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ABSTRACT 

The Latino community in the United States, currently estimated at over 23 million, is 
projected to become the largest minority group in America within the next fifteen years. 
However, insufficient national~level dataon Latinos has resulted in relatively few studies 
being published on the voting behavior ofthis increasingly important group. Using data 
drawn from the first national probability sample ofLatinos, the Latino National Political 
Survey, this paper addresses selected socio-demographic indices correlated with voter 
turnout. Tlie logistic regression model empirically demonstrates the importance of 
distingushing among subgroups and identifies the life~de effect as a principle 
determinant ofvoter turnout. 
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Introduction 

THE 1980s WERE often characterized in the media and among policy-makers as the "decade of the 
Hispanic" (de la Garza, DeSipio, F.e. Garcia, J A. Garcia and Falcon 1992; J.A. Garcia and Arce 1988; 
Schmidt 1991; Yzaguirre 1991). The so-called "decade of the Hispanic" revolved around two central 
themes that are still relevant today. The first theme centers on the explosive population growth 
experienced by the Hispanicl community (Edmonston and Passel 1992; Ocanas and Yui 1992; Uhlaner, 
Cain and Kiewiet 1989; Valdivieso and Davis 1988). Indeed, by the year 201 0 it is estimated that Latinos 
will surpass African Americans as the nation's largest minority group (Edmonston and Passel 1992; 
O'Hare 1992, 1993). The significance of this growth relative to the striking decline of the Anglo 
population by 2040 suggests the second central theme: that Hispanics have the potential to exert a great 
deal ofinfluence in the political arena as well (Calvo and Rosenstone 1989; F.C. Garcia 1988, 1992:J.A. 
Garcia, de la Garza, Falcon and F.e. Garcia 1991; Pachon and DeSipio 1992; Sierra 1991; Welch and 
Sigelman 1993). Table 1 clearly illustrates the dramatic increase projected for the Hispanic community 
and, in a broader sense, a clear trend toward a more heterogeneous society as a result ofthe significant 
proportional reduction in the Anglo population relative to minorities in general (Uhlaner, et. al. 1989; 
O'Hare 1992, 1993). 

TABLE 1 

NATIONAL POPULATION RATES OF GROWTH BY RACE 


1990* % a>4O % 

EuropeanOrigin (Anglo) 187.1 75.2 210.5 56.6 

HispmicOrigin 22.4 9.0 64.2 18.0 

AfiicanAmericm .30.0 12.1 44.1 12.4 

&ian Origin 7.3 3.0 34.5 10.0 

Source: Barry Edmonston and Jeffrey S. Passel. "The Future Immigrant Population ofthe United States," 
Urban Institute Program for Research on Immigration Policy Paper (PRlP-UI-19), 1992. 
'Total Population figures are in millions 

A crucial factor affecting Hispanic political influence is representation in the political process 
(Regaldo and Martinez 1991). Consequently, the Hispanic community focused a considerable amount 
ofeffort on electoral activities during the 1980s (F.e. Garcia 1988; Villarreal and Mapula 1991). To 
be sure, there have been gains in Hispanic representation, (F.e. Garcia 1988;J.A. Garcia and Arce 1988; 
Pachon and DeSipio 1992), but the community as a whole still suffers from a paucity ofrepresentation 
in the decision-making process (Pachon and DeSipio 1992; Villarreal and Hernandez 1991). Researchers 
have consistently drawn this conclusion analyzing political venues such as the federal bureaucracy 
(Pachon 1988), Congress (Ocanas and Yui 1992; Pachon and DeSipio 1992; Welch and Hibbing 1984), 
state legislatures (Mindiola and Gutierrez 1988) and local government (MacManus and Cassel 1982: 
Pachon and DeSipio 1992). Although one could argue that having Hispanic representatives is not a 
necessary condition for adequate "Hispanic" representation, the literature suggests that Hispanic origin 

I will use the terms "Hispanic" and "Latino" interchangeably since they both serve as umbrella terms for the various 
national origin groups subsumed by these labels. For a discussion on the process ofethnic identification and its outcomes 
see John A. Garcia's "Ethnicldentity Research and Policy Implications for Mexican Americans," (unpublished 1987) and 
"Ethnicity and Chicanos: Measurement of Ethnic Identification, Identity, and Consciousness." Hispanic Journal of 
Behavioral Sciences 4:295-314 (1982). 
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officials can have an impact on outcomes favorable to their community (Welch and Hibbing 1984; 
Mindiola and Gutierrez 1988). More importantly, the experiences of the Hispanic elite, especially 
concerning discrimination, and their backgrounds, characterized by lower socioeconomic status 
measures, differentiate them from their Anglo counterparts and consequently affect the former's sense 
of roles and responsibilities within the political process vis-a-vis their constituents (de la Garza 1988). 

The crucial research question is to explain the Latino paradox; what can account for the meager 
gains in political representation among Latinos given their rapid growth rates? Secondly, what does the 
literature suggest as plausible explanations for this inconsistency? The intent of this paper is to extend 
the literature by developing a twofold heuristic effort focusingon Lat inovoterturnoutand,morebroadly, 
on issues complicating the study of Latinos. We will begin with the latter by arguing the use of 
homogeneous terms such as "Hispanic" or "Latino" to assess turnout fails to consider important sub
group variations. We will also assert that the paucity of research on Latinos is attributable to a number 
offacrors, primarily incomplete data sets and the general mis-specification ofethnicity. A preliminary 
empirical model ofsub-group specific Latino voter turnout is then developed in the second part ofthis 
paper. 

