do we know, and what do we need to know, about the Latino
population in the United States? After identifying the topics most urgently
in need of scholarly attention, we invited the leading scholars in the rele-
vant fields (health, education, political science, and so on) to write original
papers. For example, the scholars in the field of health were invited to
reflect upon the complex scholarship on (1) the epidemiological paradox
(Latino immigrants tend to be healthier than their nonimmigrant counter-
parts), (2) Latino access to health care, and (3) the problem of health and
disease as a function of time and immigrant generation in the United
States.

Second, the majority of the scholars involved in this project are them-
selves Latinos. Latino scholars have emerged as leading researchers in the
field. The authors were invited because of the quality of their scholarship,
the uniqueness of their perspective, and their passion and energy in pursu-
ing important research topics in this field of inquiry. The extraordinary
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success of the Harvard conference and the comprchensive scope ot this
volume are evidence of the growing role of Latino intellectuals in identify-
ing, naming, and shaping this emerging domain of scholarly, political, and
community work. Lest we be misunderstood, we reject the claim that only
Latinos can or should study Latino issues. A number of the extraordinary
picces included in this volume were not written by Latinos. The notion that
only Latinos can or should study Latinos is based on an anachronistic per-
spective on ethnicity that lacks scholarly currency and moral authority.
It also suggests a reductionistic project for scholarship that is certain to
undermine more ambitious interdisciplinary conversations and broader
theoretical efforts. We echo Jorge Dominguez’s warning (this volume) that
the Latino population of the United States is too important to leave to
Iatuno scholars alone.

Third, the chapters included in this volume grew out of a scholarly
process involving many intra- and interdisciplinary conversations. The orig-
inal papers were circulated ahead of time and presented in ditterent panels
addressing broad areas of inquiry (immigration, language, education, and
the like). The Harvard conference was designed to allow authors to make
briet’ presentations of their papers, with substantial time then devoted to
commentary by various senior Harvard scholars, responses by the authors,
and discussions among panclists. Harvard doctoral students from various
faculties and schools were responsible for taking copious notes during the
emerging discussions. On the basis of these discussions, we provided
detailed and extensive editorial suggestions for each author revising the
original paper for inclusion in this volume. We would like to think that all
chapters benefited from this lengthy process. The chapters that follow offer
a sampling of some of the most influential research in this emerging schol-
arly domain. The authors present original data and identify new theoretical
and emperical problems suggesting arcas in need of further scholarly work.
Taken together the chapters can also be read as a plea for much-needed
collaborative and interdisciplinary work. It is our intention and hope that
the book will help broaden understanding—not only among scholars and
policy makers—but also in the general audience about the profound
demographic and cultural changes taking place in their communities.

NOTES

1. Throughout the book, the various authors represented here use terms:
Latino, Latinos, Latina, Latinas, Laun@, Latin@s, Latina/o, and Latino/as. We, the
cditors, have encouraged the authors to use the term or terms of their choice.

2. Nor do these projections take into account the increasingly fertile field of
transethnicity: Latinos, very much like other immigrants before them, are marrying
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out of their various groups of national origin in large numbers. According to some
estimates, nearly 3o percent of all married people of Mexican origin are married to
non-Mexicans (Jiménez, 2zooo | “Immigration, Assimilation and the Mexican Origin
Population.” Filed Statement, Department of Sociology, Harvard University]).

3. Sec, for example, Alvarez 1987; Ambert and Alvarez 1gge: Camarillo 1979;
Chavez 1gg1; Cruz 1993; Flores 1993, 2000; Gomez-Quinones 199o; Grasmuck
and Pessar 1991; Guarnizo 1994; Gutierrez 19g5; Levitt 1997; Mahler 1ggra,
1995b; Massey and Liang 1989; Nieto 1995, 2000; Pachon and DeSipio 1994;
Pérez y Gonzalez, 2000; Pessar 1995; Portes and Bach 1985; Portes and Stepick
1994; Rodriguez 1995: Rodriguez and Sanchez Korrol 1gg6; Romo 1484; Sanchez
1994; San Miguel 1987; Suarez-Orozco 1998; Suidrez-Orozeo 1984; Sudrez-Orozeo
and Sudrez-Orozco 19gn; Torres-Saillant and Herndndez 19g&; Velez-Ibanez 14gg6.