Issues in Latino Research 
Given the lack ofrepresentation ofLatinos in the political process, one could hypothesize that 

the estimated 23 million individuals subsumed by the "Hispanic" label are widely dispersed. thus 
reducing their collective impact on electoral outcomes. Studies clearly indicate, however, that Latinos 
are distinctly regional in concentration (Bean and Tienda 1987; Boswell and Jones 1980; de la Garza, 
et. al. 1992; Ocanas and Yui 1992; Welch and Hibbing 1984; Falcon 1991). Over 65 percent ofall U.S. 
Latinos are concentrated in nine states: Texas, California, New York, Florida, Illinois, New Jersey, 
Colorado, Arizona and New Mexico (Ocanas and Yui 1992). The first five states listed account for over 
16 million of the estimated 23 million Latinos currently residing in the United States. 

There are also important geographic distinctions among Hispanic sub groups (e.g .• Mexican 
Americans, Puerto Ricans, Cubans and Central and South Americans). Survey data suggests that 
Mexican Americans, comprising almost 63 percent ofall Hispanics, are concentrated in Southwestern 
states, most notably California and Texas (Ocanas and Yui 1992; Uhlaner, et. al. 1989). However, 
politically active pockets ofMexican Americans also reside in the Midwest region (Santillan 1988; Salces 
and Colby 1988). The Cuban community is the smallest (approximately five percent) but most highly 
concentrated sub-group with over 85 percent of this population residing in New York. New Jersey, 
California and Florida, which is home to over halfofall Cubans living in America (Boswell and Curtis 
1984; Portesand Mozo 1985; de los Angeles Torres 1988). Nearly 12 percent ofHispanics are ofPuerto 
Rican descent. The heaviest concentrations ofmainland Puerto Ricans are in New York City and the 
Northeast region ofthe United States (Ocanas and Yui 1992). Finally, Central and South Americans, 
comprising approximately 14 percent of all Hispanics, have significant population bases in California, 
New York, Florida, Texas and Illinois (Ocanas andYui 1992). This geographic dispersion can be traced 
to unique historical experiences, American immigration policies, international economic conditions and 
the proximity of the mother country to the United States (de los Angeles Torres 1988; Calvo and 
Rosenstone 1989; Fuchs 1988; McClain andJ.A. Garcia 1993;Jennings 1988;J.A. GarciaandArce 
1988). 
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TABLE 2 

HISPANIC POPULATION AND SELECrED DEMOGRAPHICS BY SUB-GROUPS" 


Malian Family 
Population Inoome Malian Age 

Mexican American 13,421,000 23,240 24.3 

Puerto Rican 2,382,000 18,000 27.0 

Cuban American 790,000 31, 439 39.0 

Central/South American 2,951, 000 24,000 27.0 

Source: Gilberto S. Ocanas and Ruben E. Yui, "Hispanics and The Democratic Party," Democratic 
National Committee Office o/Voter Participation, 1992. 
'All data is for 1990. 

Scholars have also argued that "Hispanic" research must distinguish among groups subsumed by 
the Hispanic label as significant differences arise when the cohonpopulation is disaggregated into its sub· 
group components (Nelson andTienda 1985; Calvo and Rosenstone 1989; Wiggins, Howard and Samet 
1983). To be sure, researchers have concluded that national origin identities are more preferred by 
respondents than umbrella forms of identities such as Hispanic or Latino a.A Garcia, et. al. 1991). 
Tables 2 and 3 illustrate the significant differences among Latino national origin sub-groups. The data 
identifies substantial differences among cohon demographic characteristics such as population levels, 
median income levels, ages, and educational attainment levels respectively, when disaggregated by 
national origin. 

TABLE 3 
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OF AITAINMENT BY ETHNIC GROUP 

Percentage Completing Percentage with 4+ 
High School Years of College 

Non-Hispanic 89 25 

All Hispanic 62 12 

Other Hispanic 81 16 

Mexican 54 8 

Puerto Rican 67 11 

Cuban 83 24 

Central/South American 70 21 

Source: Rafael Valdivieso and Cary Davis, "U.s. Hispanics: Challenging Issues for the 19905," Population 

Trends and Public Policy Series 17, Population Reference Bureau 1988. 
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As a result of the rapid growth of the Latino community, there is an increasing awareness and 
interest in research focusing on this group among scholars (Welch and Sigelman 1993). Unfortunately 
the extant literature suffers from a paucity of research focusing on Latino political participation (Calvo 
and Rosenstone 1989; Avalos 1991; F.e. Garcia 1988; de la Garza, et. al. 1991; Wolfinger and 
Rosenstone 1980; F.e. Garcia 1992;J.A. Garcia, et. al. 1991; Uhlaner, et. al. 1989: McClain and Garcia 
1993; Falcon, et. al. 1991). Recent exceptions include studies generated with the Latino National 
Political Survey data (Falcon, et. al. 1991; J.A. Garcia, et. al. 1991) while previous efforts have utilized 
U.S. Census data (Wolfmger and Rosenstone 1980), the Chicano National Survey (Garcia and Arce 
1988) and exit polling data (Welch and Sigelman 1993). Although the noted exceptions draw from 
"national" data, most are regional in focus (Calvo and Rosenstone 1989: Uhlaner, et. al. 1989; McClain 
andJ.A. Garcia 1993; Welch and Sigel man 1993) and rarely published in mainstream political science 
journals (Avalos 1991; McClain andJ.A. Garcia 1993). 

Issues Concerning Latino Research 
Among the most prestigious data sources available to scholars of political behavior is the 

University ofMichigan's, Center for Political Studies, American NationalElection Studies (Delli Carpini 
and Keeter 1992; Wright 1993). Data for the American National Election Studies (ANES) has been 
gathered for evety presidential and mid-term election since 1952 (Miller 1991). However, the ANES 
systematically under-samples lower socio-economic status populations (Abramson, Aldrich and Rohde 
1990), ofwhich a substantial portion of the Latino cohort fall into (Estrada, et. al. 1988: Morales and 
Bonilla 1993). For example, the 1974 ANES contained only thirteen "Chicanos" and one Puerto Rican 
(Wolfingerand Rosenstone 1980). More importantly, virtually every minority group suffers from under
representation in the ANES surveys (Abramson, et. al. 1990; Miller 1991), although some argue that 
African American numbers are sufficient to formulate limited generalizations about that group (Miller 
1991). Clearly, the shortcomings of the ANES continues to be problematic for studying Latino, and 
minority political behavior in general. 

The second major data source for scholars of political behavior is the United States Bureau of 
the Census' Current Population Survey (CPS). Although the bureau has conducted a decennial census 
ofthe United States since 1790, attempts to enumerate Spanish-origin individuals did notofficially began 
until 1930 (P. Garcia and Maldonado 1982). The bureau began generating reports on voting behavior 
in 19642 and has done so for all mid-year and presidential election years since then (Abramson, et. al. 
1990). However, Hispanics were not included in the 1972 election data (Wolfinger and Rosenstone 
1980). Indeed, CPS data has suffered from alack ofconsistencywith regard to identification ofHispanics 
(Wiggins, et. al. 1983; Calvo and Rosenstone 1989; Abramson, et. al. 1990: Hernandez, Estrada and 
Alvirez 1973). A comparative study ofCPS techniques for Hispanic identification administered in the 
1960, 1970, and 1980 census failed to yield similar results and led several researchers to conclude that 
the utility ofthese techniques are highly suspect (Wiggins, et. al. 1983). Others argue that previous efforts 
under-counted the Hispanic population from eight to 50 percent (P. Garcia and Maldonado 1982). 
Although CPS data has suffered from meager Hispanic sample sizes (Calvo and Rosenstone 1989; 
Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980) and inconsistent identification techniques in the past (Hernandez, et. 
al. 1973). refinements in the 19 80 (Yzaguirre 1991). 1990 and future census efforts should significantly 
contribute to the corpus of reliable data on Latinos. Nonetheless. the overall lack of data on Latinos 
continues to be problematic. 

To be sure, this was not an altruistic policy on the part of the U.S. Census Bureau. Tide VIII ofthe 1964 Civil Rights 
Act mandated the Census Bureau to begin gathering this data. More importandy, it mandated that voting statistics in all 
mid-term and presidential elections be gathered by race, color, and national origin on a nationwide basis by 1970. Finally, 
it limited the data by forbidding questions about party affiliation and how respondent's voted. 

2 
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Yet another problem stems from voting studies employing a dichotomized view of race. 
Assuming that Nie, Verba and Petrocik's (1976) argument is correct, wecancharacterizetheyearof1956 
as the baseline for contemporary voting behavior research.3 By doing so, we can see that the majority of 
subsequent voting behavior studies draw upon the "Socio-Psychological Model" found in The American 
Voter (Campbell, Converse, Miller and Stokes 1960) or the "Rational Choice Model" presented in An 
Economic Theory ofDemocracy (Downs 1957). The locus of The American Voter (Campbell, et. al. 1960) 
is couched in terms ofpany identification as the principle explanatory variable for vote choice (Miller 
1991; Niemi and Weisberg 1984). The operationalized model placed socioeconomic variables in a 
subordinate position to pany identification and totally disregarded ethnicityas a variable, first introduced 
in Voting and applied to European ethnic groups (Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee 1954). Downs' 
"Rational Choice Model" focuses on contexrual variables such as uncertainty which drive voting 
decisions for voters and candidates alike Gackman 1993; Niemi and Weisberg 1984). Like the Socio
Psychological model, however, it does not consider ethnicity as a contributor to vote choice. 

The omission ofethnicity by most major voting studies and datasets has created an inaccurate 
depiction ofthe voting public. That is, when ethnicity is addressed, it is operationalized as race, and race 
is dichotomized into Black and White (Le. White Hispanic or Black Hispanic). Consequently, research 
on vote choice, and to a lesser extent vote turnout, is well documented as focusing mainly on Black and 
White voters (Milbrath and Goel 1982; Miller 1991). To be sure, the lack of data on Latinos has 
contributed to this phenomena. However, the failure to address ethnic characteristics has led many 
researchers to forgo viewing Latinos, when this is possible, by national origin status (for example, 
Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980; Abramson, et. al. 1990; Welch and Sigelman 1993). We will 
empirically demonstrate the latter is not only a serious omission, but fails to identify statistically 
significant differences among Hispanic sub groups. 

Previous Research 
Studies of Latino voting behavior, as we have indicated earlier, are limited and fairly recent. 

Moreover, most are concerned with vote choice (Falcon, et. al. 1991; F.e. Garcia 1992; GarciaandArce 
1988; Welch and Sigelman 1993). Only three efforts have dealt with voter turnout among Latinos at 
the national level. Since our focus is on Latino voter turnout, we will limit the discussion to the findings 
of these national studies. 

The first "mainstream" attempt to address Latino voter turnout was Wolfinger and Rosenstone's 
Who Votes? (1980).4 Their findings suggested that Chicanos were three percent more likely to vote than 
the general public. However, conceding their numbers were" ... substantively and statistically close to 
zero," they prudently concluded that Chicano turnout rates are at best comparable to the general 
population (Wolfinger and Rosenstone 1980:92). The most salient finding ofthis study pertains to the 
dilution of voting strength because of non-citizenship and low naturalization rates among Chicanos. 
These findings were confirmed by Garcia and Arce (1988) using the Chicano Survey, a national sample 
of Mexican- ancestry respondents. Their findings suggested that generational distance and nativity 
played a significant role in turnout rates. That is, naturalized and first-generation American-born 
respondents possessed higher levels ofcivic orientations, which increased turnout, compared to native
born, second-generation and beyond citizens. 

The most significant national study to date regarding turnout among Latinos is Calvo and 
Rosenstone's Hispanic Political Participation (1989). Employing a modified Verba and Nie socio-

The year 1956 is significant because it marks the publication date ofthe furerunner to TheAmerican Voter, The Voter 
DecitJes (Campbell, Gurin and Miller 1956). 