4. Indeed, the defining ritual at Fllis Island was the mythical renaming cere-
mony wherein immigration officers—sometimes carelessly and sometimes purpose-
fullv—renamed new arrivals with more Anglicized names—a cultural baptisnn of
sorts. Others chose to change their names because of racism or anti-Semitism or
simply to blend in. Hence, Israel Ehrenberg was reborn as Ashley Montague, Meyer
Schkolnick was reborn as Robert Merton, and Issur Danielovitch Demsky was
reborn as Kirk Douglas (Friedman 19ggg).

5. An outcome of our culture of multiculturalism is that new immigrants must
be socialized into preexisting racial and ethnic categories, becoming. for example,
“Latino” or “Asian.” Over the course of basic research among immigrant Latino
vouths, we have witnessed the disorientation they feel when they discover that their
regional or national identities have little relevance in the US. context (Sudrez-
Ororzeo and Suarez-Orozeo 2zoo1). A boy from El Salvador, will, depending on
where he setdes down, soon discover that what matters now is that he is a Latino,
not that he is a Central American or Salvadoran—because the category Salvadoran
will be irrelevant to most of his teachers, peers, and neighbors. These categories,
although they are quite powerful, scem to have little resonance with new immi-
grants as they enter the counury. Over time, however, they become increasingly rel-
evant, particularly for children as they begin to struggle with identity formation,
especially during the period of adolescence.

6. Peggy Levitt (this volume) also explores how in recent vears the Catholic
Church has strategically used a non-nation-specific approach, instead embracing a
panethnic “Latine” construct to attract new immigrants from the Dominican
Republic and elsewhere into the told.

7. After all, Puerto Rico is a dollar economy.

8. Recent Latino immigrants are, of course, more likely to be Spanish speakers
than more established Latinos. Over time and across generations, Latinos tend to
become English-language-dominant. Furthermore, those who trace their origins
back several generations in the United States may have little or no knowledge of the
Spanish language.

g. In 1980, more than 129,000 Cuban Manelitos arrived in Florida over the
course of a few weeks.

10. Cornelius (1998), however, argues that over time, Mexican immigrants in
the United States are less likely to invest in capital improvements in their sending
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comumunitics. In fact, he argues that a new feature of the Mexican experience in the
United States is that as Mexican immigrants become increasingly rooted in the
United States, they go back to their comumunities mainly for rest and relaxation.

11. The fact that there are over one million Southeast Asians in the United
States today can be directly traced to U.S. intervention in this region,

12. North African youth in France and elsewherc in Europe often respond to
xenophobic assaults and identity threats with the saying “We are here because you
were there.”

13. Zhou and Gatewood (2000, p. 10) point out that: “globalization perpetu-
ates emigration from developing countries in two significant ways. First, direct U.S.
capital investments into developing countries transform the economic and occupa-
tional structures in these countries by disproportionately targeting production for
export and taking advantage of raw material and cheap labor. Such twisted devel-
opment, characterized by the robust growth of low skilled jobs in export manufac-
turing, draws a large number of rural, and particularly female workers, into the
urban labor markets. Increased rural-urban migration, in turn, causes underem-
ployment and displacement of the urban workforce, creating an enormous pool
of potential emigrants. Second, economic development following the American
model in many developing countries stimulates consumerisin and consumption
and raises expectations regarding the standard of living. The widening gap between
consumption expectations and the available standards of living within the struc-
tural constraimts ol the developing countries, combined with casy access to infor-
mation and migration networks, in wurn createfs] tremendous pressure for emigra-
tion. Conscquently, US, foreign capital investments in developing countries have
resulted in the paradox of rapid cconomic growth and high emigration from these
countries o the Untted States.”

14. Here we must point 1o a disciplinary bifurcation in the use of the term race.
Sociotogists and psvchologists have continued to use the term, but anthropologists
are more skeptical and view race as a folk construct that, although powerful in its
social and cultural implications, is devoid of any scientific (biological or cultural)
foundation.
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