The Southwest Voter Registration and Education Project produced a report in 1976 on Latinos which reported a 68.9 
percent turnout among registered voters (Garcia and Arce 1988: 134) . Unfortunately, SVREP reports are decidedly "non
mainstream" and consequently fail to get the exposure they deserve among mainstream political scientists. 

4 
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economic status model (1972) introduced in Who Votes? (1980), they conducted an analysis ofturnout 
rates for the 1984 presidential election among Hispanics based on the 1984 CPS survey. They confirmed 
earlier findings that suggested lack ofcitizenship was an important factor depressing voter turnout among 
Hispanics. However, contrary to earlier findings, Calvo and Rosenstone argued that turnout among 
Hispanics is 15 points below that of other Americans. 

When Calvo and Rosenstone disaggregated the Hispanic label into national origin sub-groups, 
striking differences came to light: Puerto Ricans are the least likely to vote, followed closely by Mexican 
Americans. In contrast, Cubans had turnout rates that exceeded even those of non-Hispanics. 
Demographic variables such as income, occupation, and education exposed additional variations among 
the different national origin groups. For example, increased education and occupational status had a 
positive impact on Mexican American and Puerto Rican turnout, but had virtually no effect on turnout 
among Cubans. Although income as an explanatory variable was less significant for Hispanic national 
origin groups than non-Hispanics, Calvo and Rosenstone argued that a class bias has developed since 
1972. In other words, the higher the income level (even among the very rich), the greater the probability 
of voting (Calvo and Rosenstone 1989). 

TABLE 4 

BIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF TURNOUT AND SELECI'ED SocIO-DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES AMONG 


LATINOS AND SUB-GROUPS FOR 1988 


LATINOS MEXICAN PUERTO RICAN CUBAN 
COMPOSITE ORIGIN ORIGIN ORIGIN 

VARIABLE % % % % 

Total Turnout (1) 53% 50% 50% 67% 

Registered Voter Turnout (1) 69 65 68 82 

By Education Level (1) 

0-5 Grade 52 53 48 66 

6 - 8 Grade 60 49 60 84 

9 - 11 Grade 37 37 35 50 

12th Grade 50 48 51 55 

13 or more years 68 68 62 73 

By Age Group (1) 

18 - 25 30 27 29 41 

26 - 34 47 43 47 57 

35 - 44 59 58 59 65 

45 - 54 69 57 68 82 

55 or over 70 71 54 82 
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TABLE 4 continued 

LATINOS MEXICAN PUERTO RICAN CUBAN 
COMPOSITE ORIGIN ORIGIN ORIGIN 

VARIABLE % % % % 

By Income Level (2) 

Less than $12, 999 42 35 39 80 

$13 - 19,999 53 48 54 69 

$20 - 34, 999 55 54 57 55 

$35 - 49,999 65 61 73 68 

55, 000 or over 65 64 54 71 

By Employment Status (3) 

Working Full-Time 56 52 53 69 

Working Part-Time 51 45 58 60 

Unemployed 36 33 42 26 

Not in Workforce 55 54 48 76 

INote: N =1776 (Latinos), 878 (Mexican Origin), 587 (Puerto Rican Origin), 312 (Cuban Origin). 

2Note: N = 1667,828,541, and 298 respectively. 


'Note: N 1772,876,584, and 312 respectively. 


Using data derived from the Latino National Political Survey, we will identify specific 
characteristics which empirically correlate with voter turnout amo ng Latinos. Forexample, does income, 
education and occupation playa significant role in voter turnout among Latinos? Is there any reason to 
suspect that the explanatory power of these indices vary among sub-groups subsumed by the Latinol 
Hispanic label as suggested by previous studies and Table 4? Beyond the SES indices, what is the role 
ofgender and age in vote turnout? Could the life-cycle effect, characterized by age, home ownership and 
marital status significantly impact voter turnout? The following analysis will attempt to ascertain the 
utility of these pieces of the puzzle for explaining voter turnout among Latinos during the 1988 
presidential elections. 

Data and Methods 
The data for this study are derived from the first national probability sample of Hispanics 

conducted in the United States, the Latino National Political Survey (hereafter referred to as the LNPS). 
The survey data were gathered using personal interviews conducted in English or Spanish, a significant 
departure from most efforts that conduct surveys ofLatinos in English only. TheLNPS was administered 
between August 1989 and April 1990 in 40 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. As a result, the LNPS 
produced a representative sample rate approximating 91 percent of the Mexican, Puerto Rican, and 
Cuban origin populations residing in the United States (de la Garza, et. al., 1992). 
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The LNPS data set contains 1.546 Mexicans, 589 Puerto Ricans, 682 Cubans, and 456 non
Hispanic Whites. For this study, the data is modified to control for non-citizenship, an obvious 
institutional constraint on voting. The dilution ofthe sample caused by non-citizenship status produced 
a usable citizen sample of 880 Mexican, 312 Cuban. and 587 Puerto Rican-origin respondents, 
respectively. This clearly underscores previous research findings which suggests non-citizenship is a 
major contributor to low turnout rates among Latinos relative to their aggregate numbers (Garcia and 
Arce 1988; Calvo and Rosenstone 1989). From a statistical standpoint, however, it mitigates the 
development of forceful generalizations based on the data.' 

This study generally follows the work ofCalvo and Rosenstone (1989) for model construction 
with four exceptions. First, the statistical method employed for this study is logistic regression as opposed 
to probit. Since the dependent variable and a number of independent variables are dichotomous in 
nature, Logit is aptly suited for this enterprise (see Aldrich and Nelson 1984; Denk and Finkel 1992; 
King 1989). Secondly, the larger sample size of the LNPS data set (N=1776 as opposed to Calvo and 
Rosenstone's N =4 50) allows for the use ofscales which are conducive to greater variation within indices. 
Next, indicator variables were constructed for Cuban and Puerto Rican origin subjects from a composite 
variable (RGROUP) with Mexican origin respondents set as the reference category. This procedure will 
allow us to test for differences among sub-groups for each model specification (see Hardy 1993). Finally, 
the LNPS dataset affords the opportunity to test three additional variables to assess the impact of 
homeownership, parent or guardian responsibilities, and the temporal relevance ofliving in the United 
States on naturalized immigrants. That is, does one become more likely to vote as a result ofthe length 
of time one has lived in the United States since immigrating and becoming naturalized? 

The data analysis consists ofuser-specified logistic regression models with interaction terms to 
account for multicollinearity if theoretically and methodologically appropriate. Thus, the base model 
employs variables ofprimary interest with categorical and dichotomous independent variables specified 
in the model as contrast indicators. On the second step, the model is adjusted based on the inclusion 
orexclusion ofuser- specified variables ofsecondary interest, including interaction terms for intercorrelated 
variables (see Notusis 1990:45-69). To maintain a parsimonious presentation of the data, reported 
statistics in the subsequent tables are limited to significant results derived from the iterative logistic 
regression model process. 

Income, Education, and Employment Status 
We will begin by assessing the impact ofeducation, income, and employment starus on turnout. 

Numerous research efforts have demonstrated a correlation between turnout and SES indices such as 
income, education and occupation (Milbrath and Goel1982; Niemi and Weisberg 1984). Previous 
studies on Latinos suggest the im pact ofthese indices varied by national-origin group and that a class bias 
was evident during the 1984 election; the higher the income the more likely one is to vote, even at the 
highest income levels (Calvo and Rosenstone 1989). Most ofthese variables are available in the LNPS. 
However, for this preliminary study, we will substitute employment status for occupation and forgo 
comparisons with Anglo voters since our purpose here is to empirically demonstrate turnout differences 
among Latino sub-groups. 

Unfortunately, there is no convention as to what constitutes an appropriate sample size. Some suggest that an "N" of 
100 is statistically acceptable while others recommend a sample size of about 1500 (see Niemi and Weisberg 1984). 
5 
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TABLE 5 
LOGISTIC REGRESSION EsTIMATES OF TURNOUT AND SOCIa-DEMOGRAPHIC 

VARIABLES AMONG LATINOS AND SUB.-GROUPS FOR 1988 

VARIABLE BErA SID ERROR SIGNIFICANCE 

Education Level .09 .04 .03 

Income Level .29 .06 .000 

Workstat (rn 
Workstat (rn by 
Income Level 

.91 

-.38 

.37 

.12 

.01 

.003 

Cuban Origin 
Indicator .64 .15 .000 

Improvement (df) 99(10) 

Overall percent 

predicted correct WA> 


Note: N=1672 

A basic model was constructed using education (reduc), income (yrincome), work status 
(workstat), and two indicator variables for national origin status as exogenous variables. Work status 
(workstat) was specified as a categorical variable, with full-time employment set to zero. Interaction terms 
were specified for work status, income, and education but not included on the initial step. Our basic 
model is then: 

VOTE88 =Reduc + Yrincome + Workstat + Cuban + Prican 

The model was then tested for inclusion ofinteraction terms (INT) meeting theoretical and methodologi
cal inclusion criteria (pS.05). Variables were also tested for deletion from the model during this process 
(p~.10). The final fitted significant model results presented in table 5 is as follows: 

VOTE88 = Reduc + Yrincome + Workstat(I) + INT(I)6 + Cuban 

Table 5 confirms the variation among Latino national origin groups when this model is 
considered. Moreover, the positive beta value for the Cuban-origin group empirically demonstrates that 
Puerto Rican and Mexican-origin voters differ from the former when this model is considered. Income 
for the Cuban- origin distribution is somewhat negatively skewed but not statistically significant. That 
is, Cubans in the lowest income bracket are nine percent more likely to vote than those in the highest 
income bracket. Conversely, income is statistically significant and its impact most pronounced for Puerto 
Ricans. At the lowest income bracket Mexican-origin respondents demonstrated the lowest turnout rate 
(35 percent) while Puerto Ricans did only marginally better (39 percent). Turnout rates peak for Puerto 

INT(l) is the interaction term ofWorks tat (part-time employment) and Yrincome level. 6 
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Ricans (73 percent) at the $35,000 to $49,999 income level and then dropped offprecipitously at the 
highest income bracket (54 percent). For Mexican Americans, a monotonic pattern is clearly evident, 
with the highest income group 29 percent more likely to vote compared with those in the lowest leveL 

Again, educational attainment is statistically significant except for the Cuban-origin group. 
Confirming the earlier findings of Calvo and Rosenstone for the 1984 election (1989), Cuban origin 
respondents voted at consistently high rates regardless ofeducational level in 1988. For Puerto Rican's 
with six to eight years ofeducation, turnout is only two percent below that ofcollege educated individuals 
(60 to 62 percent), with a substantial reduction in turnout for the high school grades. These figures, 
however, are not statistically significant. The Mexican-origin group displays a similar, but statistically 
significant pattern. That is, from an initial turnout rate of 53 percent for the lowest educarionallevel, 
turnout plunges consistently as educational levels increase, recovering beyond 53 percent only at the 
highest level (13 years or more) to 68 percent. Consequently, Mexican-origin cohorts with 13 or more 
years ofeducation are 31 percent more likely to turn out than Mexican American's possessing a ninth 
to eleventh grade education. Although we have not controlled for age at this stage, the data suggests that 
exposure to high schoolserves to depress turnoutwhile exposure to college significantly increases turnout for 
Mexican and Puerto Rican origin groups. 

Employment status was selected as an alternative to occupational level for this initial analysis. 
When entered into the equation, the interaction ofemployment status with income proved significant. 
That is, lower levels of income coupled with part-time or unemployed status served to depress turnout. 
With the noticeable exception of the Cuban-origin group, the unemployed were approximately 20 
percent less likely to vote that the employed on average. These findings are very similar to those for the 
1984 election (Calvo and Rosenstone 1989:14). 

Age, Gender, Immigration and Homeownership: The Life-cycle Effect 
We will now turn to an assessment of the impact ofage and gender on turnout among Latinos 

in the 1988 election. Previous studies suggest that a life-cycle effect takes place (Milbrath and Goel 
1984: 118). That is, as an individualagesthe potential accumulation ofpossessions (for example, ahome) 
and responsibility (a family, work, etc.) imbue that person with a vested interest in the governance of 
the community, thus increasing the likelihood ofthat person voting. As an individual moves into the 
latter years in life, activities such as voting are reduced for a variety of reasons. Calvo and Rosenstone 
(1989) found this pattern operating between turnout and age for Hispanics, including national origin 
sub-groups, during the 1984 election. We will now turn to examining a more elaborate specification 
of the life-cycle effect on turnout for Hispanics during the 1988 election. 

TABLE 6 
LOGISTIC REGRESSION EsTIMATES OF TURNOUT WITH AGE AND SOCIo-DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES 


AMONG LATINOS AND SUB-GROUPS FOR 1988 


VARIABLE BETA SIDERROR SIGNIFICANCE 


Af!F .41 .05 .000 

Age by Income .W .01 .000 

Cuban Origin 
Indicator .37 .15 .016 
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TABLE 6 continued 

VARIABLE BETA STDERROR SIGNIFICANCE 


Education Level .35 .05 .000 

Constant ~2.31 .32 .000 

Improvement (<it) 

Overall Percent 
Predicted Correct 

164(5) 

670/0 

Note: N=1676 

Among Latinos, Mexican~origin individuals are the youngest, followed by Puerto Ricans, and 
Cubans, who are much older than even the general population. Table 6 includes the impact of age on 
turnout for all groups during the 1988 election. From this, we will constructed two modified models to 
take advantage ofthe logistic regression procedure. Our first model (6a) included age and turnout while 
controlling for gender, education, and income, thus: 

Vote88 = Age + Prican + Cuban 

In the second step we checked each control variable for inclusion in the model, as well as interaction terms. 
The specified interaction terms are education with income and age with income. 

Following Calvo and Rosenstone (1989), the second model (6b) utilizes gender in place ofage 
as the principle independent variable while controlling for education and age. The second step again 
checks the model for inclusion or deletion ofthe previously specified interaction terms. The final model, 
displayed in Table 6, is derived from the two step process which produced the following equation: 

Vote88 = Age + Reduc + INT(2f + Prican + Cuban 

Interestingly, although women composed slightly over 60 percent ofthis sample on average for 
all groups, turnout rates varied by less than one percent from that ofmales regardless ofnational origin 
and were not significant for this model. Age is a more useful predictor, especially for Cubans, which are 
again statistically different from the other groups. The patterns for all groups are monotonic, with the 
noticeable exception of the Puerto Ricans in the oldest age group voting 14 percent less than those in 
the next highest age group. Mexican-origin respondents in the highest age bracket are 44 percent more 
likely to vote than the youngest age group, displaying the largest gap among Latino cohorts. including 
the composite. The interaction of age and income produces a modest but significant correlation with 
turnout for this model. Education also remains a significant contributor to the model. In general, the 
class bias suggested by Calvo and Rosenstone for the 1984 election has been compounded bya generation 
gap. That is, lower levels of income combined with younger voters equate with lower levels ofturnout 
for Mexican and Puerto Rican-origin subjects. Conversely, for Cubans, higher levels ofincome coupled 
with younger voters equated with lower turnout. This could be a function of nativity, or generational 
distance from the mother country impacting turnout among Cubans. 

INT(2) is the interaction term for Yrincome by Age. 7 
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To this point, we have constructed successive models to identify statistically significant variables 
that correlate with turnout among Latinos. Calvo and Rosenstone (1989) suggested that several 
additional factors might contribute to low turnout among Latinos. These included the costs ofvoting, 
continued immigration, lack ofEnglish speaking skills, and registration laws. With a vested interest in 
the community, it is plausible to infer that turnout would likely increase fdr citizens that are directly 
affected by the actions ofgovernment. For example, home ownership could make one more sensitive 
to government taxes (e.g., property), and public works projects. Moreover, if the family consisted of 
married individuals or single parents with school-age children, then educational and recreational issues 
could provide asignificant incentive to participate in electoral activities. Finally, could immigrant status, 
or generational distance &om the mother country impact an individual's frame ofreference (Le., life in 
the mother country) and significantly contribute to an efficacious disposition toward voting? We will 
now turn to assessing if these dimensions mitigate the cost ofvoting for Latinos. 

I have constructed several variables to tap the aforementioned voter dimensions. Home 
ownership, parent or guardian status, and marriage status are constructed as dummy variables (1 = yes, 
0= otherwise). Thesevariableswilltestthenotionthatowningahome,beingmarried,orraisingchildren 
stimulate efficacious behavior. Years in the United States (YRSINUS) is a scaled transformation ofage 
and year ofimmigration forthose respondents not born in the United States orPueno Rico, which means 
that there will be no variation captured for the Pueno Rican sub-sample. The YRSINUS variable is 
designed to tap the assimilation offoreign-born individuals into American political culture and, in asense, 
can be used to measure how different frames of reference (i.e., conditions in the mother country) 
influence turnout. It also provides a method to tap into variations in turnout among naturalized and 
native- born citizens. Although it could be said that there is a difference between island-born and 
mainland -born Pueno Ricans, the sample size ofisland-born cohorts is insufficient to test this hypothesis. 
The base model for this equation thus becomes: 

Vote88 = Homestat+ Age+ Reduc+ Yrincome+ Yrsinus+ Cuban+ Prican 

I include a number ofinteraction terms to test for inclusion on the second step. The interaction 
terms ofYrsinus with Age and Yrsinus with Homestat are based on the assumption that one does not 
generally immigrate to the United States and immediately purchase a home, while Yrsinus with Age 
captures the collinearity inherent between these variables. Homestat with Age and Yrincome with 
Homestat capture the relationship that over time one is more likely to meet the prerequisites for being 
able to own a home. Age and Reduc imply that as one grows older there is more opponunity to obtain 
an education and that obtaining an advanced educations requires time (Le., age itself). Finally, Marstat 
and Parguar serve to test the effects offamily responsibility on turnout. The results are displayed in Table 7. 
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TABLE 7 
LOGISTIC REGRESSION EsTIMATES OF LIFE-cYCLE MODEL 

WITH TURNOUT AMONG LATINOS AND SUB-GROUPS FOR 1988 

VARIABLE BEfA SID ERROR SIGNIFICANCE 

Home Ownership .65 .13 .000 

Age 1.18 .20 .000 

Education .61 .12 .000 

Education byAge -.09 .03 .009 

Income .15 .04 .001 

Years in U.S. .67 .15 .000 

Years in U.S. by Age -.14 .04 .000 

Cuban Origin 
Indicator .52 .17 .002 

PuenoRican 
Indicator .53 .14 .000 

Constant -6.17 .74 .000 

Improvement (df) 329(9) 

Overall Percent 
Predicted Correct 69% 

Note: N =1672 

When viewed by national-origin groups, noticeable difference emerge. Age clearly dominates 
the explanation of turnout for Latinos in the 1988 elections. However, there are noticeable differences 
among the sub-groups as indicated by the correlations for the Cuban and Pueno Rican-origin cohorts. 
Educational attainment levels again are positively related to turnout, although education and age shows 
a slightly negative correlation, demonstrating the perplexing impact ofhigh school education on turnout 
among the 18 to 25 age cohorts. 

Homeowner status is also positively correlated with turnout, suggesting that not owning a home 
depresses voting among all groups. Some caution must be used for Pueno Rican cohorts as the data 
suggests they are far less likely to own a home relative to the Cuban and Mexican origin groups. This 
life-cycle effect coupled with years in the United States serves to offset the relative minor contribution 
of income to the model. Indeed, these findings suggest the longer one lives in this country, the more 
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likely one will vote if naturalized. While citizenship status remains an imponant aspect of Latino 
participation, the negative interaction term for years in the United States and age indicates that turnout 
is depressed for younger cohons who naturalize. 

Although marital status and being a parent or guardian had no influence on turnout according 
to the data, the life-cycle effect is supponed by the significance ofhomeownership and years in the United 
States (Yrsinus). That is, as hypothesized, owning a home appears to contribute to a sense ofhaving a 
vested interest in politics of the community, consequently promoting an efficacious disposition. Also. 
obtaining citizenship. more for older cohons than younger. stimulates a sense ofcitizen obligation to 
participate in the political system through the vote. 

Discussion 
With regard to a class bias operating among this sample, as was the case in 1984 (Calvo and 

Rosenstone 1989). the evidence presented here suggests that class bias is complicatedbya generation gap. 
The upward bias in turnout based on income is mitigated when life-cycle effect variables are included 
in the model. Employment status, or the lack ofemployment for Mexican. Pueno Rican. and to a lesser 
degree, Cuban cohons is also negatively correlated with turnout. 

The impact of education on turnout in the 1988 election also differs from 1984. Calvo and 
Rosenstone found that education increases turnout, with the notable exception ofCubans. One of the 
more striking findings of this study is that education does not uniformly boost turnout, although the 
statistical procedure employed for this study cannot test for the significance of this seemingly non
monotonic pattern. Nonetheless, those individuals with nine to 11 years ofschool have lower rates of 
turnout than respondents with less education! This pattern was most striking for the Mexican and Pueno 
Rican cohon, but the same pattern ofturnout among cohorts in the ninth to eleventh educational bracket 
is evident to a lesser extent for Cubans as well. One plausible explanation for this phenomenon is the 
fact that Hispanics in general drop out from school in greater numbers than any other minority group 
(O'Hare 1992; Garcia and Montgomery 1991) and, considering that educational bracket consists largely 
ofa younger age cohon, tend to vote less. Others have suggested that minority students in general face 
racial steering in high school educational systems which direct them into lower paying jobs, and deter 
them from going to college (Schafer and Olexa 1971). As we have shown, one's educational level, and 
to a lesser extent income level, are clearly linked to increased voter participation. 

Overall, age is the most salient index for predicting turnout among Latinos and national origin 
sub-groups in the 1988 election. Years in the United States, home ownership, and education follow 
closely behind, which tends to suppon the life-cycle effect. However, martial status and guardianship 
had no statistically significant impact on turnout. Citizenship is also an imponant factor, and over half 
the Cuban sample was eliminated by non-citizenship status for this study (N=370). There are also slight 
reductions in turnout materializing from the younger American-born Cuban generation. Nonetheless, 
eligible Cubans again demonstrated extremely high levels ofturnout in 1988. One plausible explanation 
for this high level of turnout is a consequence of the historical experiences encountered by this group 
upon arrival to this country. Simply put, being welcomed, and supponed by American governmental 
policy, is more conducive to naturalization and voter turnout than being systematically treated as second
class citizens (see de los Angeles Torres 1988; Fuchs 1990; Jennings 1988; Morales and Bonilla 1993; 
Pones andMozo 1985; Estrada, et. al. 1988). Itwill be interesting see ifthe current high levels ofCuban 
turnout persist as the exile generation continues to give way to the American-born generation. 

There are several imponant implications of these results to consider. First, our model only 
predicted slightly less than 70percentofthe turnout among Latinos. Clearly. turnout is a complex process 
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that is ripe for funher study. I tis importantto note, however, that the central findings ofthe relationship 
between age and the life-cycle effect does not imply Latinos will eventually vote in larger numbers as they 
grow older and obtain homes, ceteris paribus. On the contrary, given the relatively young cohort 
status, such a lack ofupward mobility does not bode well for producing efficacious individuals, as higher 
SES levels are positively correlated with turnout. Indeed, numerous studies have demonstrated that 
Latinos as a group, save for Cubans. experience higher levels of poverty, unemployment. lower 
educational attainment levels. lower paying job opportunities. and lower income levels relative to the 
general population (Garcia and Montgomery 1991; Kominski and Adams 1992; Garcia 1992; O'Hare 
1992). The depressing effect ofage on theyounger cohorts, even among theCuban-origin group, appears 
to be a function ofsociety's failure to adequately retain and educate young Latinos for the socio-economic 
positions which pave the way for future political participation (see Green 1989). In other words, we are 
not encouraging or preparing Latinos youths for political participation in an economic system that 
demands education as a necessary condition for obtaining a job to generate an income adequate enough 
to buy a home. 

Another issue that is raised by this analysis concerns the cohesiveness ofconcerted political action 
under a unified Latino/Hispanic umbrella. It is clear that the three principal groups within the Latino/ 
Hispaniclabel possess, in many respects, very different socio-demographic characteristics, histories. and 
experiences in America. The development ofa group identity and consciousness given these differences 
poses one of the greatest challenges to Latino leadership on a national level (see J. Garcia 1982; Klein 
1984). More fundamentally. ifthese differences form the basis ofdivergent interests. itwill be interesting 
to ascertain how the problems associated with heterogeneous organizations are translated into tangible 
collective action (see M. Olsen 1965). 

Conclusion 
Research on Latinos is severely limited by available data and. the continued operationalization 

of race as a Black and White phenomenon seriously understates the multicultural and ethnic makeup of 
American society. Thepresent study empirically demonstrated, as Calvo and Rosenstone did forthe 1984 
election, that failing to consider unique inter-group differences among the Latino cohort can bias voting 
studies which attempt to aggregate national-origin groups under a single heading. Finally, we 
demonstrated that turnout is best explained when modeled with socio-demographic and life-cycle effect 
variables. 

UsingtheLNPS. future studies can compare the effects ofthese models onAngloturnoutaswell. 
The LNPS also contains a number ofvariables which could test the impact ofattitudes and opinions on 
turnout, thus delving deeper into the antecedents ofvoting among Latinos. To be sure, turnout is clearly 
more than just a function of the variables presented in this analysis and but one aspect of political 
participation. However, the data contained in the LNPS is constrained by time. As Nie, Verba and 
Petrocik (1976) argue, surveys are "simply a snapshot in time, one event that molds opinions might not 
be relevant to the respondent two years later and thus the respondent can answer the same question quite 
differently. " 

We only have two widely accepted sources of voting behavior data available. Currently, the 
ANES data is so wanting ofan adequate Latino sample (and for that matter, minorities in general) that 
itwillbeobsoletebytheturnofthecentury,ifitisnotalreadyso. TheCPS data is constrained by Congress 
as to what questions can be asked ofrespondents. Clearly, we need to conduct more research on Latinos, 
primarily by including adequate samples in existing data sets so that a historical record ofparticipation 
can begin. Until political science as a discipline addresses the problems we have exposed in existing 
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datasets, producing substantive research on Latinos. and other minority groups, will be severdy limited. 
The Latino National Political Survey should not be considered the end all to Hispanic surveys. but the 
genesis ofa concerted effort to incorporate minority research into the mainstream ofpolitical science. 



APPENDIX 


Coding Scheme for Variables 


The following recoding scheme was used for this research effort. Only selected recoded variables are presented 
here. Please note that the information in brackets (i.e. [Q43]) refer to the question number on the survey 
instrument. The numbers in the parentheses (i.e. (0, 1...» refer to the original coding assigned to the variable 
and subsequently recoded for the purposes ofthis study. Additional information can be obtained in a research 
memorandum available from the author. 

[Q43] Citizenship Status 
Value 

u.s. Citizen (0,1) o 
Non-Citizen (2,3,4) 1 
System missing (5,7-9) 

[Q9] Martial Status 
Value 

Not Married (2-6, 8) o 
YES (1,7) 1 
system missing (77, 98) 

[Q182] Income 
Value 

12,999 or less (1-4) 1 
13,000 to 19,999 (5-7) 2 
20,000 to 34,999 (8-10) 3 
35,000 to 49,999 (11, 12) 4 
50,000 or more (13-15) 5 
system missing (97-99) 

[Q79] Homeownership 
Value 

Rent or other (1, 3-6) o 
Own Home (2) 1 

[Q12] Highest Grade Completed 
Value 

0-5th (0-5) 1 
6-8th (6-8) 2 
9-IIth (9-11) 3 
12th (12) 4 
13th or more (13-17) 5 

[Q24] Present work situation 
Value 

Fulltime(l) 1 
Parttime (2-4) 2 
Unemployed (5-6) 3 
Not in WorkForce (7-14,77) 4 
system missing (99) 

[Q78] Vote in 1988 election 
Value 

NO (0,2,8) o 
YES (1) 1 

[Q3] Age 
Value 

18 to 25 1 
26 to 34 2 
35 to 44 3 
45 to 54 4 
55 + 5 

[Q11] Parent/Guardian 
Value 

No (2) o 
Yes (1) 1 

Years in U.S. 
Created by subtracting agefrom [Q40j, age ofimmigration 

Value 
10 years 1 
11-20 years 2 
21-30 years 3 
31-40 years 4 
40 or more years 5 

[Q39] Country of Birth 
Value 

United States (1,2) o 
Mexico or Cuba (3, 4) 1 
System Missing (77) 
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